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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 

UNITED STATES ASSOCIATION 
OF REPTILE KEEPERS, FLORIDA 
CHAPTER, CHRIS CANNAROZZI,   Case No. __________ 
CARLOS MICHAELSEN, MIKE  
VAN NOSTRAND, MICHAEL BARRERA, 
AMIR SOLEYMANI, and RIAN GITTMAN, 
 
 Plaintiffs, 

v. 

FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION and 
ERIC SUTTON, in his official capacity as 
Executive Director of the Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Commission, 
 
 Defendants. 
__________________________________/ 
 

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION  
AND SUPPORTING MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

Pursuant to Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.610, Plaintiffs United States Association of 

Reptile Keepers, Florida Chapter (“USARK Florida”), and Chris Cannarozzi, Carlos Michaelsen, 

Mike Van Nostrand, Michael Barrera, Amir Soleymani, and Rian Gittman (“Individual Plaintiffs,” 

and together with USARK Florida, “Plaintiffs”) move this Court for the entry of a temporary 

injunction against Defendants Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (“the 

Commission”) and Commission Executive Director Eric Sutton, enjoining the Commission and 

the Executive Director from implementing or enforcing section 379.372, Florida Statutes (“the 

Statute”), as amended by 2020 CS/CS/CS/Senate Bill 1414 (Ch. 20-123, Laws of Fla.) (“SB 

1414”), and Executive Order No. 20-19 (“the Executive Order”), pending the resolution of 

Plaintiffs’ claims on the merits. In support, Plaintiffs state as follows: 
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INTRODUCTION 

 Article IV, section 9 of the Florida Constitution provides that the Commission “shall 

exercise the regulatory and executive powers of the state with respect to wild animal life.” Through 

SB 1414, however, the Legislature has usurped the Commission’s authority by repealing and 

rewriting the Commission’s own regulations concerning the possession, use, and sale of certain 

wild animal life. The Statute as amended by SB 1414 abruptly prohibits the continued possession, 

breeding, and sale of certain reptile species, exempting only a small subset of those impacted to a 

limited extent.  

In an apparent effort to implement the Statute as amended, and notwithstanding the 

Commission’s exclusive rulemaking authority in this area, the Executive Director of the 

Commission issued the Executive Order, without providing reasonable notice or opportunity to be 

heard prior to its becoming effective. Among other things, the Executive Order prohibits breeding 

of certain reptile species and commercial sale after June 30, 2020. Although the Commission is 

constitutionally authorized to regulate reptile species, it must exercise that authority in accordance 

with due process. The Commission did not do so in adopting the Executive Order. 

 Consequently, the Individual Plaintiffs as well as a substantial number of other USARK 

Florida members face imminent injury if the Statute as amended and Executive Order are not 

enjoined, as the unconstitutional Statute and Executive Order will destroy their livelihoods and 

deprive them of their personal property and there is no adequate remedy at law. 

Through this motion, its accompanying affidavits, and the complaint, Plaintiffs have 

satisfied the requirements of Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.610 and are entitled to a temporary 

injunction. 

 



3 
 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

The Florida Reptile Industry and the Commission’s Conditional Species Program 

Florida has a robust commercial reptile industry, generating approximately $160 million 

in revenue each year in the State of Florida. (USARK Aff. ¶ 3.) For more than a decade, the 

Commission has regulated that industry in part through the Conditional Species program, under 

which the Individual Plaintiffs and other USARK Florida members have possessed, sold, imported, 

exported, and bred certain reptile species for commercial use, subject to permitting and stringent 

regulation by the Commission. (USARK Aff. ¶ 5.) By rule, the Commission has designated certain 

Florida non-native wildlife as “Conditional Non-native Species” or “Conditional Species.” Fla. 

Admin. Code R. 68-5.004. The list of Conditional Species designated by the Commission includes 

the red-eared slider (a type of turtle), the reticulated python, and the green anaconda, among others. 

See id. 68-5.004(3), (4).  

The Commission extensively regulates the possession, use, and sale of Conditional Species 

in Florida. Specifically, per rule, “[n]o person shall import into the state, sell, possess, or transport 

any live specimens of [Conditional S]pecies, or hybrids or eggs thereof, . . . except by Conditional 

. . . species permit.” Fla. Admin. Code R. 68-5.005. The Commission issues Conditional Species 

permits “only to individuals or institutions engaged in research, or to commercial import or export 

businesses, public aquaria, public zoological parks, or public educational exhibits.” Id. 68-

5.005(1). Conditional Species cannot be kept privately as pets and must qualify under one of the 

listed conditions. See id. 68-5.005(1). 

Conditional Species permitholders like the Individual Plaintiffs and other USARK Florida 

members are subject to a comprehensive set of regulations written by the Commission, concerning, 



4 
 

among other things, inspections, escape-proof enclosures and facilities, structural facility 

minimums, and microchipping.  

As an example, for turtles designated as Conditional Species like the red-eared slider, the 

permitholder’s “[o]utdoor facilities must have a permanent containment barrier secured at least six 

inches below ground level to prevent scape by digging, erosion, climbing or by passing through 

gaps.” Id. 68-5.005(4)(a). The eggs of Conditional Species turtles must be removed and destroyed 

daily. Id. 68-5.005(4)(b). The commercial red-eared slider industry that has arisen under the 

Conditional Species program generates approximately $10 million to $15 million in revenue each 

year in Florida. (USARK Aff. ¶ 8.) 

Snakes and lizards that are designated as Conditional Species must be kept indoors or in 

outdoor enclosures with a fixed roof and must be permanently identified with a passive integrated 

transponder (“PIT”) tag or microchip. Id. 68-5.005(5). Permitholders of snake and lizard 

Conditional Species must submit a Captive Wildlife Disaster and Critical Incident Plan to the 

Commission and maintain accurate records of inventory, noting every birth, death, acquisition, 

sale, and transfer. Id. 68-5.005(5). The Commission has also reserved for itself broad authority to 

inspect snake and lizard Conditional Species held in captivity. Id. 68-5.005(5). Snakes and lizards 

designated as Conditional Species may be transferred only to other persons authorized to possess 

Conditional Species, and accompanied by a prescribed form. Id. 68-5.005(5)(f)3. 

Many USARK Florida members including Plaintiff Chris Cannarozzi have built an entire 

business from breeding and selling Conditional Species. In Mr. Cannarozzi’s case, it is reticulated 

pythons. (Cannarozzi Aff. ¶¶ 4-5.) Each reticulated python in Mr. Cannarozzi’s possession retails 

for $300 to $3,000, although the pythons he has nurtured to maturity over a number of years for 
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breeding are priceless. (Id.) Compliance with the Conditional Species program has required the 

investment of thousands of dollars by Mr. Cannarozzi and others. (Id. ¶ 6.) 

Tegu lizards and green iguanas are not part of the Commission’s Conditional Species 

program, although a person intending to sell a tegu lizard or green iguana must obtain a Class III 

wildlife license from the Commission. (USARK Aff. ¶¶ 10-11.) According to surveys conducted 

late last year by the Commission, there were approximately 106 Class III license holders 

authorized to sell more than 1,245 in inventory in tegu lizards, and approximately 382 license 

holders authorized to sell more than 5,307 green iguanas in inventory. See Fla. S. Comm. on Rules, 

CS/CS/CS/SB 1414 (2020) Staff Analysis 6-7 

(https://flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2020/1414/Analyses/2020s01414.rc.PDF) (hereinafter “S. Rules 

Comm. Staff Analysis”). Based on USARK Florida estimates, the industry surrounding tegu 

lizards and green iguanas in Florida generates approximately $7 million to $12 million in revenue 

each year. (USARK Aff. ¶ 12.) 

For individuals like Plaintiff Rian Gittman, the ability to sell, breed, import, and export 

tegu lizards is a critical component of their business. Mr. Gittman owns Underground Reptiles, 

which is a retailer and distributor of green iguanas, tegu lizards, and other exotic animals. (Gittman 

Aff. ¶¶ 4-5, 7.) He also operates a breeding farm where he specially breeds tegu lizards with non-

natural colors. (Id. ¶ 6.) His tegu lizards are unique and highly sought after. (Id.) Mr. Gittman has 

invested close to $1 million over the past three to four years in improving the property and facilities 

used for his breeding farm. (Id.) 

Section 379.372, Florida Statutes, as Amended by SB 1414 

 Prior to the enactment of SB 1414, section 379.372, Florida Statutes, was consistent with 

the Conditional Species program and the Commission’s regulation of tegu lizards and green 
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iguanas. Specifically, section 397.372 only foreclosed the possession, sale, import, export, and 

breeding of certain species, including Conditional Species, for personal use: 

[n]o person, party, firm, association, or corporation shall keep, possess, import into 
the state, sell, barter, trade, or breed the following species for personal use or for 
sale for personal use: 
1. Burmese or Indian python (Python molurus). 
2. Reticulated python (Python reticulatus). 
3. Northern African python (Python sebae). 
4. Southern African python (Python natalensis). 
5. Amethystine or scrub python (Morelia amethystinus). 
6. Green Anaconda (Eunectes murinus). 
7. Nile monitor (Varanus niloticus). 
8. Any other reptile designated as a conditional or prohibited species by the 
commission. 

 
§ 379.372(2)(a), Fla. Stat. (2019) (emphasis added). This statute was consistent with the 

Commission’s Conditional Species program, which authorized the permitted import, export, sale, 

possession, and transportation of Conditional Species for commercial use, as well as the 

Commission’s prohibition on owning Conditional Species as pets. See Fla. Admin. Code R. 68-

5.005. 

 In the 2020 legislative session, however, the Legislature passed SB 1414. On June 29, 

2020, Governor Ron DeSantis signed into law Chapter No. 20-123, Laws of Florida, enacting SB 

1414. SB 1414 amends section 379.372 as follows: 

A No person, party, firm, association, or corporation may not shall keep, possess, 
import into the state, sell, barter, trade, or breed the following species except for 
educational, research, or eradication or control purposes personal use or for sale for 
personal use: 
1. Burmese or Indian python (Python molurus). 
2. Reticulated python (Python reticulatus). 
3. Northern African python (Python sebae). 
4. Southern African python (Python natalensis). 
5. Amethystine or scrub python (Morelia amethystinus). 
6. Green Anaconda (Eunectes murinus). 
7. Nile monitor (Varanus niloticus). 
8.    Green iguana (Iguana iguana). 
9.    Tegu lizard (any species of the genera Salvator or Tupinambis). 
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10. Any other reptile designated as a conditional or prohibited species by the 
commission. 
 

SB 1414 § 3 (to be codified at § 379.372(2)(a), Fla. Stat. (2020)); (see also Compl. Ex. A). The 

amended Statute went into effect on July 1, 2020. SB 1414 § 5. 

Because the Statute as amended bars the possession, sale, import, and breeding of the listed 

reptiles as well as “[a]ny other reptile designated as a conditional . . . species by the commission” 

except “for educational, research, or eradication or control purposes,” the effect of the legislation 

is to repeal the Commission’s Conditional Species program. The law renders unlawful Plaintiffs’ 

continued possession, sale, import, and export of Conditional Species including the reticulated 

python and red-eared slider for commercial purposes. The legislation also bars the commercial 

sale, import, and export of green iguanas and tegu lizards—when previously individuals like 

Plaintiff Gittman were authorized to do so, so long as they possessed a Class III wildlife permit 

from the Commission.    

SB 1414 contains a narrow exemption, applicable to only those persons currently holding 

a Class III wildlife license related to the sale or exhibition of green iguanas and tegu lizards, which 

states as follows: 

If a person, firm, or corporation holds a valid captive wildlife class III exhibit or 
sale license on January 1, 2020, and documented an inventory of green iguanas or 
tegu lizards on his or her or its 2019 application, the commission may grandfather 
that person, firm, or corporation so as to allow them to continue to exhibit, sell, or 
breed green iguanas or tegu lizards commercially for as long as the license remains 
active. Such status is void upon any license transfer or lapse. The person, firm, or 
corporation may only sell such inventory of green iguanas or tegu lizards outside 
of this state and may not import the species into this state. The commission shall 
adopt rules that address all of the following: 
 1. Reporting requirements. 
 2. Biosecurity measures to prevent escape of these species.  
 3. Any necessary grandfathering provisions for those persons presently in 
possession of either a green iguana or a tegu lizard who do not meet the 
grandfathering provisions of this paragraph. 
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SB 1414 § 3 (to be codified at § 379.372(2)(b), Fla. Stat. (2020)). Even with the “grandfathering” 

provisions, however, those who were previously permitted to sell and import green iguanas or tegu 

lizards into the state are barred from doing so by the Statute as amended. (Gittman Aff. ¶ 11.) 

The Executive Order 

 On June 30, 2020—a day before the amended Statute was to take effect—the Executive 

Director issued the Executive Order, acting purportedly through a delegation of authority1 and 

under the Commission’s constitutional authority to establish “special regulations” to “conform 

with Laws of Florida that amend[] Section 379.372, Florida Statutes.” (Compl. Ex. B.) The 

Executive Order took effect on July 1, 2020, and “shall remain in effect until rescinded or 

superseded by subsequent order or rule.” (Compl. Ex. B ¶ 9.)  

 The list of reptiles subject to the Executive Order largely matches the one in the amended 

Statute, and includes Conditional Species. However, through the Executive Order the Executive 

Director purports to exempt red-eared sliders. (Compl. Ex. B ¶¶ 1, 5.)  

 Like the amended Statute, the Executive Order prohibits individuals from keeping, 

possessing, importing, selling, bartering, trading, or breeding the listed species, “except for 

educational, research, or eradication or control purposes.” (Compl. Ex. B ¶ 2.) Those holding valid 

licenses for commercial use of the listed species “have until 90 days after new rules are established 

to liquidate current inventories of those species or place them with [appropriate] facilities.” 

(Compl. Ex. B ¶ 4.) But “[b]reeding the above listed species for commercial sale as defined in 

                                                 
1 That delegation states that the “Executive Director may grant, renew or deny any application for 
permit, license or authorization as provided in Commission rule or appropriate statute. The 
Executive Director may suspend or revoke any license, permit or authorization as provided in 
Commission rule or appropriate statute.” See Fla. Admin. Code R. 68-1.009, Delegation of 
Authority ¶ 17. The delegation does not appear to authorize the promulgation of “special 
regulations” or generally applicable rules. 
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379.372, F.S., after June 30, 2020 is prohibited,” and “[c]ommercial sale after that time is 

prohibited.” (Id. (emphasis added).) Thus, the Executive Order immediately on July 1, 2020 

prohibited the breeding and sale of affected species. 

 As for those possessing green iguanas and tegu lizards, the Executive Order provides that 

those holding a valid Class III license on January 1, 2020, “with a documented inventory of green 

iguanas or tegu lizards on their 2019 application” may obtain a “limited exception commercial 

use” permit allowing them to continue to sell and breed green iguanas or tegu lizards commercially 

for as long as the license remains viable. (Compl. Ex. B ¶ 6.) Under both the Statute as amended 

and the Executive Order, however, commercial sale within the state and importation of these 

species is forbidden. (See id.) 

 The Commission has put together a list of businesses which are eligible for 

“grandfathering” under the Statute and Executive Order, but individuals like Plaintiff Gittman are 

not included. (Gittman Aff. ¶ 10.) 

 The Executive Director issued the Executive Order on June 30, 2020. Neither the 

Commission nor the Executive Director provided earlier notice of the Executive Order or 

otherwise offered interested persons an opportunity to comment or be heard on the Executive 

Order prior to it going into effect. 

Absent Entry of a Temporary Injunction, Plaintiffs Will Suffer Irreparable Harm 

The Statute as amended by SB 1414 went into effect on July 1, 2020. See SB 1414 § 5. So 

did the Executive Order. (Compl. Ex. B ¶ 9.) Consequently, the continued possession, sale, import, 

export, and breeding of Conditional Species is “unlawful” under the unconstitutional Statute and 

Executive Order. This will destroy the livelihoods of many individuals who have built businesses 

in reliance on the Conditional Species program. For instance, Plaintiff Chris Cannarozzi will be 
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forced to end his business as the change in law forbids his continued sale and breeding of 

reticulated pythons, losing the revenues he otherwise anticipated to receive from his business and 

the value of his investments. (Cannarozzi Aff. ¶¶ 7, 11.) Importantly too, the change in law will 

require individuals to give up their animals, many of which are invaluable. Mr. Cannarozzi’s 

reticulated python population includes many adult pythons that he nurtured to maturity over the 

course of many years, and it is impossible to put a price tag on their value and the loss he will 

suffer if forced to give them up. (Cannarozzi Aff. ¶¶ 5, 7, 11.) For many USARK Florida members 

including Mr. Cannarozzi, the Statute as amended and Executive Order eviscerate their businesses 

and future plans with respect to their property and provide no means for exemption, compensation, 

or other remedy. (See, e.g., Michaelsen Aff. ¶¶ 8, 9; USARK Aff. ¶¶ 14-17.) 

Further, although individuals like Plaintiff Rian Gittman may ultimately be exempted and 

allowed to continue selling green iguanas and tegu lizards in some capacity, their businesses 

depend on selling within the state and importing these species into the state—both of which are 

still barred by the Statute and Executive Order. For Mr. Gittman, importation represents 25% to 

30% of his business, and enforcement of the Statute and Executive Order will force him to lay off 

more than a dozen employees at his breeding farm and retail business. (Gittman Aff. ¶¶ 11-13.) 

Enforcement will also require Plaintiffs to breach ongoing contracts with suppliers and 

buyers who depend on Plaintiffs’ ability to sell, import, export, and breed Conditional Species and 

green iguanas and tegu lizards. (USARK Aff. ¶ 16; see also Van Nostrand Aff. ¶ 8.) 

The Executive Order clearly contemplates that the Commission will adopt additional rules 

that match the amended Statute, as the order warns that those impacted will have a short time 

period—90 days—after “final” rules go into effect in order to liquidate their inventories. But this 

time period is inadequate. (See Cannarozzi Aff. ¶ 8.) For someone like Plaintiff Rian Gittman, he 
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will be forced to potentially find suitable placements for up to 1,000 tegu lizards in his inventory, 

once numerous tegu lizard eggs already incubating when the Statute and Executive Order went 

into effect hatch. (Gittman Aff. ¶ 14.) 

There is also no indication that discontinuing the Conditional Species program and limiting 

the sale of green iguanas and tegu lizards will provide any benefit to the state. Although the 

Legislature’s likely goal was to limit the proliferation of non-native invasive species in Florida, 

those reptiles kept in accordance with the Commission’s regulatory programs pose no public threat 

or harm. (See, e.g., USARK Aff. ¶ 18; Cannarozzi Aff. ¶¶ 9-10.) 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

I. Legal Standard 

“The purpose of a temporary injunction is to preserve the status quo until a final hearing 

may be held and the dispute resolved.” Bailey v. Christo, 453 So. 2d 1134, 1136-37 (Fla. 1st DCA 

1984). The status quo refers to “the last peaceable noncontested condition that preceded the 

controversy.” Id. A circuit court has broad discretion in granting temporary injunctions. Alachua 

Cty. v. Lewis Oil Co., 516 So. 2d 1033, 1035 (Fla. 1st DCA 1987). 

In order to be granted a temporary injunction, Plaintiffs must show: (1) a substantial 

likelihood of success on the merits; (2) the likelihood of irreparable harm; (3) the unavailability of 

an adequate remedy at law; and (4) a temporary injunction will serve the public interest. DePuy 

Orthopaedics v. Waxman, 95 So. 3d 928, 938 (Fla. 1st DCA 2012); see also Fla. R. Civ. P. 1.610. 

Plaintiffs satisfy each of these elements.  

II. Plaintiffs Have a Substantial Likelihood of Success on the Merits 
 

To demonstrate a substantial likelihood of success on the merits, Plaintiffs must show that 

there are “good reasons for anticipating [a successful] result” on their claims. City of Jacksonville 
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v. Naegele Outdoor Advert. Co., 634 So. 2d 750, 753 (Fla. 1st DCA 1994). Plaintiffs have made 

that showing. 

 A. Plaintiffs Are Likely to Succeed in Challenging the Statute 
 

Plaintiffs are likely to succeed on their claim that the Statute as amended violates article 

IV, section 9 of the Florida Constitution. 

Under the Florida Constitution, the Commission “shall exercise the regulatory and 

executive powers of the state with respect to wild animal life.” Art. IV, § 9, Fla. Const. (emphasis 

added). This means that the Commission “has exclusive authority to enact rules and regulations 

governing wildlife.” City of Miramar v. Bain, 429 So. 2d 40, 42 (Fla. 4th DCA 1983); see also 

Caribbean Conservation Corp. v. Fla. Fish & Wildlife Conservation Comm’n, 838 So. 2d 492, 

501-02 (Fla. 2003) (use of the word “the” before describing the Commission’s regulatory and 

executive powers with respect to wild animal life and fresh water aquatic life is purposeful and 

indicates that the Commission is meant to have the “exclusive power,” as distinguished from its 

authority with respect to marine life); Airboat Ass’n of Fla., Inc. v. Fla. Game & Fresh Water 

Comm’n, 498 So. 2d 629, 631 (Fla. 3d DCA 1986) (“[I]t has consistently been held that the 

Commission is vested with exclusive legislative authority to adopt reasonable rules to regulate 

game and fresh water fishing in this state, and that the legislature is constitutionally prohibited 

from adopting statutes in conflict with such rules.”). The Commission has possessed this exclusive 

power since the 1885 Florida Constitution and in every past iteration of the Commission. See Art. 

IV, § 30, Fla. Const. of 1885; Art. IV, § 9, Fla. Const.2 Unlike other areas, such as marine life, no 

                                                 
2 See also, e.g., Op. Att’y Gen. Fla. 80-04 (1980) (“Section 9, Art. IV, State Const., vests in the 
Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission the exclusive authority to exercise all of the state’s 
regulatory power over all wild animal life (except for penalties and license fees) . . . .” (emphasis 
added)); Fla. Const. Revision Comm’n Amend. 5 (1998) (“[C]reates Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission, granting it the regulatory and executive powers of the Game and 
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other governmental entity has had authority to regulate wild animal life, except for the Commission 

and subject to limited exception (e.g., license fees and penalties). See Caribbean Conservation 

Corp., 838 So. 2d at 500-02. 

Indeed, there is no dispute about this, as the Commission likewise has represented to this 

Court previously that the Commission “is vested with the exclusive legislative authority to adopt 

reasonable rules to regulate wild animal life in Florida,” referencing some of the very same 

authorities cited above.3  

Consequently, “the legislature is constitutionally prohibited from adopting statutes in 

conflict with such rules.” Wakulla Commercial Fishermen’s Ass’n v. Fla. Fish & Wildlife 

Conservation Comm’n, 951 So. 2d 8, 9 (Fla. 1st DCA 2007); City of Miramar, 429 So. 2d at 42 

(A “legislative enactment . . . in conflict with the regulations of the Commission must give way to 

the Constitutional mandate establishing the Commission.”); see also, e.g., Notami Hosp. of Fla., 

Inc. v. Bowen, 927 So. 2d 139, 142 (Fla. 1st DCA 2006) (“To the extent a statute conflicts with 

express or clearly implied mandates of the Constitution, the statute must fail.”), aff’d sub nom. Fla. 

Hosp. Waterman, Inc. v. Buster, 984 So. 2d 478 (Fla. 2008).  

                                                 
Fresh Water Fish Commission and the Marine Fisheries Commission . . . . ” (emphasis added)); 
Journal of the Senate, No. 30, Page 162 (May 5, 1998) (“Section 2 amends Article IV Section 9 to 
convert the Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission into the Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission creating a constitutional agency with regulatory and executive authority for the 
protection of fish and wildlife. The section is drafted with Article IV Section 9 as the base 
document. The purpose is to make clear that no change in the authority or jurisdiction of the Game 
and Fresh Water Fish Commission is being contemplated.”); Fla. H. Envmt. & Natural Resources 
Council, HB 7091 (2008) Staff Analysis 4 (“[I]t is well settled that the Constitution vests in the 
FWCC exclusive power of the state to regulate wild animal life and freshwater aquatic life . . . .”) 
(https://myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?FileName=h7091.ENRC.doc&D
ocumentType=Analysis&BillNumber=7091&Session=2008). 
3 Defendant’s Response in Opposition at 7, Aldred v. Fla. Fish & Wildlife Conservation Comm’n, 
Doc. 17 at 9, No. 2019-CA-1537 (Fla. 2d Cir. Ct.) (filed Oct. 24, 2019). 
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By regulation, the Commission has created the Conditional Species program, under which 

the Commission permits the import, sale, possession, and transport of Conditional Species, 

including by commercial import or export businesses, provided individuals and businesses obtain 

a permit from the Commission and abide by certain regulations. Fla. Admin. Code R. 68-5.005. 

The Commission has also authorized the sale of green iguanas and tegu lizards pursuant to a Class 

III wildlife license. Fla. Admin. Code R. 68A-6.004.  

The Statute as amended by SB 1414 unconstitutionally regulates the use, possession, and 

sale of wild animal life, in contravention of article IV, section 9. The Statute conflicts with and 

effectively repeals the Commission’s Conditional Species program, authorizing the possession, 

use, and sale of Conditional Species in addition to the identified reptiles in section 379.372(2)(a) 

only for “educational, research, or eradication or control purposes.” The Legislature has also 

directed and circumscribed the Commission’s rulemaking authority, charging the Commission 

with “grandfathering” only certain green iguana and tegu lizard license holders and prescribing the 

manner in which they may be grandfathered. This is inconsistent with the Commission’s exclusive 

authority to exercise the state’s regulatory and executive powers with respect to wild animal life, 

and such a contrary legislative enactment “must give way to the Constitutional mandate” placing 

that exclusive authority with the Commission. City of Miramar, 429 So. 2d at 42 (emphasis added); 

see also Notami Hosp., 927 So. 2d at 142. 

Article IV, section 9 of the Florida Constitution provides only limited exceptions to the 

Commission’s exclusive regulatory and executive powers with respect to wild animal life and fresh 

water aquatic life: (1) license fees for taking wild animal life and fresh water aquatic life “shall be 

prescribed by general law”; (2) “penalties for violating regulations of the [C]ommission shall be 

prescribed by general law”; (3) the Commission’s “exercise of executive powers in the area of 
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planning, budgeting, personnel management, and purchasing shall be as provided by law”; and (4) 

“[t]he legislature may enact laws in aid of the commission, not inconsistent with this section.” Art. 

IV, § 9, Fla. Const.  

None of these exemptions apply. The Statute as amended does not prescribe “license fees” 

or “penalties.” Nor does the Statute as amended implicate any matters of planning, budgeting, 

personnel, or purchasing. And finally, the Statute as amended does not act “in aid of” the 

Commission in a way that is consistent with article IV, section 9. 

“Aid” means “help” or offering “tangible means of assistance.” “Aid,” Merriam-Webster 

Online Dictionary, 2020, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/aid; see also, e.g., Fla. 

Standard Jury Instructions – Criminal, § 20.4 Fraud – Aiding or Abetting (“‘Aid or abet’ means 

help, assist, or facilitate.”). The Legislature did not “help” the Commission in passing the 

amendment to the Statute, as even legislation “in aid of” the Commission must not be “inconsistent 

with” article IV, section 9. See art. IV, § 9, Fla. Const. Article IV, section 9 places exclusive 

regulatory authority over wild animal life with the Commission. Yet the Statute as amended 

directly contradicts the Commission’s regulations regarding the Conditional Species program and 

the sale of green iguanas and tegu lizards. See Wakulla Commercial Fishermen’s Ass’n, 951 So. 

2d at 9. 

Thus, it is clear that the Legislature has impermissibly, and unconstitutionally, usurped the 

powers of the Commission, and Plaintiffs are likely to succeed on the merits of this claim. 

B. Plaintiffs Are Likely to Succeed in Challenging the Executive Order 

 Although, as described above, the Commission maintains exclusive authority with respect 

to the regulation of wild animal life in Florida, the Commission must afford due process in 

exercising that exclusive authority. Plaintiffs are likely to succeed on the merits of their declaratory 



16 
 

relief claim and substantive claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 that the Executive Order was issued 

without affording procedural due process. 

  1. The Commission’s Due Process Rule 

 Both the Florida Constitution and the U.S. Constitution prohibit the deprivation of a 

person’s property without due process of law. Art. I, § 9, Fla. Const.; U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 

1. To comport with those constitutional requirements, the Commission specifically enacted Florida 

Administrative Code Rule 68-1008 (“the Due Process Rule”) to “ensure adequate process in the 

exercise of [the Commission’s] regulatory and executive functions.” Fla. Admin. Code R. 68-

1.008(2) (attached as Compl. Ex. D); see also id. 68-1.008(5)(a); § 20.331(9)(a), Fla. Stat. (“The 

commission shall adopt a rule establishing due process procedures to be accorded any party [within 

the meaning of the Administrative Procedure Act].”). The Commission recognizes through the 

Due Process Rule that “[p]rocedural due process, in an administrative setting, consists of 

requirements for notice, a meaningful opportunity to be heard and a fair, impartial decision-making 

authority.” Fla. Admin. Code R. 68-1.008(5)(b).  

 In the case of rulemaking, the Commission agreed that it would afford procedural due 

process by following “the A[dministrative Procedure Act, Chapter 120, Florida Statutes (‘APA’),] 

for all notices of FWC rule development and rulemaking . . . [and] in the use of rule development 

workshops[,] and [the Commission] shall prepare statements of estimated regulatory cost and 

statements of lower cost regulatory alternative in accordance with the APA.” Fla. Admin. Code R. 

68-1.008(5)(b)3., 4. 
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 Given when the Due Process Rule was adopted, the Commission looks to the 2007 version 

of the APA in affording procedural due process in rulemaking.4 Section 120.54, Florida Statutes, 

is entitled “rulemaking,” and states that “[r]ulemaking is not a matter of agency discretion. Each 

agency statement defined as a rule by s. 120.52 shall be adopted by the rulemaking procedure 

provided by this section as soon as feasible and practicable.” § 120.54(1)(a), Fla. Stat. (2007). 

Under section 120.52(15), a “rule” refers to “[e]ach agency statement of general applicability that 

implements, interprets, or prescribes law or policy” and “includes the amendment or repeal of a 

rule.” § 120.52(15), Fla. Stat. (2007). Consequently, agency statements of “general 

applicability”—including those which amend or repeal an existing rule—are rules that must be 

adopted through agency rulemaking. 

 Under the APA, “prior to the adoption, amendment, or repeal of any rule other than an 

emergency rule,”5 the agency must give notice of its intended action. § 120.54(3)(a)1., Fla. Stat. 

(2007) (emphasis added). That notice should sufficiently apprise interested parties of what the 

agency intends to do, and importantly, must offer the opportunity to an interested party to provide 

information regarding a statement of estimated regulatory costs or to provide a proposal for a lower 

cost regulatory alternative within a certain time period. Id. The notice must also meet certain other 

requirements, including being published in the Florida Administrative Weekly “not less than 28 

days prior to the intended action.” Id. § 120.54(3)(a)2. 

                                                 
4 Under section 120.54(1)(i)1., Florida Statutes (2007), rules incorporating materials by 
reference—like the APA—only incorporate that material as it exists on the date the rule is adopted. 
Consequently, the 2007 APA applies with respect to the provisions of the APA incorporated by 
the Commission in the Due Process Rule adopted in January 2008, absent amendment of that rule. 
This is also consistent with the position taken by the Commission in other litigation regarding its 
rulemaking authority. 
5 Notably, the Executive Order does not purport to be an emergency rule, nor could it be. An 
emergency rule is justified only to address an “immediate danger to the public health, safety, or 
welfare” and must meet other stringent requirements. § 120.54(4), Fla. Stat. (2007). 
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 The agency must also provide an opportunity to request a hearing before the rule’s 

adoption, with exception for circumstances inapplicable here: 

If the intended action concerns any rule other than one relating exclusively to 
procedure or practice, the agency shall, on the request of any affected person 
received within 21 days after the date of the publication of the notice of intended 
agency action, give affected persons an opportunity to present evidence and 
argument on all issues under consideration. 
 

§ 120.54(3)(c), Fla. Stat. (2007). 

  2. The Executive Order Violates Procedural Due Process 

 The Due Process Rule was not followed in issuing the Executive Order, and the Executive 

Director in issuing it has consequently violated the rule and failed to comport with constitutional 

due process principles.  

To begin with, the Executive Order qualifies as a rule subject to the above described 

procedure. It is a statement “of general applicability that implements, interprets, or prescribes law 

or policy”—specifically, the Statute as amended a well as the Commission’s own policy regarding 

the regulation of non-native species. See § 120.52(15), Fla. Stat. (2007). It also appears to “amend[] 

or repeal” the Commission’s rules with respect to these species. Id.; (see also Compl. Ex. B 

(entitled “Regulations of Reptiles in Chapter 68-5, F.A.C.,” calling the provisions “special 

regulations,” and describing variations from the Commission’s rules)). 

In some circumstances, an agency statement explaining or implementing a statute is not a 

rule subject to rulemaking requirements. See, e.g., Grabba-Leaf, LLC v. Dep’t of Bus. & Prof’l 

Regulation, 257 So. 3d 1205, 1207 (Fla. 1st DCA 2018). This exception does not apply to exempt 

the Executive Order from rulemaking. To begin with, the Statute as amended is a nullity given its 

unconstitutionality under article IV, section 9; thus, the Commission cannot validly implement it. 

Moreover, the Executive Order does not merely interpret or reiterate the Statute as amended by 
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SB 1414. For example, through the Executive Order the Executive Director purports to exempt 

red-eared sliders from the changes in law, although red-eared sliders are on the Conditional Species 

list and are clearly subject to the changes in law imposed by SB 1414. Thus, the Executive Order 

qualifies as an unadopted rule that should have been promulgated in accordance with the 

Commission’s Due Process Rule. See Grabba-Leaf, 257 So. 3d at 1210-11 (“Because [the statute 

the agency claimed to act in compliance with] does not clearly include whole leaf tobacco wraps, 

we conclude that the Department cannot by memorandum extend the statutory definition to cover 

them and disregard its rulemaking obligations.”); St. Francis Hosp., Inc. v. Dep’t of Health & 

Rehab. Servs., 553 So. 2d 1351, 1354 (Fla. 1st DCA 1989) (agency policy that did not “simply 

reiterate a legislative mandate and is not readily apparent from a literal reading of the statutes 

involved” was subject to rulemaking requirements). 

To state a claim for procedural due process, Plaintiffs must show “(1) a deprivation of a 

constitutionally-protected liberty or property interest; (2) state action; and (3) constitutionally-

inadequate process.” Chakra 5, Inc. v. City of Miami Beach, 254 So. 3d 1056, 1070 (Fla. 3d DCA 

2018) (internal quotation marks omitted); Bradsheer v. Fla. Dep’t of Highway Safety & Motor 

Vehicles, 20 So. 3d 915, 918 (Fla. 1st DCA 2009). 

First, the deprivation of constitutionally-protected interests are at stake in the Executive 

Order: the personal property (reptiles), investments, and the very livelihoods of the Individual 

Plaintiffs and many other members of USARK Florida. See State v. Lindquist, 698 So. 2d 299, 303 

(Fla. 2d DCA 1997) (personal property constitutionally-protected property interest); Bradsheer, 

20 So. 3d at 919 (where license revocation may affect drivers’ livelihoods, such “licenses warrant 

due process protections”); see also State ex rel. Hosack v. Yocum, 186 So. 448, 451 (Fla. 1939) 

(acknowledging the “fundamental right to earn a livelihood in pursuing some lawful occupation is 
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protected by the Constitution”). Under the Executive Order, the Individual Plaintiffs and many 

other members of USARK Florida must cease or drastically change their businesses as the 

Executive Order forbids commercial sale and breeding of the affected reptile species, and under 

the Executive Order, many will be required to liquidate their existing inventories of reptiles within 

a short timeframe after additional rules are adopted. 

The Executive Order also constitutes state action, and the process followed in issuing it 

was constitutionally inadequate. Through the Due Process Rule, the Commission has already 

deemed what constitutes constitutionally adequate process: following the APA provisions 

governing notices of rulemaking, which require prior notice and an opportunity to be heard prior 

to rule adoption. 

The very failure by the Commission to comply with its own Due Process Rule alone 

evinces the Commission’s failure to comport with due process. See Byle v. Pasco Cty. ex rel. Bd. 

of Cty. Comm’rs, 970 So. 2d 366, 367–68 (Fla. 2d DCA 2007) (holding that petitioner was not 

provided with procedural due process when trial court failed to follow its own rule requiring three-

judge panels to decide certain cases); see also, e.g., Parrot Heads, Inc. v. Dep’t of Bus. & Prof’l 

Regulation, 741 So. 2d 1231, 1233 (Fla. 5th DCA 1999) (“An administrative agency is bound by 

its own rules.”); Soto v. Bd. of Cty. Comm’rs, 716 So. 2d 863, 864 (Fla. 5th DCA 1998) (“Where 

a governmental agency provides that employee disputes shall be resolved through a grievance 

process, the agency is bound to fully comply with its own rules and policies.”); Marrero v. Dep’t 

of Prof’l Regulation, 622 So. 2d 1109, 1112 (Fla. 1st DCA 1993) (observing that board was “bound 

to comply with its own rules until they have been repealed or otherwise invalidated”). 

No post-deprivation process will suffice either. Procedural due process requires both fair 

notice and a real opportunity to be heard “at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.” 
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Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 333 (1976) (internal quotation marks omitted); see also, e.g., 

Keys Citizens for Responsible Gov’t, Inc. v. Fla. Keys Aqueduct Auth., 795 So. 2d 940, 948 (Fla. 

2001). In some circumstances, a postdeprivation hearing is sufficient, particularly “where there 

has been some initial predeprivation procedure.” Massey v. Charlotte Cty., 842 So. 2d 142, 146 

(Fla. 2d DCA 2003). Generally though, the state must attempt to provide a hearing before it 

deprives one of property: “In situations where the State feasibly can provide a predeprivation 

hearing before taking property, it generally must do so regardless of the adequacy of a 

postdeprivation tort remedy to compensate for the taking.” Zinermon v. Burch, 494 U.S. 113, 132 

(1990). 

Here, the Commission and Executive Director provided no predeprivation opportunity to 

challenge the Executive Order, which declares effective July 1 that the Individual Plaintiffs and 

many other USARK Florida members are prohibited from breeding their reptiles and engaging in 

commercial sales. Where livelihoods are at stake, it is imperative that the state offer a 

predeprivation opportunity so that those affected may fight to retain those livelihoods. See, e.g., 

Barr v. Johnson, 777 F. App’x 298, 302-03 (11th Cir. 2019) (plaintiff successfully demonstrated 

an actionable procedural due process claim where defendants failed to provide any predeprivation 

notice before closing plaintiff’s business). The fact that the Commission suggests it will engage in 

further rulemaking offers no comfort, as the Executive Order makes clear that the Commission’s 

rulemaking will be predetermined and follow the Statute, stating that Plaintiffs must liquidate their 

inventories within 90 days of any further rules going into effect. 

 Accordingly, Plaintiffs have a substantial likelihood of success on the merits of their claims 

that the Executive Order was issued without affording due process and they are entitled to a 

declaration to that effect. 
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III. Plaintiffs Will Suffer Irreparable Harm and Have No Adequate Remedy at Law 

Plaintiffs must also demonstrate that irreparable harm will result absent entry of a 

temporary injunction and they lack an adequate remedy at law. See, e.g., Fla. Dep’t of Health v. 

Florigrown, LLC, No. 1D18-4471, 2019 WL 2943329, at *3-4 (Fla. 1st DCA July 9, 2019). 

If enforced, the unconstitutional Statute and Executive Order will destroy the livelihoods 

of the Individual Plaintiffs and a substantial number of USARK Florida’s members. Businesses, 

like that of Plaintiff Chris Cannarozzi, are prohibited from importing, exporting, or selling 

Conditional Species, and deprived of the revenues they typically receive from those businesses as 

well as deprived of the value of their substantial investments in their businesses. (See, e.g., USARK 

Aff. ¶ 14; Cannarozzi Aff. ¶ 7; Soleymani Aff. ¶¶ 7-8, 10 .) Enforcement of this change in law will 

also dispossess individuals like Mr. Cannarozzi of their invaluable personal property. In Mr. 

Cannarozzi’s case, he will be forced to give up hundreds of reticulated pythons, many of which 

are almost a decade old that Mr. Cannarozzi has nurtured to maturity. (Cannarozzi Aff. ¶¶ 5, 11; 

see also Soleymani Aff. ¶ 9.) 

Even if businesses like those of Plaintiff Rian Gittman are ultimately “grandfathered” to 

some extent with respect to the out-of-state sale of tegu lizards and green iguanas, they are barred 

from selling these species within the state and importing these reptiles into the state, both of which 

are necessary prerequisites to continuation of their businesses. (Gittman Aff. ¶¶ 11-12.) 

Enforcement of the amended Statute and Executive Order will force these businesses to alter their 

future plans with regard to Conditional Species, green iguanas, and tegu lizards, including 

requiring the hasty arrangement of sales and shipments to buyers outside of Florida, and in some 

cases, may require the euthanasia of animals. (Id. ¶¶ 13-14.)  



23 
 

In sum, the Statute as amended and Executive Order eviscerate the businesses and future 

plans of the Individual Plaintiffs and many USARK Florida members with respect to their property 

and provide no compensation or other remedy, with only a select few potentially excepted to a 

limited extent. The damages and loss Plaintiffs will suffer are difficult if not impossible to quantify. 

 “[A]n injury is irreparable where the damage is estimable only by conjecture, and not by 

any accurate standard.” See JonJuan Salon, Inc. v. Acosta, 922 So. 2d 1081, 1084 (Fla. 4th DCA 

2006) (internal quotation marks omitted); see also, e.g., Thompson v. Planning Comm’n, 464 So. 

2d 1231, 1237 (Fla. 1st DCA 1985) (where damages not ascertainable by any reasonable standard, 

as there were “simply too many uncertainties and variables involved,” movant’s “money damages 

would be speculative, thereby establishing the inadequacy of a legal remedy”). Plaintiffs cannot 

quantify the loss they will suffer if the amended Statute and Executive Order are enforced, and 

consequently, they have established irreparable harm and the lack of an adequate remedy at law. 

See Zimmerman v. D.C.A. at Welleby, Inc., 505 So. 2d 1371, 1373 (Fla. 4th DCA 1987) (where 

lost sales and profit for each lost sale was difficult to determine, plaintiff illustrated harm was 

irreparable and remedy at law was inadequate); see also U.S. 1 Office Corp. v. Falls Home 

Furnishings, Inc., 655 So. 2d 209, 210 (Fla. 3d DCA 1995) (where damages difficult to quantify, 

evidence of even the potential destruction of a business constitutes irreparable harm supporting 

issuance of a temporary injunction).  

Notably, the Executive Order states that permitholders will be required to liquidate their 

inventories within 90 days of the implementation of final rules. Ninety days is insufficient for 

many to find suitable homes for the reptiles at issue. The number of facilities authorized to take 

these species under the Executive Order is small. Even the Commission’s suggestion in some 

communications that it will help permitholders find suitable placements is unreliable. For 
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individuals like Plaintiff Gittman, he will be forced to find alternative arrangements for almost 

1,000 tegu lizards—half of which may be freshly hatched. (Gittman Aff. ¶ 14.) Plaintiffs may be 

forced to euthanize some of their reptiles, which is a tragic result. Destruction and/or forced 

dispossession of these reptiles—many of which are incredibly unique due to their breeding and 

genetics and difficult to value—plainly cannot be redressed by money damages. (See Cannarozzi 

Aff. ¶ 5; Barrera Aff. ¶ 12); see Schiller v. Miller, 621 So. 2d 481, 482 (Fla. 4th DCA 1993) 

(injunction properly granted to prevent forced disposition of unique personal property). 

Furthermore, “[e]ven if there were a remedy at law” such as money damages, “the law 

recognizes that a continuing constitutional violation, in and of itself, constitutes irreparable harm.” 

Fla. Dep’t of Health, 2019 WL 2943329, at *4; Gainesville Woman Care, LLC v. State, 210 So. 

3d 1243, 1263-64 (Fla. 2017). Thus, the violation of article IV, section 9 of the Florida Constitution 

through enforcement of the Statute and the violation of procedural due process in enforcing the 

Executive Order, in and of themselves, constitute irreparable harm.  

Importantly too, as a governmental entity, the Commission has sovereign immunity and its 

liability is correspondingly limited, even if Plaintiffs’ harm could be reasonably reduced to 

monetary damages. Fla. Dep’t of Health, 2019 WL 2943329, at *4 (“Moreover, because all of the 

defendants are either state governmental entities or state governmental actors, absent a waiver of 

sovereign immunity in the amendment, which is not present, no monetary damages could be 

recovered at law for the constitutional violations.”); see also, e.g., Tucker v. Resha, 634 So. 2d 

756, 759 (Fla. 1st DCA 1994) (finding no legislative waiver of sovereign immunity as to the 

privacy provision of the Florida Constitution and therefore concluding that money damages are 

not available for violations of that right). 
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For all these reasons, Plaintiffs have demonstrated that absent issuance of a temporary 

injunction, they will suffer irreparable harm for which there is no adequate remedy at law. 

IV. A Temporary Injunction Serves the Public Interest 

Finally, a temporary injunction would serve the public interest. The issuance of an 

injunction will prevent the unconstitutional encroachment by the Florida Legislature into the 

exclusive authority of the Commission, and preserve the status quo pending the resolution of this 

lawsuit, thereby serving the public interest. See Gainesville Woman Care, 210 So. 3d at 1264 

(finding that enjoining a law that would impose burdens in violation of the Florida Constitution 

would serve the public interest). The issuance of an injunction directed to the Executive Order 

would also stop the ongoing violation of Plaintiffs’ procedural due process rights, maintain the 

status quo—under which Plaintiffs were authorized to operate their commercial businesses—and 

provide time for the Commission to actually promulgate rules in compliance with its Due Process 

Rule. 

A temporary injunction would also serve the important public interest in promoting the 

economic viability of businesses, as a temporary injunction would preserve the status quo and 

avoid the destruction of these businesses pending a final determination regarding the Statute’s and 

Executive Order’s constitutionality. 

Moreover, there is no countervailing public interest, such as in preventing the proliferation 

of invasive non-native species in Florida. As described above, those permitholders operating 

pursuant to the Commission’s comprehensive regulatory programs are subject to an extensive 

regulatory framework that works to substantially limit the proliferation of non-native species in 

Florida. If the Statute as amended is temporarily enjoined during the pendency of this action, it 
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will not harm the public or Florida’s environment. (USARK Aff. ¶ 18; Cannarozzi Aff. ¶¶ 9-10; 

Michaelsen Aff. ¶¶ 10-11.) 

V. Bond 

 Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.610(b) requires the movant to post a bond in an amount 

the Court deems proper. “The purpose of [an injunction] bond is to provide a sufficient fund to 

cover the adverse party’s costs and damages if the injunction is wrongly issued.” Cushman & 

Wakefield, Inc. v. Cozart, 561 So. 2d 368, 370 (Fla. 2d DCA 1990). The Court should determine 

the amount of the bond after both parties are provided the opportunity to present evidence on the 

appropriate amount. See Longshore Lakes Jt. Venture v. Mundy, 616 So. 2d 1047, 1047-48 (Fla. 

2d DCA 1993). 

 Plaintiffs submit that any bond imposed should be minimal. The conduct Plaintiffs seek to 

enjoin is not the kind which can cause financial hardship to the Commission. The Commission 

will not suffer any monetary losses even if the injunction is wrongfully issued, and may actually 

save expenses in implementing the amended Statute and Executive Order only to later face a court 

determination that the amended Statute and Executive Order are unconstitutional. See Southards 

v. Motel Mgmt. Co., 567 So. 2d 523, 524 (Fla. 3d DCA 1990). Further, the Commission’s low 

chances of subsequently overturning any temporary injunction imposed by the Court weigh in 

favor of a nominal bond. See Cushman, 561 So. 2d at 371. 

 Nonetheless, Plaintiffs are willing to post a bond in whatever reasonable amount the Court 

deems appropriate, after hearing from both parties on the issue. 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, for the reasons stated above, Plaintiffs request that this Court enter a 

temporary injunction against the Commission and Executive Director, enjoining them and all 
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persons acting under their direction or acting in concert with them from implementing or enforcing 

the Statute as amended and the Executive Order pending resolution of this matter on the merits, as 

well as any other relief that this Court deems just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted on July 10th, 2020. 

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 
 

     
 /s/Tiffany A. Roddenberry  

Tiffany A. Roddenberry 
Florida Bar No. 92524     
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      Florida Bar No. 300241 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on July 10th, 2020, a copy of this motion for temporary 
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General Counsel 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
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Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
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