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EXECUTIVE COUNCIL
WINTER MEETING AGENDA

January 28, 2026

ZOOM LINK: https://url.usb.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/icMJCI8yB8h35m7t9hLHzUckX?domain=us02web.zoom.us

I.  Call to Order — Stephanie Lieb, Chair
II. Commitment to Pro Bono Service

The Section reaffirms its goal to achieve 100% participation in pro bono service by Business Law
Section members and attorneys in their firms.

The Section proudly acknowledges the following Executive Council members who have pledged
at least $1,000 to The Florida Bar Foundation Endowment Trust to become Fellows of The Florida
Bar Foundation. A full list of Business Law Section members who are Fellows of The Florida Bar
Foundation is attached as Schedule 1.

Douglas Bates John Macdonald
Will Blair Eli Mattern

Leyza Blanco James Matulis
Giacomo Bossa Kathleen McLeroy

Hon. Jay Brown

Hon. Catherine McEwen

Michael Chesal James Moon

Robert Charbonneau Hon. Mindy A. Mora
Christopher DeCort Jennifer Morando
Hon. Caryl Delano Michele Moss

Kacy Donlon Woodrow “Woody” Pollack
Jodi Dubose Adina Pollan

Manuel Farach Hon. Luis Rivera
Hon. Darrin Gayles Carlos Sardi

Hon. Gill Freeman (Ret.) Philip Schwartz

Paige Greenlee Detra Shaw-Wilder
Merrick Gross Lynn Walter Sherman
Hon. Paul Hyman Mark Stein

Hon. Laurel Isicoff Michelle Suarez
Stephanie Lieb Gary Teblum

Allison Leonard Dineen Wasylik
Maxine Long Donald Workman

Greg Yadley



Recognition of Sponsors

The Section acknowledges the generous contribution of all its sponsors, including the
following Legacy ($15,000), Diamond ($12,500), Sapphire ($10,000) and Emerald ($6,500)

SpoNnsors:

LEGACY
SPONSOR

DIAMOND SAPPHIRE SPONSORS
SPONSORS

EMERALD SPONSORS

Michael Moecker &

Associates

Berger Singerman Florida Appeals
Morgan & Florida Assoc. of

Morgan Professional Process
Real Advice Servers

Vallit Advisors, LLC

Agentis
Baker Hostetler
Berkowitz Pollack Brant
Clark Partington
Dal Lago Law Firm
Edelboim Lieberman Revah
Gray Robinson
Johnson, Newlon, & DeCort
Meland Budwick
Nelson Mullins
Registered Agent Solutions
Shuker & Dorris
Shutts & Bowen
Stichter Riedel Blain & Postler
Shumaker, Loop and Kendrick
Truist

III.  Recognition of Judicial Investiture — Stephanie Lieb, Chair

A. Recognizing Magistrate Judge Detra Shaw-Wilder, Southern District of

Florida

IV.  Approval of Minutes from September 1, 2025 Business Law Section Executive
Council Labor Day Retreat (Exhibit 1) - Woody Pollack, Secretary

V. Treasurer’s Report (Exhibit 2 Current Financials 2025-2026) - Robert Barron,
Treasurer

A. Exhibits 3, 3a — Updated Reimbursement policy
B. Financial Literacy Funding

Annual Meeting, June 22, 2023, Executive Council voted
unanimously to fund $5,000 for “(1) Veterans Financial Literacy
Program; (2) Financial Wellness Program for New Professionals
CLE; (3) the Afghan Judiciary Financial Literacy Training; and (4)

Financial Literacy Month initiatives.”

Labor Day Retreat, September XX, 2023, Executive Council voted
to approve an additional $15,000, conditioned on availability of the

funds. That motion passed.

Motion to amend the Executive Council’s prior approvals to permit
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spending the already allocated and available funds on the Financial
Literacy Taskforce’s Senior$mart$ program.

VI. Reports of Substantive Law Committees

A. Bankruptcy/UCC —Matt Hale, Chair; Andy Layden, Vice Chair; Kathleen
DiSanto, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Mindy Mora, Judicial Chair; Prof.
Jeffrey Davis, Academic Chair

B. Blockchain & Digital Assets Committee —Mitchell Hyman, Chair; Robert Kain,
Vice Chair; Kimberly Prior, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Lisa Munyon, Judicial
Chair; Prof. Zachary Catanzaro, Academic Chair

TRIPLE MOTION - See White paper at Exhibit 6

RESOLVED, that the Florida Bar Business Law Section (the "Section") supports legislation relating to virtual
currencies and other digital assets that have an economic value , including, without limitation, blockchain
tokens or coins (including fungible and non-fungible tokens, and utility, security, asset-backed, and governance
tokens and stablecoins) (collectively “digital assets”), digital asset wallets, and service providers that sell,
maintain and effect the transfer of such digital assets, in such a manner as to encourage innovation consistent
with federal law and similar state laws, without tying any statutory definition to a specific implementation of
the digital asset technology, and balancing economic growth, industry concerns, and consumer protection for
Floridians

RESOLVED, that this position: (1) is within the Section’s subject matter jurisdiction as described in the
Section’s bylaws, (2) is within the bar’s permissible legislative or political activity and the proposed Section
position is not inconsistent with any official bar position on that issue; and (3) does not have the potential for
deep philosophical or emotional division among a substantive segment of the bar’s membership

C. Business Litigation —Utibe Ikpe, Chair; Peter Maskow, Vice Chair; Katherine
Van De Bogart, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Edward LaRose, Judicial Chair
(State); Honorable Darrin Gayles, Judicial Chair (Federal); Honorable
Catherine Peek McEwen, Judicial Chair (Bankr.)

D. Computer Law & Technology —Brian J. Paul, Chair; Zohar Peleg, Vice Chair;
Alfredo E. Dally, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Julie Sneed, Judicial Chair;
Prof. Vincenc Feliu, Academic Chair

E. Corporations, Securities & Financial Services —Kelly Roberts, Chair; Zachariah
R. F. Evangelista, Vice Chair; Marshall J. Kobrin, Second Vice Chair; Prof.
Stuart Cohn, Academic Chair

TRIPLE MOTION — See White paper and Packet at Exhibit 4

RESOLVED, that the Florida Bar Business Law Section (the "Section") opposes the proposed legislation in
HB 0955 and SB 1324 (the “Proposed Legislation”), which in its present form would eliminate important
provisions in the Florida Revised Limited Liability Company Act (Chapter 605) and in the Florida Business
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Corporation Act (Chapter 607) by eliminating fundamental physical street address requirements in our two
most utilized business entity laws, which have been in Florida law for decades without adverse consequences
or material danger to businesses in Florida.

RESOLVED, that the Proposed Legislation would be materially detrimental to the conduct of business in
Florida, and to the conduct of business disputes in Florida, where consumers of businesses would not have the
ability to access a physical street address for businesses with which they do business, and may not be able to
effectively resolve business disputes with the actual executives who manage the day to day activities and affairs
of the Limited Liability Company or Business Corporation.

RESOLVED, that the Proposed Legislation would also be detrimental since it is not in conformity with the
Uniform Law Commission’s Revised Uniform Limited Liability Company Act (on which the Florida LLC Act is
based), and it is not in conformity with the ABA Model Business Corporation Act, (on which the Florida
Business Corporation Act is based). Further; although the Proposed Legislation as drafted does not extend to
Partnerships, it would not be in conformity with the Existing Florida Revised Uniform Partnership Act in
section 620.8105 which requires the street address of the chief executive office of the partnership, so there
would be inconsistent and lopsided conflicts in Florida business entity laws if the Proposed legislation would
become law.

RESOLVED, that the Proposed Legislation: (1) is within the Section’s subject matter jurisdiction as described
in the Section’s bylaws; (2) is within the bar’s permissible legislative or political activity and the proposed
Section position is not inconsistent with any official bar position on that issue; and (3) does not have the
potential for deep philosophical or emotional division among a substantive segment of the bar’s membership.

F. Intellectual Property Law —Sean Combs, Chair; John J. Cunniff, Vice Chair;
Amaris L.C. Gyebi, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Mary Scriven, Judicial
Chair; Prof. Jake Linford, Academic Chair

VII. Reports of Standing Committees and Task Forces

A. Amicus Brief Guidelines Subcommittee — Russell M. Landy, Chair; Honorable
Edward LaRose, Judicial Chair

B. Bankruptcy Judicial Liaison Committee — Adina L. Pollan, Chair; Honorable
Scott Grossman, Judicial Chair

C. Budget Committee — Robert Barron, Chair (Treasurer)

D. Chapter 48 Task Force — Giacomo Bossa and Jim Murphy, Co-Chairs

TRIPLE MOTION — See White paper at Exhibit 5

RESOLVED, that the Florida Bar Business Law Section (the "Section") opposes proposed legislation
(the “Proposed Legislation”) in its current form that would amend certain provisions of Chapter 48,
Florida Statutes, to expand the ability to effectuate service of process on registered agents of business
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entities, electronically though email or through an online documents portal, by sheriffs or professional
process servers, certified process servers, or persons appointed by the court in accordance with the rules

of civil procedure.

RESOLVED, that the Proposed Legislation: (1) is within the Section’s subject matter jurisdiction as
described in the Section’s bylaws, (2) is within the bar’s permissible legislative or political activity and
the proposed Section position is not inconsistent with any official bar position on that issue; and (3) does
not have the potential for deep philosophical or emotional division among a substantive segment of the

bar’s membership.

. Chapter 517 Task Force — Will Blair, Chair; Roland Chase, Vice Chair; Prof.

Stuart Cohn, Academic Chair

. Chapter 607 Sub-Committee — Philip Schwartz and Gary Teblum, Co-Chairs,

Andrew Schwartz, Vice Chair

. Chapter 617 Task Force — Toni Tsvetanova, Chair; Leslie Hudock, Vice Chair;

Professor Stuart Cohn, Academic Chair

. Communications Committee- Deedee Bitran, Chair; Emma Refuveille, Vice

Chair; Raychelle A. Tasher, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Paul Hyman,
Judicial Chair

CLE Committee- Kathleen DiSanto, Chair; Lynn W. Sherman, Vice Chair;
Michelle K. Notte, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Caryl Delano, Judicial Chair

E-Discovery & Digital Evidence Committee- Jacinda Beraud, Chair; Samantha
V. Medina, Vice Chair; Zane W. Katz, Second Vice Chair; Honorable William
Matthewman, Judicial Chair; Prof. William Hamilton, Academic Chair

. Financial Literacy Task Force —Tara Trevorrow, Chair; Brett D. Lieberman,

Vice Chair; Honorable Lori V. Vaughan, Judicial Chair

. Health & Wellness Task Force —Kayla Heckman, Chair; Giacomo Bossa, Vice

Chair; Honorable Grace Robson, Judicial Chair

. IMF Committee — Valerie David, Chair; April H. Stone, Vice Chair; Jessey J.

Krehl, Second Vice Chair; NOT PUBLIC, Judicial Chair (Federal); Honorable
Virginia Norton, Judicial Chair (State)

. Labor Day Retreat Committee- Andy Layden, Chair; Jim Moon, Vice Chair;

Christopher L. DeCort, Second Vice Chair; Jennifer Morando, Immediate Past
Chair

. Legislation Committee —Dineen Pashoukos Wasylik, Chair; Mariane Dorris,

Vice Chair; Russell Landy, Second Vice Chair

. Long Range Planning Committee — Gregory Yadley, Chair; Honorable Mindy

Mora, Judicial Chair




VIII.

Marketing, Promotions & Sponsorships Committee-Michele Moss, Co-
Chair, Existing Sponsorships; Robert P. Charbonneau, Co-Chair, New
Sponsorships; Willard A. Blair, Vice Chair, Existing Sponsorships; Meredith
F. Mendez, Vice Chair, New Sponsorships; Bart R. Valdes, Second Vice
Chair, Existing Sponsorships; Leslie W. Hudock, Second Vice Chair, New
Sponsorships.

Membership Committee- Carlos E. Sardi, Chair; Kristina E. Fehrer, Vice
Chair; Amanda L. Fernandez, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Karen Specie,
Judicial Chair

Opinion Standards Committee- Stefan Rubin and Gary Teblum, Co-Chairs,
Robert Brighton, Vice-Chair

Pro Bono Committee- Raina Shipman, Chair; Terry Sanks, Vice Chair;
Lauren L. Stricker, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Laurel Isicoff, Judicial
Chair

Restrictive Covenant Task Force — Brian Barakat, Chair; Keith Bell, Vice
Chair

Rules of Court —Jodi Dubose, Chair; Allison Leonard, Vice Chair; Avery S.
Chapman, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Darren Farfante, Judicial Chair
(State); Honorable Melissa Damian, Judicial Chair (Federal)

W. Series LLC Task Force — Louis Conti, Chair

<

AA.

BB.

CC.

State & Federal Courts Judicial Liaison Committee —Brian Barakat, Chair;
Joseph S. Van De Bogart, Vice Chair; Honorable Lisa Walsh, Judicial Chair
(State); Honorable Wendy Berger, Judicial Chair (Federal)

UCC Article 12 — Robert Kain, Michael Dunn and Jaime Leggett (Co-Chairs);
Prof. Zachary Catanzaro, Academic Chair

Uniform Commercial Real Estate Receivership Act (UCRERA) Task Force —
Amanda Fernandez, Chair; Jodi Dubose, Vice Chair

Uniform Voidable Transfers Act (UVTA) Task Force — John Hutton, Chair;
David Slenn, Vice Chair

Voluntary Trial Resolution Task Force — Allison J. Leonard, Chair; James B.
Murphy, Vice Chair

Direct and Derivative Actions Task Force — Zane W. Katz, Chair; Michelle K.
Notte, Vice Chair

Reports of Section Liaisons



IX.

XI.

XII.

XIII.

XIV.

The Florida Bar Board of Governors — Grasford W. Smith, Jr.

The Florida Bar Council of Sections — Peter Valori, Robert Barron
The Florida Bar Membership Outreach Committee — Daniel Etlinger

moOwp>

Marx

The Florida Bar Young Lawyers (YLD) Division — Joseph Coleman
The Florida Institute of CPAs (FICPA) — Donald Workman

The Out-of-State Division of The Florida Bar — Lawrence Kunin
The Working Group on Legal Opinions (WGLO) — Philip Schwartz

TEQM

New Business
Other Reports

A. Chair’s Report — Stephanie Lieb

B. Chair-Elect’s Report — Peter Valori
Good and Welfare

Future Full Section Meetings

A. Annual Meeting of Florida Bar, June 17-21, Hilton Signia Orlando (BLS
Schedule to be announced)

Future Section Events

A. Federal Securities Institute — Feb. 26-27, Tampa Marriott Water Street
B. Spring Retreat to Iceland — Mar. 4-8, Iceland
C. Intellectual Property Symposium — Apr. 16-17, Grand Bohemian Orlando

Adjournment

The Florida Bar Continuing Legal Education — Kathleen DiSanto, Lynn Sherman

The Florida Bar Real Property, Probate & Trust Law (RPPTL) Section — James



Exhibit 1

Exhibit 2

Exhibit 3

Exhibit 3a

Exhibit 4

Exhibit 5

Schedule 1

List of Exhibits

Minutes from September 1, 2025 Executive Council Labor Day Retreat
Current Financials (2025-2026)

Updated Reimbursement Policy

Reimbursement Policy Redline

Whitepaper: Corporations re: proposed legislation HB 0955 & SB 1324
Whitepaper: Chapter 48 Taskforce re: proposed amendments to Chapter 48

List of Schedules

List of Business Law Section Members who are Fellows of The Florida Bar
Foundation



Exhibit 1

Minutes from September 1, 2025 Florida Business Law Section Executive Council
Labor Day Retreat Meeting
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EXECUTIVE COUNCIL
LABOR DAY RETREAT MEETING MINUTES

JW Marriott Marco Island Beach Resort
Marco Island, Florida

September 1, 2025

I. Call to Order

Stephanie Lieb, Chair of The Business Law Section of The Florida Bar, duly called the September
1, 2025 Executive Council Meeting to Order at approximately 8:36 am.

The attendance list for the meeting is attached as Attachment A.

II. Commitment to Pro Bono Service

Chair Lieb announced that the Section reaffirms its goal to achieve 100% participation in pro bono
service by Business Law Section members and attorneys in their firms. Chair Lieb then
acknowledged and recognized those members of the Business Law Section Executive Council who
have pledged at least $1,000 to The Florida Bar Foundation Endowment Trust to become Fellows
of The Florida Bar Foundation. Chair Lieb encouraged any Executive Council member who is a
Florida Bar Foundation Fellow but whose name is not listed for recognition to please advise
leadership so that the Section’s records can be updated.

Recognition of Sponsors

Chair Lieb acknowledged the generous contribution of all its sponsors, including the
following Legacy ($15,000), Diamond ($12,250), Sapphire ($10,000) and Emerald ($6,500)
sponsors:

LEGACY DIAMOND SAPPHIRE SPONSORS EMERALD SPONSORS
SPONSOR SPONSORS
Michael Moecker & | Berger Singerman Florida Appeals Agentis
Associates Morgan & Florida Assoc. of Baker Hostetler
Morgan Professional Process Berkowitz Pollack Brant
Real Advice Servers Clark Partington
RG & Co Dal Lago Law Firm
Edelboim Lieberman Revah
Gray Robinson




Johnson, Newlon, & DeCort
Meland Budwick
Nelson Mullins
Registered Agent Solutions
Shuker & Dorris
Shutts & Bowen
Stichter Riedel Blain & Postler
Shumaker, Loop and Kendrick
Truist

The Section additionally acknowledges the generous contribution of all its Labor Day Retreat

Sponsors:
PLATINUM GOLD SILVER BRONZE
(54,500) ($3,500) ($2,000) ($1,000)
EisnerAmper Mark Stein Law Carlton Fields Fisher Auction Company
Kozyak Tropin & Latham Luna Philip A. Bates, P.A. Barakat + Bossa
Throckmorton Hahn Loeser & Parks LLP
DSK Law Milam Howard Nicandri &
Development GillamP.A.
Specialists Inc. (DSI) Roetzel
Damian Valori Culmo Yip Associates
LLP Johnson Moss Law
SOLIC Capital Underwood Murray
Advisors Bush Ross
LCG Advisors Lessne Hoffman

Trenam Law

III.  Approval of Minutes from June 26, 2025 Executive Council Annual Meeting
and June 26, 2025 Florida Business Law Section Annual Meeting and
Secretary’s Report

The Minutes of the June 26, 2025 meetings were attached as Exhibit 1 to the Agenda. A motion
to approve both sets of minutes was made by Brian Barakat, and seconded by Mark Stein. There
was no discussion, and upon vote taken, the motion to approve the minutes carried unanimously.

A. Secretary’s Report:

Secretary Woody Pollack reported on the decision of the Executive Committee to defer
consideration of proposed bylaws amendments addressing Executive Council voting at times when
the Executive Council is not in session and advised that the Executive Committee, in the meantime,
is investigating the use of a voting platform as an alternative to address challenges in getting a
majority vote. Secretary Pollack reminded all voting members of the Executive Council of their
respective obligations to vote when called upon to do so throughout the year.




IV.  Treasurer’s Report

Treasurer Robert Barron provided the Treasurer’s Report. The latest financials that the Business
Law Section had received from The Florida Bar, which reflected the results for the full fiscal year
ended June 30, 2025, were attached to the agenda as Exhibit 2. Secretary Barron was pleased to
report that the Section’s fund balance had increased by 126% to $260,978. Chair Lieb praised the
progress of the Section and indicated that the Section’s goal is build the fund balance to
approximately $600k, as this would represent approximately 6 months of the Section’s expenses.

V. Ratification of Actions Taken at Annual Meeting

Secretary Pollack indicated that actions had sought to be taken at the June 2025 Annual Meeting
of the Executive Council to create the Direct and Derivative Actions Task Force and to abolish the
Business Court Task Force and the Scholars and Fellows Retention Task Force. Secretary Pollack
explained that, to assure compliance with Section 5.4 of the Amended and Restated Bylaws of the
Business Law Section of the Florida Bar, the Executive Council needed to take up a motion to
ratify the actions that were sought to be taken at the June 2025 Annual Meeting of the Executive
Council to create one task force and to abolition two other task forces. Secretary Pollack noted
that the proposed ratification of these actions was properly noticed in the Agenda that was
circulated to members of the Executive Council. A motion to ratify such actions was made by
Dineen Wasylik, and seconded by Allison Leonard. There was no discussion, and upon vote taken,
the motion carried unanimously.

Guests and Special Appearances

The Chair recognized Ms. Paige Greenlee and invited her to address the Executive Council. Ms.
Paige Greenlee, a member of the Business Law Section and a candidate for President of The
Florida Bar, briefly addressed the Executive Council.

VI. Reports of Substantive Law Committees

A. Bankruptcy/UCC —Matt Hale, Chair; Andy Layden, Vice Chair; Kathleen
DiSanto, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Mindy Mora, Judicial Chair; Prof.
Jeffrey Davis, Academic Chair

Committee Chair Matt Hale reported that the Bankruptcy UCC Committee held an
engaging and well-attended meeting. The Committee does not have any proactive
legislation for this session, but it is monitoring and studying a few issues that could result
in action at an upcoming meeting for potential 2027 legislative items.

First, a study group is monitoring any legislative activity related to judicial sales procedures

after SB 48 failed to pass in the 2025 session. Second, another study group is analyzing

discrete issues related to merchant cash advance financing, including language in the

Commercial Financing Disclosure Law (Fla. Stat. § 559.9613), UCC-1 financing

statements, and noticing. Third, the Assignment for the Benefit of Creditors study group is

gearing up again to review the Uniform Law Commission’s new uniform ABC act. Lastly,
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a study group was formed to analyze the framework for insolvency options available to
licensed Florida cannabis businesses. The Committee also received updates on several
other state and federal legislative items it is monitoring.

Committee Chair Hale stated that the Bankruptcy UCC Committee is also pleased to report
that it has already scheduled all of its required CLE programming for the 2025-2026 bar
year, with potential additional CLE programming to be scheduled. The Committee capped
off its meeting with an excellent CLE sponsored by RealAdvice, titled Unique Tales of
Sales. The panelists discussed case studies on certain sale issues in bankruptcy cases and
assignment for the benefit of creditors cases.

B. Blockchain & Digital Assets Committee —Mitchell Hyman, Chair; Robert Kain,
Vice Chair; Kimberly Prior, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Lisa Munyon, Judicial
Chair; Prof. Zachary Catanzaro, Academic Chair

Committee Vice Chair Robert Kain reported that the Blockchain & Digital Assets
Committee had developed a succession plan for leadership of the Committee, including
allocating responsibilities among the current Committee leadership. The Committee
additionally discussed The Financial Rights and Economic Empowerment Act (FREE
ACT), a proposed legislation from the Florida Office of Financial Regulation (OFR). This
legislation would amend Florida’s Money Services Business Act, Fla. Stat. § 560, to add §
560.2053, and also the Act Relating to Investments of Public Funds in Bitcoins and Digital
Assets (an amendment of Fla. Stat. § 17.573 authorizing the OFR to invest in Bitcoin and
digital assets for certain public funds). The Committee has formed an informal Task Force
to analyze these pieces of proposed legislation. Committee Vice Chair Kain will lead this
informal Task Force.

The Committee additionally discussed the federal GENIUS Act, United States Senate Bill
394, relating to regulating stablecoin payment issuers, through the Office of Controller of
the Currency. Committee Vice Chair Kain invited anyone in attendance to reach out to
him if they wanted to learn what a stablecoin was.

The Committee additionally talked about the Take It Down Act, a Federal law generally
prohibiting the nonconsensual online publication of intimate visual depictions of
individuals, both authentic and computer-generated. Committee Vice Chair Kain noted
that while the Take It Down Act was primarily a criminal statute, a violation of such Act
may also be a violation of Florida’s Deceptive and Unfair Trade Practices Act.

The Committee additionally reported that it had conducted a CLE on “Smart Due Process:
Protecting Due Process Rights Against Automated Enforcement Actions.” The CLE was
presented by Prof. Zachary Catanzaro.

C. Business Litigation —Utibe Ikpe, Chair; Peter Maskow, Vice Chair; Katherine
Van De Bogart, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Edward LaRose, Judicial Chair
(State); Honorable Darrin Gayles, Judicial Chair (Federal); Honorable
Catherine Peek McEwen, Judicial Chair (Bankr.)

Committee Vice Chair Peter Maskow reported that the Business Litigation Committee had
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a productive, well-attended meeting on Saturday, August 30 at 9 am. The Committee
discussed participation by members in a study group with the Bankruptcy/UCC Committee
on failed licensed cannabis businesses and also discussed the potential for an article to
review provisions of Chapter 685, Florida Statutes. The Committee looks forward to
presenting an online Legislative Update CLE on October 7, 2025 and to assisting the
Legislation Committee on the Private Judging statute in the coming term. Finally, the
Committee thanks Berkowitz Pollack Brandt for putting on the excellent and engaging
CLE on Accounting for Lawyers, which reviewed key points in financial statements as
well as the positive attributes and shortcomings of each.

D. Computer Law & Technology —Brian J. Paul, Chair; Zohar Peleg, Vice Chair;
Alfredo E. Dally, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Julie Sneed, Judicial Chair;
Prof. Vincenc Feliu, Academic Chair

Committee Chair Brian Paul reported that the Computer Law & Technology Committee
had a robust and well-attended meeting. The Committee discussed hot topics, including
data privacy issues and harmful use of artificial intelligence by children. The Committee
is actively seeking volunteers for its liaison positions, and is additionally seeking
volunteers to put on some CLEs. Mark Stein has volunteered to do a CLE, although he has
not yet indicated a topic. Time will tell if Mr. Stein has anything interesting to say.

The Committee was thankful for Vallit Advisors’ sponsorship and its presentation of an
excellent CLE on the financial expert’s role in certain emerging issues.

E. Corporations, Securities & Financial Services —Kelly Roberts, Chair; Zachariah
R. F. Evangelista, Vice Chair; Marshall J. Kobrin, Second Vice Chair; Prof.
Stuart Cohn, Academic Chair

Committee Chair Kelly Roberts reported that the Corporations, Securities & Financial
Services Committee (“CSFS”) had an engaged and productive meeting on Saturday
morning, featuring a CLE on “Delaware Corporate Law Shakeup-Causes, Consequences,
& Lessons for the Sunshine State,” presented by Itai Fiegenbaum, a professor at St. Thomas
University. The Committee engaged in a spirited discussion after the CLE.

The Committee also addressed the following key updates and information items:

1. Chapter 617 Nonprofit Bill: The final White Paper and proposed legislation are
ready for the 2026 Legislative Session. The Section’s legislative consultants have already
confirmed a House sponsor. The White Paper will be circulated to the CSFS listserv group
and posted on the CSFS webpage.

2. Upcoming CLEs: Planning is underway for Fall 2025 programs on M&A Due
Diligence: Checklists, Timeline (December), and Best Practice and Drafting and
Enforcement of Florida Employment Agreements (October). The Annual Federal Securities
Institute will be held on February 26-27, 2026, at the Water Street Marriott in Tampa.

3. Fall Virtual Meeting: CSFS will convene via Zoom (date and time to be circulated).
Agenda items will include:



VIIL.

1. Reactivation and scheduling of future meetings for the Chapter 607 Drafting
Subcommittee to review the impact of case law and statutory developments in other states,
namely Texas and Delaware.

2. Opinion Letter Training CLE by the Opinion Standards Committee (Spring 2026).

3. CSFS feedback on the FREE Act, Bitcoin Reserve Act, and Custody Act, proposed
for the 2026 Legislative Session and drafted with July 1, 2026 effective dates.

F. E-Discovery & Digital Evidence Committee- Jacinda Beraud, Chair; Samantha
V. Medina, Vice Chair; Zane W. Katz, Second Vice Chair; Honorable William
Matthewman, Judicial Chair; Prof. William Hamilton, Academic Chair

No report was provided.

G. Intellectual Property Law —Sean Combs, Chair; John J. Cunniff, Vice Chair;
Amaris L.C. Gyebi, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Mary Scriven, Judicial
Chair; Prof. Jake Linford, Academic Chair

Committee Chair Sean Combs reported that the Intellectual Property Law Committee had
a great meeting. The Committee has put together a plan for CLE presentations, and
received an update on the I[P Symposium from Symposium Chair Don Conwell. The
Committee has additionally scheduled its monthly roundtables for the year. The
Committee then received an excellent CLE on effective advocacy, presented by U.S.
Circuit Court Judge Linn.

Reports of Standing Committees and Task Forces

A. Amicus Brief Guidelines Subcommittee — Russell M. Landy, Chair; Honorable
Edward LaRose, Judicial Chair

No report given.

B. Bankruptcy Judicial Liaison Committee — Adina L. Pollan, Chair; Honorable
Scott Grossman, Judicial Chair

Committee Chair Adina Pollan reported that the Committee received updated statistics on
filings and how busy everyone has been. The Committee then engaged in an active
substantive discussion concerning artificial intelligence.

[GIT: did you want to leave this in to see if anyone catches it? I would not]
C. Budget Committee — Robert Barron, Chair (Treasurer)

No further report given.

D. Chapter 48 Task Force — Giacomo Bossa and Jim Murphy, Co-Chairs

Task Force Co-Chair Jim Murphy reported that Co-Chair Giacomo Bossa was in Italy
attending to family issues. The Task Force, and the entire Executive Council, noted that
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our thoughts are with him and his family. Task Force Co-Chair Murphy then reported that
the Task Force is engaging in educational reach out to discuss and educate on the successful
passage of the glitch bill. The Task Force recognized members Zane Katz and Jim Murphy
for preparing and publishing an excellent article on the effects of the glitch bill. The Task
Force will also present a segment addressing the impact of the glitch bill on October 7,
2025 as part of the Legislative Update CLE. The Task Force is also working with the
Florida Secretary of State’s office to further publicize the various changes to Chapter 48
that have been implemented over the past several years. The Task Force is also monitoring
how the Chapter 48 changes are being implemented by practitioners and process servers to
see if there are any difficulties being experienced, and will advise the Executive Council if
such experiences cause the Task Force to believe that any further legislative changes may
be needed.

E. Chapter 517 Task Force — Will Blair, Chair; Roland Chase, Vice Chair; Prof.
Stuart Cohn, Academic Chair

No report given.

F. Chapter 607 Sub-Committee — Philip Schwartz and Gary Teblum, Co-Chairs,
Andrew Schwartz, Vice Chair

Sub-Committee Co-Chair Phil Schwartz reported that the Sub-Committee is currently
planning to address 2 items: (1) a webinar on ratification; and (2) reengaging with the Sub-
Committee to explore whether to propose and adopt any of the latest changes to the model
business corporations act and changes recently made in the corporate statutes in other
states, particularly those implemented in Delaware and Texas.

G. Chapter 617 Task Force — Toni Tsvetanova, Chair; Leslie Hudock, Vice Chair;
Professor Stuart Cohn, Academic Chair

Task Force Vice Chair Leslie Hudock reported that the Task Force had completed a
multiyear review of Chapter 617 (Florida’s not for profit corporation statute) and prepared
proposed legislation addressing a comprehensive revision of Chapter 517. Task Force Vice
Chair Hudock noted that the statute had not been significantly modified since 1990. The
Task Force is prepared for the session this year and is currently in a quiet period. Task
Force Vice Chair Hudock noted that the Section’s legislative consultants had already
secured a House sponsor for the Chapter 617 bill.

H. CLE Committee- Kathleen DiSanto, Chair; Lynn W. Sherman, Vice Chair;
Michelle K. Notte, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Caryl Delano, Judicial Chair

Committee Chair Kathleen DiSanto thanked the entire Section for a wonderful Labor Day
Retreat and noted that the Section had produced substantive and wonderful CLEs,
showcasing many of the Section’s Sponsors. Committee Chair DiSanto reported that the
CLE Committee, in lieu of meeting in person at the Labor Day Retreat, conducted its
meeting via Zoom on August 18, 2025. The meeting was well-attended by 19 members of
the Business Law Section, including representatives from many of the substantive
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committees and task forces. Representatives from the Bankruptcy/UCC, Business
Litigation, Computer Law & Technology, Corporations, Securities and Financial Services,
and Intellectual Property substantive committees reported on their upcoming and planned
CLE programs, as did representatives from the Chapter 48 Task Force, Chapter 607
Subcommittee, Rules of Court Committee, Chapter 617 Task Force, and UVTA Task
Force.

The CLE Committee's next Zoom meeting is scheduled for Monday, October 20, 2025,
at 12:15 to 1:15 p.m. At the meeting, liaisons to the CLE Committee should be prepared
to give a report regarding their efforts towards producing CLEs to meet the requirement
set forth in the Section’s CLE policy.

Last year, the Section held approximately 24 seminars, generating revenues of
approximately $30,000 through the end of April 2025. Much of the revenue was derived
from after market sales, which remain available for up to 18 months from the date of
recording. For the 2024-2025 bar year, Bankruptcy/UCC, Business Litigation,
Corporations, Securities and Financial Services, and Intellectual Property each satisfied the
CLE Policy’s programming requirement. This year is off to a good start as well, with
Bankruptcy/UCC Committee and Business Litigation leading the way with scheduling
CLE webinars for the current bar year.

Committee Chair DiSanto reminded attendees that the CLE Policy is posted on the CLE
Committee webpage. Substantive committees are expected to produce at least 4 one-hour
CLE programs each year. Signature programs count towards the CLE programming
requirement, but in-person CLEs presented at Labor Day Retreat, the Winter Meeting, or
the Annual Convention do not count towards the minimum 4-program
requirement. Ideally, committees should strive to produce one program each
quarter. Standing committees, subcommittees, and task forces who are responsible for
providing CLE must produce at least 1 one-hour CLE. Please keep in mind that the CLE
approval and accreditation process requires approximately 70 days to complete the
accreditation process and to adequately market the CLE. She asked that each such
committee, subcommittee and task force work with Carly Hopkins and Kathleen DiSanto
to schedule the required CLEs for the entire bar year as soon as possible

Committee Chair DiSanto reported that that the Committee has a healthy pipeline of
upcoming articles, with commitments through the September/October 2026 issue of The
Florida Bar Journal. Past Chairs of the Section Lou Conti and Gary Teblum have agreed to
author two articles on Series LLCs, which are much anticipated and dovetail with the
Section’s upcoming CLE programming at the Winter Meetings. The CLE Committee
continues to solicit articles for upcoming issues of The Journal.

I. Communications Committee- Deedee Bitran, Chair; Emma Refuveille, Vice
Chair; Raychelle A. Tasher, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Paul Hyman,
Judicial Chair

Committee Vice Chair Emma Refuveille reported that the Communications Committee had
postponed its meeting until next week. Vice Chair Refuveille reminded everyone that the
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Committee always welcomes publications for the newsletters, so if any members have any
articles or publications to please send them to the Communications Committee. Vice Chair
Refuveille noted that the Committee is doing a past chair and judicial chair highlight for
each newsletter, so she encouraged each such participant who has been solicited for
information to kindly respond.

J. Financial Literacy Task Force —Tara Trevorrow, Chair; Brett D. Lieberman,
Vice Chair; Honorable Lori V. Vaughan, Judicial Chair

Task Force Judicial Chair Lori Vaughan reported that the Financial Literacy Task Force
had a nice meeting on Saturday with a good group of folks in attendance. The Task Force
is continuing work on 2 initiatives, one targeted to veterans and the other targeted towards
young professionals. The Task Force is also working on a new initative targeted towards
senior citizens, titled $enior$ $mart$ (Seniors Smarts). This idea originated in the [BBA]
[GIT: what is this reference?] and the Task Force is close to finishing the materials and
getting ready to roll it out. It focuses on financial management tips for seniors, including
a number of points about how to identify and avoid being trapped by financial scams. Task
Force Member Tara Trevorrow has already given the presentation once and it has been
well received.

The Task Force continues to look for volunteers throughout the State to assist.

K. Health & Wellness Task Force —Kayla Heckman, Chair; Giacomo Bossa, Vice
Chair; Honorable Grace Robson, Judicial Chair

No report given.

L. Inclusion, Mentoring & Fellowship Committee — Valerie David, Chair; April
H. Stone, Vice Chair; Jessey J. Krehl, Second Vice Chair; Judicial Chair
(Federal); Honorable Virginia Norton, Judicial Chair (State)

Committee Second Vice Chair Jessey Krehl reported that the Inclusion, Mentoring &
Fellowship Committee had a good meeting under the leadership of Committee Chair
Valerie David. Second Vice Chair Krehl then introduced this year’s Business Law Section
Fellows: Luigi Orengo, Benjamin Taylor, Emmanuelle Litvinov, Jennifer Hernandez,
Garrison Michale Cohen, and Ian Johnson. The Executive Council welcomed and
applauded these fellows.

The Committee now has an online meeting tracker to see what everyone is doing. Second
Vice Chair Krehl reminded everyone that if they have an idea for an article, but did not
have time to write it, they were encouraged to let the Committee know and it would work
to find a fellow to assist with drafting.

The Committee is looking for members of the Section to volunteer to serve as mentors.
While the Section has had a more effective formalized mentorship program in the past, the
Committee is in need of getting those efforts started up again. The Committee’s goal is to
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have more mentors than mentees in the program. The Committee has also formed a
subcommittee directed to communications, and another subcommittee directed to
networking.

M. Labor Day Retreat Committee- Andy Layden, Chair; Jim Moon, Vice Chair;
Christopher L. DeCort, Second Vice Chair; Jennifer Morando, Immediate Past
Chair

Committee Chair Andy Layden reported that the Labor Day Retreat was a tremendous
success. Chair Layden thanked Sponsorship Committee Chair Michelle Moss for her hard
work in making sponsorship a reality for this year’s Labor Day Retreat and he noted that
sponsorship numbers are up from last year (noting how impressive this was given that the
sponsorship dollar numbers last year reflected the best year the Section had had from a
sponsorship perspective). Chair Layden additionally thanked Jim Moon, Kacy Donlon,
Jen Morando, Kathleen DiSanto, Luis Rivera, Mariane Dorris, Kelly Roberts, Michael
Lessne, Mike Dal Lago, Tracey Eller, and the Florida Bar staff for assistance given in
planning and implementing the retreat. Chair Layden separately thanked our amazing
administrator, Carly Hopkins, for her tireless work to help the Section and her work on the
logistics for the retreat.

Committee Chair Layden reported that the Labor Day Retreat itself was executed
excellently and that financially the numbers looked solid. The Committee is awaiting final
cost numbers from the hotel, but feels confident the retreat will not only be a wonderful
event but will also end up being a financial success as well.

Chair Layden reminded everyone to please consider supporting this year’s charity, Laces
of Love, which purchases shoes for underprivileged children. Chair Layden also invited
all attendees to share feedback on the Retreat with the Committee so that such feedback
may be used in planning and putting on future retreats.

N. Legislation Committee —Dineen Pashoukos Wasylik, Chair; Mariane Dorris,
Vice Chair; Russell Landy, Second Vice Chair

Committee Chair Dineen Pashoukos Wasylik reported that the Legislation Committee held
a very efficient meeting, noting that the meeting was particularly efficient as a result of the
hard work the Committee had already been doing throughout the summer. The Legislation
Committee is advancing three bills this legislative session, namely the comprehensive
revisions to Chapter 617, Private Judging, and revisions to Florida’s Trademark statute.
Chair Wasylik informed everyone that the Section’s legislative consultants are working
hard on getting ready to go to legislative committee meetings starting in the fall and she
reminded everyone to please be responsive when leadership of the Legislation Committee
or our legislative consultants reach out with requests to review and weigh in on filed bills
and/or with questions or requests for information. Chair Wasylik also reminded everyone
to inform the Committee of any legislative issues of interest to the Section that might arise
throughout the year.
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O. Long Range Planning Committee — Gregory Yadley, Chair; Honorable Mindy
Mora, Judicial Chair

Committee Chair Gregory Yadley reported that the Long Range Planning Committee helps
the Business Law Section by identifying and recognizing future leaders and works with
current officers of the Section to make sure the Section has the support and assistance it
needs to carry out the Section’s service and professional activities. Chair Yadley
encouraged people to continue to get involved and noted that the Committee would
continue to try to help everyone find additional ways to get involved. Chair Yadley
welcomed all members who were attending their first Executive Council meeting and
expressed the Committee’s warm thanks and appreciation for the work all Chairs and Vice
Chairs do.

P. Marketing, Promotions & Sponsorships Committee - Michele Moss, Co-
Chair, Existing Sponsorships; Robert P. Charbonneau, Co-Chair, New
Sponsorships; Willard A. Blair, Vice Chair, Existing Sponsorships; Meredith
F. Mendez, Vice Chair, New Sponsorships; Bart R. Valdes, Second Vice
Chair, Existing Sponsorships; Leslie W. Hudock, Second Vice Chair, New
Sponsorships.

Section Chair Stephanie Lieb emphasized that there will always be a need for the Section
to grow its sponsorship dollars. To that end, she announced that, effective July 1, 2025,
the Marketing, Promotions & Sponsorships Committee would be increasing its efforts,
particularly with more reach outs to service providers (as compared to law firms of our
members), with Michelle Moss Co-Chairing the Committee with a focus on existing
sponsorships, and Robert Charbonneau Co-Chairing the Committee with a focus on new
sponsorships.

Committee Co-Chair (Existing Sponsorships) thanked Carly Hopkins, Kacy Donley, Jen
Morando, and Andy Layden. Co-Chair Moss noted the tireless efforts of the Committee
having weekly meetings since March. Co-Chair Moss also noted this was a record year for
sponsorships for the Section.

Committee Co-Chair (New Sponsorships) Robert Charbonneau reported on the
Committee’s additional efforts to pursue new sponsorships. Co-Chair Charbonneau noted
that, in the course of soliciting sponsorship commitments, he had received a number of
inquiries from existing sponsors and potential sponsors seeking more information as to the
value of their sponsorships. Co-Chair Charbonneau advised that this was an opportunity
for the Section to remind everyone how large an economy Florida is and what impact
sponsoring the Business Law Section would have on potential sponsors. Co-Chair
Charbonneau reported that, if Florida were its own sovereign nation, it actually would be
the 15" largest economy in the world, larger than Mexico and Spain. Given the Section’s
value in assisting with implementation of the laws that impact businesses in such a large
economy, the question to be asked should be: Why would you not be a sponsor of the
Section? Co-Chair Charbonneau noted that historically the Section’s sponsorship has
focused on member organizations (primarily law firms), which has been terrific. But to
grow the sponsorship umbrella, the Committee will also be focusing more extensively on
vendors. Co-Chair Charbonneau noted that there has already been some initial success
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with this strategy, pointing out some of the new vendor sponsors who attended the Labor
Day Retreat.

Q. Membership Committee- Carlos E. Sardi, Chair; Kristina E. Fehrer, Vice
Chair; Amanda L. Fernandez, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Karen Specie,
Judicial Chair

Committee Judicial Chair Judge Karen Specie reported that the Membership Committee
had great new energy and a well-attended meeting. The Committee Chair proposed
revising the Committee’s mission statement to essentially capture what the work of the
Committee is — that is, to recruit and retain members by providing value and engagement
opportunities. The Committee also discussed breaking away from the joint sessions with
IMF, and to start meetings on its own by the Winter meeting. The Committee also stated
its objectives for the year: (a) increase membership by at least 5%; (b) increase engagement
and participation in Section events by at least 5%; and (c) monitor, identify, and address
member needs. As part of the efforts being undertaken by the Committee, Judge Specie
noted that the Chair created three subcommittee’s to carry out the work of the Committee:
(a) “Come Back to Jamaica Program”, to be chaired by Mark Stein; (b) Marketing &
Communications Subcommittee, to be chaired by Kristina Feher, Vice Chair; and (c)
Scholar & Program & IMF Committee Liaison, to be chaired by Amanda, Fernandez,
Second Vice Chair. She highlighted the importance for the Committee to effectively
interact with certain other standing committees affecting the work of the Committee --
Communications, IMF, Pro Bono, CLE, and Marketing Promotions and Sponsorships.

R. Opinion Standards Committee- Stefan Rubin and Gary Teblum, Co-Chairs,
Robert Brighton, Vice-Chair

Committee Co-Chair Gary Teblum reported that Opinions Standards Committee met in
person on Friday August 29, 2025, but also offered a Zoom link. He noted that although
holding the meeting as an in person meeting did not really lead to greater attendance, the
Committee still had a great meeting. Committee Co-Chair Teblum reported that, at the
meeting, he apologized for the delay in assembling, finalizing and posting a composite
version of Florida’s third party legal opinions report, combining the 2011 Report and the
2021 First Supplement. He stated that the current goal is to complete that composite report
by the end of September 2025, at which point the composite report will be email blasted to
the section members and will be posted on the Committee’s web page on the Section’s
website. Committee Co-Chair Teblum indicated that, at the meeting, the Committee
conducted a discussion of the need for further supplements to the Third Party Legal
Opinions Report. He also noted that the Committee planned to put together an opinions
basics CLE for younger lawyers. Finally, he reported that, at the meeting, Rob Brighton
led a discussion of the special third party opinion issues presented by new Article 12,
primarily focused on creating and perfecting security interests in digital assets and
acknowledging that the Tri Bar had created a draft report addressing these issues.

S. Pro Bono Committee- Raina Shipman, Chair; Terry Sanks, Vice Chair;
12



Lauren L. Stricker, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Laurel Isicoff, Judicial
Chair

Committee Chair Raina Shipman reported that the Pro Bono Committee met virtually prior
to the Labor Day Retreat. The Committee discussed bringing additional pro bono
opportunities to the Section and was working with organizations throughout the Retreat.
Attendees were invited to sign up for additional pro bono opportunities, which were
identified on a table located outside the meeting room for the Executive Council meeting.
Chair Shipman reported that the Committee is updating its best firm practice guides for pro
bono, incorporating comments provided by a Florida Bar Task Force. Chair Shipman
reminded everyone to share their pro bono stories so that the Section could promote those
stories through its communications platforms. She also reminded every substantive
committee that each needed a liaison to attend the Pro Bono Committee meetings.

T. Restrictive Covenants Task Force — Brian Barakat, Chair; Keith Bell, Vice
Chair

Task Force Chair Brian Barakat reported that the Restrictive Covenants Task Force had an
unusually good meeting, with unusually good discussion, and usually attractive people had
attended. The Task Force is monitoring the impact of the CHOICE Act on both the law
and on the labor force in Florida. At present, the Task Force is not aware of any judicial
interpretation or analysis of the CHOICE Act. The Task Force asks all members to send
any information they see about interpretation, enforcement, or analysis of the CHOICE Act
to the Task Force so that it may gather all such anecdotal evidence about the impact of this
Act on Florida’s work force.

U. Rules of Court Committee —Jodi Dubose, Chair; Allison Leonard, Vice Chair;
Avery S. Chapman, Second Vice Chair; Honorable Darren Farfante, Judicial
Chair (State); Honorable Melissa Damian, Judicial Chair (Federal)

Committee Chair Jodi Dubose reported that the Rules of Court Committee had high quality
attendance for its meeting. The Committee noted that the ESI guidelines had been
distributed and she thanked Judge Farfante for circulating them to his colleagues. The
Committee is working on drafting an email to help further distribute these guidelines to all
Circuit Civil Administrative Judges. The Committee will work with the Communications
Committee on any such communication.

The Committee is planning some CLEs for this year, with focus on practical skills. Chair
DuBose reported that the Committee intends to put on a CLE comparing District Court
Rules and Bankruptcy Court Rules and invited members to volunteer to help.

V. Series LLC Task Force — Louis Conti, Chair

Task Force Chair Louis Conti reported that the Series LLC Task Force was basking in the
glow of it extensive hard work, finally culminating in the passage of Series LLC last
session. Task Force Chair Conti pointed out that the Series LLC law becomes effective
July 1, 2026. He stated that the Task Force is looking to put on 2 CLE programs educating
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people on the bill, one to be done in conjunction with the Real Property Probate and Trust
Law Section, and a separate one to be done for the Business Law Section. Gary Teblum
and Louis Conti are also putting together articles to publish over the next 6 months in an
effort to help educate practitioners and others concerning how Series LLCs will operate.
Task Force Chair Conti invited all who are interested in participating in any way with CLE
or articles to please reach out to him or Mr. Teblum.

W. State & Federal Courts Judicial Liaison Committee —Brian Barakat, Chair;
Joseph S. Van De Bogart, Vice Chair; Honorable Lisa Walsh, Judicial Chair
(State); Honorable Wendy Berger, Judicial Chair (Federal)

Committee Chair Brian Barakat reported the Committee had put on an amazing Judicial
Roundtable at the Labor Day Retreat, and he thanked each of the Judges who shared their
wisdom and good ideas with the Section’s membership.

X. UCC Article 12 Task Force — Robert Kain, Michael Dunn and Jaime Leggett
(Co-Chairs); Prof. Zachary Catanzaro, Academic Chair

Task Force Chair Robert Kain reported that the Task Force was working with the
Blockchain & Digital Assets Committee and was in discussions with respect to the
proposed FREE Act legislation presented by OFR.

Y. Uniform Commercial Real Estate Receivership Act (UCRERA) Task Force —
Amanda Fernandez, Chair; Jodi Dubose, Vice Chair

No report given.

Z. Uniform Voidable Transfers Act (UVTA) Task Force — John Hutton, Chair;
David Slenn, Vice Chair

Task Force Chair John Hutton reported the Task Force may try to reengage on this issue,
targeting a piece of legislation for the 2027 legislative session, but that it would reach out
to the Real Property Probate and Trust Law Section to see if there was interest from that
Section on reengaging as to and advancing such legislation.

AA. Voluntary Trial Resolution Task Force — Allison J. Leonard, Chair; James B.
Murphy, Vice Chair

Task Force Chair Allison Leonard thanked the Task Force members for their hard work,
and particularly thanked Jim Murphy, Brian Barakat, and Mr. Barakat’s associates at his
firm for drafting the Task Force’s white paper. The Task Force is looking forward to
working with the Legislation Committee to assist in advancing the Private Judging bill
through the legislative session. The Task Force is waiting for comments from the
Alternative Dispute Resolution Section, the Real Property Probate and Trust Lawyers
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VIII.

Section, and the Trial Lawyers Section of the Florida Bar.

BB. Direct and Derivative Actions Task Force — Zane W. Katz, Chair; Michelle K.
Notte, Vice Chair

Task Force Chair Zane Katz reported that the Task Force was working on review and
analysis of current statutory language in Chapters 605 and 607 addressing direct and
derivative actions to see if any revisions were advisable or needed. He noted that the Task
Force had an hour long substantive discussion concerning direct and derivative actions,
with particular focus on the need for a special injury test and whether or not direct and
derivative actions should be allowed to be maintained in the same lawsuit. Committee
Chair Katz noted that the Task Force plans to meet on the first Tuesday of every month via
Zoom and logistics information will be on the Business Law Section website. He invited
all who are interested to attend and participate.

Reports of Section Liaisons
A. The Florida Bar Board of Governors — Grasford W. Smith, Jr.

Board of Governor Manny Farach provided the report in Mr. Smith’s absence. Governor
Farach explained that the Florida Bar had a strong year, and its fund balance is up 6.9%.
He noted that the Florida Bar is doing well financially, noting that it has not had a dues
increase for many years. He further noted that the Florida Bar is one of the most financially
successful Bars in the entire country. Governor Farach also explained that, in large part
because of changes by the Bar and rulings by the Supreme Court, the Funding Florida Legal
Aid fund is up 64%, which means we are funding more legal aid across the State. Governor
Farach reported that the Board of Governors is looking into adding a new Chapter 22 to
the Rules Regulating the Florida Bar to permit government lawyers to practice law in
Florida without passing the Florida Bar exam. Governor Farach noted this proposal is
being considered in response to a petition advanced by Florida’s Attorney General. He
also reported on various disciplinary actions the Supreme Court had taken in recent months.
He informed everyone that the next Board of Governors’ meeting is in Tampa on
September 19, 2025, and that the meeting is open to the public.

B. The Florida Bar Continuing Legal Education — Kathleen DiSanto, Lynn Sherman
Kathleen DiSanto reported that she was just beginning to engage with the Florida Bar CLE
Committee and will attend its annual meeting in October. She anticipates getting involved
with the Florida Bar CLE’s Committee’s handbook efforts.

C. The Florida Bar Council of Sections — Peter Valori, Robert Barron
Section Chair-Elect Peter Valori attended the Florida Bar Council of Sections meetings

and believes he can safely report that the Business Law Section is the best Section of the
Florida Bar.
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IX.

D. The Florida Bar Membership Outreach Committee — Daniel Etlinger

No report given.

E. The Florida Bar Real Property, Probate & Trust Law (RPPTL) Section — James
Marx

No report given.
F. The Florida Bar Young Lawyers (YLD) Division — Joseph Coleman

Joseph Coleman encouraged the Section to reach out to the Florida Bar Young Lawyers
Division when we have fellow applications open as YLD members may be interested in
applying. He reported that YLD’s next meeting is in Orlando in October. He also noted
that YLD is hosting its first ever job fair for young lawyers and new lawyers in March,
2026. YLD is currently considering Ft. Lauderdale as the location for that job fair.

G. The Florida Institute of CPAs (FICPA) — Donald Workman
No report given.

H. The Out-of-State Division of The Florida Bar — Lawrence Kunin
No report given.

I. The Working Group on Legal Opinions (WGLO) — Philip Schwartz

Philip Schwartz noted that WGLO is a private foundation that was started 20 years ago by
the American Bar Association Business Law Section, bringing together approximately 120
law firms that fund it. He also noted that 33-34 State and local bar associations and
Sections from around the country are also involved, including the Florida Bar Business
Law Section and the Florida Bar Real Estate Probate and Trust Law Section. He further
explained that WGLO meets twice a year in New York for full day programs.

New Business

John Cunniff reported that, at the Intellectual Property Committee, U.S. Circuit Court
Judge Linn had spent approximately a third of his CLE time advocating the value of
American Inns of Court and noting how successful the Judge Linn Inn Alliance has been.
Judge Linn had specifically inquired about restarting a Miami Intellectual Property Inn
chapter. It was also noted that 4 members of the Intellectual Property Committee, namely
Woodrow Pollack, Dineen Wasylik, Mark Stein, and Michael Chesal, had separately been
discussing forming a statewide Florida Intellectual Property Inn of Court. Pollack,
Wasylik, Stein, and Chesal (and anyone else with interest) are meeting with Judge Linn
and the American Inns of Court to discuss possibilities and anticipate having more
information to report at a later meeting.
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XI.

XII.

XIII.

Other Reports
A. Chair’s Report — Stephanie Lieb

Chair Lieb recognized all past Section Chairs and the Executive Council applauded their
great contributions to the Section. She then noted how great the weekend had been and
thanked Labor Day Retreat Chair Andy Layden and Sponsorship Chair Michele Moss for
their terrific efforts. She also thanked Section Administrator Carly Hopkins for her
amazingness and Ms. Hopkins received a well-deserved round of applause. Chair Lieb then
provided additional information on the upcoming Iceland trip March 4-6, 2026, and invited
anyone to send questions about the trip to Chair Lieb.

She then reminded everyone that our next meeting is in January at the Sunseeker Resort in
Charlotte Harbor. She noted that the Real Property Probate and Trust Law Section will be
meeting at the same property, with some overlap with the Business Law Section. The
Business Law Section meetings will be Wednesday and Thursday (January 28 & 29, 2026),
and the RPPTL meetings will begin on Thursday night. The Section is currently intending
to have a joint reception with the RPPTLs on Thursday January 29, 2026.

B. Chair-Elect’s Report — Peter Valori
Chair-Elect Valori provided additional information on Iceland flights. He then thanked

everyone for a wonderful weekend and invited everyone to share any suggestions they have
with him.

Good and Welfare
No additional information was discussed.

Future Full Section Meetings

A. Winter Meeting of Florida Bar, January 28 — 29, 2026 - Sunseeker
Resort, Charlotte Harbor

B. Executive Council Spring Retreat, March 4 — 8, 2026 - Iceland

Adjournment

There being no further business, Mark Stein moved that the meeting be adjourned, with
Chris DeCort providing the second. The motion passed by unanimous consent at 10:05am.
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Attachment A — Attendance Recorded
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Exhibit 2
Current Financials 2025-2026

Note: Current Financials will be provided as soon as possible after receipt from The Florida Bar.
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THE FLORIDA BAR

Business Law Section Rollup

For the Six Months Ending December 31, 2025

3001-Annual Fees
3002-Affiliate Fees
Total Fee Revenue

3301-Registration-Live
3331-Registration-Ticket
Total Registration Revenue

3351-Sponsorships

3391 Section Profit Split
3392-Section Differential
Other Event Revenue

3401-Sales-CD/DVD
Sales, Rents & Royalties Revenue

Total Revenue

4131-Telephone Expense
4134-Web Services
4135-Social Media
4301-Photocopying
4311-Office Supplies

Total Staff & Office Expense

5031-AV Services
5051-Credit Card Fees
5101-Consultants

Total Contract Services

5501-Employee Travel
5561-Judges Travel
5571-Speaker Travel
5599-Other Travel
Total Travel

6001-Post 1st Class/Bulk
6231-Promot Item/Giveaway
6301-Mtgs TFB Annual Meeting
6311-Mtgs General Meeting
6319-Mtgs Other Functions
6321-Mtgs Meals

6325-Mtgs Hospitality
6332-Mtgs Room Attrition
6341-Mtgs Equip Rental
6361-Mtgs Entertainment
6451-Committee Expense
6531-Brd/Off Special Project

YTD Budget FY 25-26

2026 Variance ($) Budget
316,380 (9,120) 325,500
2,930 80 2,850
319,310 (9,040) 328,350
295,609 117,609 178,000
10,870 (324,130) 335,000
306,479 (206,521) 513,000
321,400 (26,600) 348,000
38,312 (11,688) 50,000
420 (11,580) 12,000
360,132 (49,868) 410,000
985,921 (265,429) 1,251,350

2,277 2,277 -
2,261 (17,739) 20,000
- (2,500) 2,500
- (250) 250
1,576 626 950
6,114 (17,586) 23,700
789 (11,211) 12,000
9,214 (11,816) 21,030
63,640 (88,860) 152,500
73,643 (111,887) 185,530
7,746 (7,609) 15,355
36,670 (43,630) 80,300
- (10,880) 10,880
14,492 4,992 9,500
58,908 (57,127) 116,035
47 (1,503) 1,550
1,015 (1,485) 2,500
3,195 (31,805) 35,000
11,721 (13,279) 25,000
16,133 (215,227) 231,360
179,519 (15,481) 195,000
81,443 (6,557) 88,000
24,199 4,199 20,000
8,293 (6,707) 15,000
- (500) 500
114 (1,386) 1,500



7001-Grant/Award/Donation
7005-Charitable Donations
7011-Scholarship/Fellowship
7999-Other Operating Exp
Total Other Expense

8011-Administration CLE
8021-Section Admin Fee
8101-Printing In-House
8131-A/V Services
8141-Journal/News Service
8171-Course Approval Fee
8901-Eliminated IntEnt Exp
Total Admin & Internal Expense

9692-Transfer Out-Council of Sections
Total InterFund Transfers Out

Total Expense

Operating Income

3899-Investment Income (loss)

Total Nonoperating Revenue (Expenses)

Change in Net Position

Net Position

2001-Beginning of the year, restated (Fund Balance)

End of the Year (Current Month)

- (7,500) 7,500
- (5,000) 5,000
22,983 (17,017) 40,000
306 (9,694) 10,000
348,968 (328,942) 677,910
6,050 (39,050) 45,100
138,090 (4,260) 142,350
336 (5,869) 6,205
1,275 775 500
55 55 -
145,807 (48,348) 194,155
500 - 500
500 - 500
633,938 (563,892) 1,197,830
351,983 298,463 53,520
32,681 29,616 3,065
32,681 29,616 3,065
384,664 328,079 56,585
265,265
649,929




THE FLORIDA BAR
Business Law Joint CLE TOTAL

For the Six Months Ending Wednesday, December 31, 2025

3301-Registration-Live
3321-Registration-Webcast
Total Registration Revenue

3392-Section Differential
Other Event Revenue

3401-Sales-CD/DVD

Sales, Rents & Royalties Revenue

Total Revenue

5031-A/V Services
5051-Credit Card Fees
Total Contract Services

5501-Employee Travel
Total Travel

6001-Post 1st Class/Bulk
6321-Mtgs Meals
6399-Mtgs Other

Total Other Expense

8011-Administration CLE
8101-Printing In-House
8131-A/V Services
8141-Journal/News Service

8171-Course Approval Fee
Total Admin & Internal Expense

Total Expense
Net Income
3391-Profit Split

Net Income After Profit Split

YTD Prior Year FYE Actual
December 2026 December 2025

- - - 9,285
7,726 51,862 6,140 81,647
7,726 51,862 6,140 90,932
- (420) (140) (1,900)
- (420) (140) (1,900)
285 1,856 570 6,266
285 1,856 570 6,266
8,011 53,298 6,570 95,298
- - - 3,790

7 42 10 479

7 42 10 4,269

- - - 857

- - - 857
29 398 44 942

- - - 1,850

- - - 2,421
29 398 44 5,213
700 4,550 700 24,625

- - - 5

- 140 - 6,642

- - 425 1,275

- 275 220 1,265
700 4,965 1,345 33,812
736 5,405 1,399 44,151
7,275 47,893 5,171 51,147
5,820 38,312 4,137 40,917
1,455 9,581 1,034 10,229
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The Business Law Section of The Florida Bar (“BLS”’) Reimbursement Policy

**Effective . 2026%*

The purpose of this BLS Reimbursement Policy (the “Policy”) is to clarify the process for seeking
reimbursement, outline the parameters of eligible reimbursement, and streamline the flow of the
process. The creation of this Policy is not meant to discourage the seeking of reimbursement in
any fashion. The oversight and implementation of the Policy is the responsibility of the Executive
Committee, and as such the Executive Committee has the discretion to make exceptions in the best
interest of the BLS.

I Process and Timing

A. Submit reimbursement requests using the Section/Division Reimbursement form
attached as Exhibit A. Provide receipts for all items requested for reimbursement.
Note that receipts must be itemized.

B. Send all requests to the applicable Meeting or Program Chair (if no applicable chair
then to the applicable Committee Chair directly) for approval within fourteen (14)
days of the conclusion of the event.

C. The Meeting Chair, Program Chair, or Committee Chair shall review the
reimbursement request for eligibility and, if approved, send to the BLS Section
Administrator for approval, and further review if necessary, within twenty one (21)
days of the conclusion of the event.

D. If the reimbursement request is in order, the BLS Section Administrator shall send
each approved reimbursement request to the Treasurer for final approval. Once
approved by the Treasurer, the BLS Section Administrator will process the
reimbursement request(s) for payment.

II. Parameters for Items Eligible for Reimbursement. All reimbursement requests
submitted to the BLS under this Policy are subject to the following parameters and
restrictions. These parameters apply to Sections III, IV, and V of this Policy below.

A. Airfare. The BLS will reimburse the cost of an economy or coach ticket for eligible
airfare with a 21-day advance purchase. A copy of the ticket/receipt must be
submitted showing the cost and class of ticket.

B. Mileage/Tolls. The BLS will reimburse for travel via personal vehicle at the
maximum rate per mile allowed by the IRS, currently $0.655/per mile. Proof of
mileage is required (map print out). Tolls will be reimbursed if receipts are
provided.

C. Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share. The BLS will reimburse for the cost of taxi/car
rental/ride share, or other form of ground transportation, at the most affordable

35251265-2
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option. The cost of ground transportation will be reimbursed. = Receipts are
required, as well as a copy of the rental car agreement.

Parking. The BLS will reimburse for basic parking at the meeting site and/or at the
airport. Valet parking is not reimbursable unless it is the only parking option. A
receipt is required.

Lodging. The BLS will reimburse for a base-level, standard room with either two
double/queen beds or a king bed, at the hotel where the event is held or a nearby
equivalent (room, tax, and any required resort fee only). A copy of the hotel receipt
is required.

Meals. The BLS will reimburse for meals consistent with the Florida Bar per diem,
currently $60/day. All meals require a detailed receipt.

Ticket Cost/Registration. The BLS will reimburse the cost of event registration for
the main registrant only. Guest registration costs are not eligible for reimbursement.

Items Not Eligible for Reimbursement. Alcohol is not eligible for reimbursement.
Tips are not eligible for reimbursement.

BLS CLE Programs

Program Chairs, non-BLS member speakers, Academics, and Judges serving as
speakers for BLS-sponsored Continuing Legal Education programs are eligible for
reimbursement in conformance with The Florida Bar’s Speaker Travel Reimbursement
Form, attached as Exhibit B. All reimbursement requests must be made to the
applicable CLE Program Chair as stated in Section I. Non-speaker program steering
committee members are not eligible for reimbursement for these CLE programs. The
following is a sample list of current CLE programs that the BLS conducts:

A.

B.

IP Symposium. Section III policy applies without exception.

Federal Securities Institute. Section III policy applies without exception.

View from the Bench. Steering Committee members and law clerks of each
panelist receive complimentary attendance to the seminar.

. Legislative Update/Judicial Roundtable.  Section III policy applies without

exception.

One-Hour Virtual CLEs. These CLE programs are not eligible for reimbursement.

Annual and Mid-Year Meetings. For purposes of the Bankruptcy Judicial Liaison
Meetings, each of the Chief Bankruptcy Judges for each district and the Clerk of
Court for each district are eligible for reimbursement as a speaker. Further, their




Judicial Liaison Dinner ticket is likewise eligible for
reimbursement/complimentary attendance.

IV. Judicial and Academic Reimbursement**

A. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings. Any Academic or Judge who serves as a
Judicial/Academic Chair or otherwise serves as a member of the Executive Council
for the BLS is eligible for reimbursement/complimentary attendance for the
following:

1. Judicial Liaison Dinner ticket;
1i.  BLS Luncheon ticket;
1. Airfare;
iv.  Cost of hotel for up to two (2) nights;
v.  Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);
vi.  Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

B. Labor Day Retreat. Any Academic or Judge who serves as a Judicial/Academic
Chair or otherwise serves as a member of the Executive Council for the BLS is
ehglble for reimbursement for the following:

i. Cost of registration ticket (not guest ticket);

1i. Airfare;

iii. Cost of hotel for up to three (3) nights;

iv. Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);

v. Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

C. Executive Council Retreat. Any Academic or Judge who serves as a
Judicial/Academic Chair or otherwise serves as a member of the Executive Council
for the BLS is eligible for reimbursement for the following:

i.  Main Trip registration ticket (not guest ticket);

ii. Airfare;

iii. Hotel up to the length of the Main Trip;

iv. Meals not provided in the cost of the Main Trip registration ticket (not to exceed
$60 per diem);

v. Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

** Section I and II reimbursement shall govern.

D. CLE Programs. For Judges or Academics speaking at CLE programs, Section III
reimbursement shall govern.

V. Legislative Advisor Reimbursement

A. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings. Any Legislative Advisor which is retained by the BLS
pursuant to a Section Legislative Advising Services Agreement in the form approved
by The Florida Bar form time to time (each, a “Legislative Advisor”) is eligible for

35251265-2 3



reimbursement/complimentary attendance for the following:
1.
ii.
iil.

1v.
V.

Vi.

Judicial Liaison Dinner ticket;

BLS Luncheon ticket;

Airfare;

Cost of hotel for up to two (2) nights;

Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);

Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

Labor Day Retreat. Any Legislative Advisor is eligible for reimbursement for the

following:

1.
ii.

ii.
1v.

V.

Cost of registration ticket (not guest ticket);

Airfare;

Cost of hotel for up to three (3) nights;

Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);

Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

VI.  Guest Speakers Engaged by the Chair and/or Executive Committee

A. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings. Any Guest Speaker which is engaged by the Chair of
the BLS and/or by the Executive Committee of the BLS (each, a “Guest Speaker”) is
eligible for reimbursement/complimentary attendance for the following:

1.
il.
1.
1v.
V.

Vi.

Judicial Liaison Dinner ticket;

BLS Luncheon ticket;

Airfare;

Cost of hotel for up to two (2) nights;

Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);

Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

B. Labor Day Retreat. Any Guest Speaker is eligible for reimbursement for the
following:

1.
ii.

ii.
1v.

V.

Cost of registration ticket (not guest ticket);

Airfare;

Cost of hotel for up to two (2) nights;

Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);

Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

VII. IMF Fellows & Scholars

A. The IMF Committee Chair is responsible for tracking all expenses of Fellows. The
Membership Committee Chair is responsible for tracking all expenses of Scholars.

B. Fellows have an annual stipend of $2,500/year of eligible participation. If a Fellow
does not use any portion of his/her Bar year annual stipend, such amount does not

35251265-2
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carry over into the following year.

. Scholars have an annual stipend of up to $550/year of eligible participation. Such

stipend consists of the registration fee of $450 and reimbursement of up to $100 for
expenses (i.e. lodging, meals, travel). If a Scholar does not use any portion of
his/her Bar year annual stipend, such amount does not carry over into the following
year.

. The applicable Committee Chair shall gather all reimbursement requests from

Fellows and Scholars after a meeting and provide approved requests to the BLS
Administrator as set forth in Section I.

* ok k k sk ok
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The Business Law Section of The Florida Bar (“BLS’’) Reimbursement Policy

**Effective September 5 . 20232026**

The purpose of this BLS Reimbursement Policy (the “Policy”) is to clarify the process for seeking
reimbursement, outline the parameters of eligible reimbursement, and streamline the flow of the
process. The creation of this Policy is not meant to discourage the seeking of reimbursement in
any fashion. The oversight and implementation of the Policy is the responsibility of the Executive
Committee, and as such the Executive Committee has the discretion to make exceptions in the best
interest of the BLS.

I

I1.

Process and Timing

A.

Submit reimbursement requests using the Section/Division Reimbursement form
attached as Exhibit A. Provide receipts for all items requested for reimbursement.
Note that receipts must be itemized.

Send all requests to the applicable Meeting or Program Chair (if no applicable chair
then to the applicable Committee Chair directly) for approval within fourteen (14)
days of the conclusion of the event.

The Meeting Chair, Program Chair, or Committee Chair shall review the
reimbursement request for eligibility and, if approved, send to the BLS Section
Administrator for approval, and further review if necessary, within twenty one (21)
days of the conclusion of the event.

If the reimbursement request is in order, the BLS Section Administrator shall send
each approved reimbursement request to the Treasurer for final approval. Once
approved by the Treasurer, the BLS Section Administrator will process the
reimbursement request(s) for payment.

Parameters for Items Eligible for Reimbursement. All reimbursement requests
submitted to the BLS under this Policy are subject to the following parameters and
restrictions. These parameters apply to Sections III, IV, and V of this Policy below.

A.

Airfare. The BLS will reimburse the cost of an economy or coach ticket for eligible
airfare with a 21-day advance purchase. A copy of the ticket/receipt must be
submitted showing the cost and class of ticket.

Mileage/Tolls. The BLS will reimburse for travel via personal vehicle at the
maximum rate per mile allowed by the IRS, currently $0.655/per mile. Proof of
mileage is required (map print out). Tolls will be reimbursed if receipts are
provided.

Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share. The BLS will reimburse for the cost of taxi/car
rental/ride share, or other form of ground transportation, at the most affordable
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option. The cost of ground transportation will be reimbursed. = Receipts are
required, as well as a copy of the rental car agreement.

Parking. The BLS will reimburse for basic parking at the meeting site and/or at the
airport. Valet parking is not reimbursable unless it is the only parking option. A
receipt is required.

Lodging. The BLS will reimburse for a base-level, standard room with either two
double/queen beds or a king bed, at the hotel where the event is held or a nearby
equivalent (room, tax, and any required resort fee only). A copy of the hotel receipt
is required.

Meals. The BLS will reimburse for meals consistent with the Florida Bar per diem,
currently $60/day. All meals require a detailed receipt.

Ticket Cost/Registration. The BLS will reimburse the cost of event registration for
the main registrant only. Guest registration costs are not eligible for reimbursement.

Items Not Eligible for Reimbursement. Alcohol is not eligible for reimbursement.
Tips are not eligible for reimbursement.

III. BLS CLE Programs

Program Chairs, non-BLS member speakers, Academics, and Judges serving as
speakers for BLS-sponsored Continuing Legal Education programs are eligible for
reimbursement in conformance with The Florida Bar’s Speaker Travel Reimbursement
Form, attached as Exhibit B. All reimbursement requests must be made to the
applicable CLE Program Chair as stated in Section I. Non-speaker program steering
committee members are not eligible for reimbursement for these CLE programs. The
following is a sample list of current CLE programs that the BLS conducts:

A.

B.

IP Symposium. Section III policy applies without exception.

Federal Securities Institute. Section III policy applies without exception.

View from the Bench. Steering Committee members and law clerks of each
panelist receive complimentary attendance to the seminar.

. Legislative Update/Judicial Roundtable.  Section III policy applies without

exception.

One-Hour Virtual CLEs. These CLE programs are not eligible for reimbursement.

Annual and Mid-Year Meetings. For purposes of the Bankruptcy Judicial Liaison
Meetings, each of the Chief Bankruptcy Judges for each district and the Clerk of
Court for each district are eligible for reimbursement as a speaker. Further, their

35254265-135251265-2 2



Judicial Liaison Dinner ticket is likewise eligible for
reimbursement/complimentary attendance.

IV. Judicial and Academic Reimbursement**

A. Annual and Mid-Year Meetings. Any Academic or Judge who serves as a
Judicial/Academic Chair or otherwise serves as a member of the Executive Council
for the BLS is eligible for reimbursement/complimentary attendance for the
following:

1. Judicial Liaison Dinner ticket;
1i.  BLS Luncheon ticket;
ii.  Airfare;
iv.  Cost of hotel for up to two (2) nights;
v.  Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);
vi.  Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

B. Labor Day Retreat. Any Academic or Judge who serves as a Judicial/Academic
Chair or otherwise serves as a member of the Executive Council for the BLS is
ehglble for reimbursement for the following:

i. Cost of registration ticket (not guest ticket);

ii. Airfare;

iii. Cost of hotel for up to three (3) nights;

iv. Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);

v. Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

C. Executive Council Retreat. Any Academic or Judge who serves as a
Judicial/Academic Chair or otherwise serves as a member of the Executive Council
for the BLS is eligible for reimbursement for the following:

i.  Main Trip registration ticket (not guest ticket);

ii. Airfare;

iii. Hotel up to the length of the Main Trip;

iv. Meals not provided in the cost of the Main Trip registration ticket (not to exceed
$60 per diem);

v. Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

** Section I and II reimbursement shall govern.

D. CLE Programs. For Judges or Academics speaking at CLE programs, Section III
reimbursement shall govern.



<

Legislative Advisor Reimbursement

>

Annual and Mid-Year Meetings. Any Legislative Advisor which is retained by the BLS
pursuant to a Section Legislative Advising Services Agreement in the form approved
by The Florida Bar form time to time (each, a “Legislative Advisor”) is eligible for
reimbursement/complimentary attendance for the following:
1. Judicial Liaison Dinner ticket;

1.  BLS Luncheon ticket;

1.  Airfare;

iv.  Cost of hotel for up to two (2) nights;
v.  Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per

diem);

vi. Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

B. Labor Day Retreat. Any Legislative Advisor is eligible for reimbursement for the

following:

1.  Cost of registration ticket (not guest ticket);

i1. Airfare;

1. Cost of hotel for up to three (3) nights;

iv. Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);

v. Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

V1. Guest Speakers Engaged by the Chair and/or Executive Committee

>

Annual and Mid-Year Meetings. Any Guest Speaker which is engaged by the Chair of
the BLS and/or by the Executive Committee of the BLS (each, a “Guest Speaker”) is
eligible for reimbursement/complimentary attendance for the following:
1. Judicial Liaison Dinner ticket;

1.  BLS Luncheon ticket;
1.  Airfare;

iv.  Cost of hotel for up to two (2) nights;

v.  Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per

diem);
vi. Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

B. Labor Day Retreat. Any Guest Speaker is eligible for reimbursement for the

following:

1. Cost of registration ticket (not guest ticket);

i1. Airfare;

1. Cost of hotel for up to two (2) nights;

iv. Meals not provided in the cost of the registration ticket (not to exceed $60 per
diem);

v. Mileage/Tolls/Parking or Taxi/Car Rental/Ride Share.

VII. Vo IMF Fellows & Scholars

35254265-135251265-2 4



A. The IMF Committee Chair is responsible for tracking all expenses of Fellows. The
Membership Committee Chair is responsible for tracking all expenses of Scholars.

B. Fellows have an annual stipend of $2,500/year of eligible participation. If a Fellow
does not use any portion of his/her Bar year annual stipend, such amount does not
carry over into the following year.

C. Scholars have an annual stipend of up to $550/year of eligible participation. Such
stipend consists of the registration fee of $450 and reimbursement of up to $100 for
expenses (i.e. lodging, meals, travel). If a Scholar does not use any portion of
his/her Bar year annual stipend, such amount does not carry over into the following
year.

D. The applicable Committee Chair shall gather all reimbursement requests from
Fellows and Scholars after a meeting and provide approved requests to the BLS
Administrator as set forth in Section I.

% ok ok sk sk sk
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Corporations Email re: Triple Motion

In the meantime, the attached materials associated with the proposed legislation should be part of the
materials shared with the EC. My following abbreviated summary of the key points which follow can be
the foundation for a proper White Paper.

1. A presentation by CT Corporation (a premier national Registered Agent company) in OPPOSITION to
the Proposed legislation. The CT presentation makes the case for the need for transparency in business
entity laws as to the principal office of the business seeking to do business with the public. Listing the
Registered Agent’s business address as the principal office of a business is patently false and completely
misleading.

2. A White Paper prepared by NPRRA, a Registered Agent Industry Group (National Public Records
Research Association) also in OPPOSITION to the proposed legislation, stating unequivocally:
“transparency in business filings must remain a priority”.

3. A unsigned draft of a memo from an unnamed “SPONSOR” purportedly to be sent to the ULC Scope &
Program Committee: “To that end, [SPONSOR|recommends that a study committee be appointed to
consider the desirability

of a uniform or model law, or revision of existing uniform or model law, regarding the definition of
“Principal Office.”

As to the draft unsigned request to the ULC , that should be disregarded for several reasons: (i) it has NOT
been received by the ULC; (ii) even if it does get sent to the ULC, it will not likely be undertaken by the
ULC since it would be contrary to all of the ULC Uniform unincorporated business entity statutes, which
currently require a physical street address for the “Principal Office” of LLC, Partnerships that register,
and Limited Partnerships — so in my view as a former ULC Commissioner, the ULC will not convene a
Study Committee nor endorse the Proposed Legislation. Further the unsigned draft is mistaken in asking
the ULC to revise the Model Business Corporation Act (“MBCA”), since the MBCA is not promulgated by
the ULC, so it was not drafted by knowledgeable counsel.

4. “Privacy”, which is the critical underlying purported theme of protecting small businesses or virtual
business entity owners or executives from violence is not a fair treatment of the broader privacy and safety
concerns whereby public figures, politicians, judges, public figures in government, or law enforcement
might become targets. We have had disclosure of business entities’ Principal Offices or Registered
Offices; without serious safety issues for decades. The violence and murders cited by the sponsor(s) of the
Proposed Legislation fail to disclose that in the two cited instances of murders, failed to disclose that the
murderer found the victims home address from a third-party services which sells PII through the internet. A
quick search discloses that there are dozens of on-line websites that collects and sells PII to anyone with an
internet search engine.

The EC should also be aware of a link provided to me by Sean Toner of the DOS relating to a FL DOS
Public Records Exemption Request (link below) whereby certain persons may request an agency not
publicly disclose the home address, phone numbers, photos, name of spouse and/or children, and place of
employment, and/or school or daycare facility and date of birth. See, Public Records Exemption
Request form. Not everyone is eligible to make the request which is based on 119.071 Fla Statutes to
categories of public servants, e.g. Members of Congress or Government figures and officers. The




exemption does not appear to cover a business’ Principal Office or Responsible Office (but I have not had
time to carefully study it).

Regards, Lou

Louis T. M. Conti | Holland & Knight

Partner

Holland & Knight LLP

100 North Tampa Street, Suite 4100 | Tampa, Florida 33602
Direct 813.227.6343 | Fax 813.229.0134 | Mobile 407.257.8777
louis.conti@hklaw.com | www.hklaw.com



Important Considerations for
Business Entity Principal Address
Listings

People looking for information about a corporation, LLC, or other
business entity are likely to look on the Secretary of State’s website.
It is therefore important that information the Secretary of State
provides is accurate.

This includes the listing of the business entity’s principal place of
business or principal office in the state. However, there is a recent
trend that threatens the transparency of that information. A few
states are allowing, or are considering allowing, certain domestic
and/or foreign business entities to publicly list the address of their
registered agent (a.k.a. their registered office address) as their
business location in the state. That includes listing the address of
corporate service providers who provide the registered agent and
registered office for their business entity customers and whose office
is not a location where their business entity customers do any
business.

Secretaries of State should be concerned about this for several
reasons including the following:

(1) An entity that lists the registered office address provided by a
corporate service provider as its business location in a state is

\
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providing the public with false and misleading information. Anyone
conducting a business entity search on the filing office’s website who
sees the registered office address listed as the entity’s principal
office, principal place of business, or other business location will
believe the entity has a business location in the state, which it does
not have. They may go to that location expecting to find the entity
and find it is not there. Or they may mail correspondence to the
entity at that address and wonder why they got no response - as they
don’t know they are not sending it to the entity.

(2) Registered agents have an important function — which is why every
state requires business entities to continuously maintain one. By
facilitating service of process they benefit plaintiffs, business entity
defendants, and the courts. However, by requiring a registered agent
to allow its customers to set forth the registered agent’s address as
that of its business entity customers, the states may be damaging the
registered agent’s reputation. There are already people who do not
understand the function of the registered agent and believe that
registered agents help entities hide their true location. This only
confirms their suspicions. It is why some corporate service providers
do not allow their address to be used as anything other than the
address for serving process.

If a business entity does not have a business location in a state,
allowing the entity to state that in its public filing is a much more
transparent answer. If the entity’s business location is a residence,
and the state wants to allow the entity to avoid listing the owner’s
address there are options better than allowing it to state that its
business location is a location that is not actually its business
location. If the purpose is to be able to contact the entity, allow it to
list an email address, shared workspace, post office box, telephone or
fax number, or other way the public can contact the entity. That will
be a much better alternative than telling the public that a business
entity is conducting its business from its registered agent'’s office
when that is simply not the case.



Several states have recognized the importance of this matter. There
are states that prohibit the listing of the registered agent’s address as
the principal place of business when this would not be a true
statement, and there are states that offer options — other than listing
their registered agent’s address - for entities that do not have a
physical location in the state or for privacy reasons do not want to list
their residence address when that is the actual business location.

Such legislative and regulatory efforts benefit the public more than
efforts allowing business entities to publicly list their corporate
service provider’'s business address as their business address when
that is not true.

The Registered Agent Community has issued similar guidance through
the Registered Agent Industry Group called NPRRA (National Public
Records Research Association) which can be found here -
https://nprra.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Principal-Place-of-
Business-Whitepaper.pdf - and is also attached.

CT Corporation wolterskluwer.com
1209 Orange Street

Wilmington, Delaware 19801

302.658.7581

Q_} Wolters Kluwer



National Public Record Research Association
183 Wind Chime Court, Suite 203

Raleigh, North Carolina 27615

The Principal Office Dilemma: Why Transparency Matters More Than Ever

Modern businesses increasingly operate in decentralized ways, relying on remote work, digital
marketplaces, and flexible structures. Some argue that these shifts make traditional corporate regulations—
particularly those requiring entities to disclose a valid principal office—obsolete. However, while business
practices evolve, transparency in business filings must remain a priority. Allowing companies to simply list their
registered agent’s address as their principal office is not a solution—it is a misrepresentation that undermines

public trust.

The Fallacy of Eliminating Principal Office Requirements

Generally, the term “principal office” or “principal place of business” (PBB) implies that the entity conducts
business at that location, or at the very least, that it serves as the entity’s headquarters. Proponents of using a
registered agent’s address as an entity’s PBB contend that modern businesses no longer require a physical location.
They point to virtual meetings, cloud-based operations, and home-office setups as evidence that traditional
business structures have become outdated. But removing the requirement for an entity to accurately report its true
principal office only creates further confusion and misleads the public.

o Legal precedent matters: The U.S. Supreme Court clarified the definition of a corporation’s “principal place
of business” in Hertz Corp. v. Friend, 559 U.S. 77 (2010), ruling that it refers to the corporation’s “nerve
center” usually its headquarters. The Court further defines a corporation’s PBB as the location where high-
level officers make decisions, control operations, and coordinate activities. This remains relevant evenin a
remote-work era. If a corporation or LLC designates its registered agent’s address as its PBB, the public is
likely to believe—incorrectly—that the business operates at that address.

e Transparency in public records is essential: Allowing business entities to designate their registered
agent’s address as their PBB distorts corporate accountability and makes it difficult for consumers,
government agencies, and litigants to identify a company’s true operational headquarters. Moreover,
corporate identity theft and other forms of corporate fraud is rampant throughout the nation. At a time when
state filing officers are working tirelessly to combat fraudulent filings, their efforts will be undermined if

business entities are not required to disclose their actual PBB or obscure the fact that they do not have one.



e Businesses still function within identifiable locations: While remote work has increased, executive
decisions, legal compliance, and financial operations still originate from identifiable nerve centers.

Removing the obligation to report a PBB accurately leads to potential deception.

Registered Agents Serve a Vital but Limited Role

The sole duty of registered agents is to receive service of process on behalf of business entities. Commercial
registered agents, those engaged professionally in this role, provide these services but have no involvement in their
clients’ business activities. Their offices are not locations where the entities conduct their business. The registered
agent’s purpose is to receive legal documents on behalf of business entities—not to serve as a business’s
operational hub. Despite digital transformations, registered agents do not manage corporate activities, conduct
board meetings, or oversee company finances.

Recognizing this distinction, Delaware law explicitly prohibits corporations from listing their registered
agent’s address as their PBB (8 Del. C 8 502(a)(3)). To further transparency, the statute states that unless a
corporation maintains its PPB in Delaware and acts as its own registered agent, its PPB cannot be the same as its

registered office address.

A Digital Age Requires Thoughtful Solutions—Not Misleading Practices
There may be a need for more flexible business regulations, but listing a registered agent’s address as the PPB
is not the right path forward. There are alternative solutions that ensure privacy and convenience without sacrificing
transparency:
e Providing a verified email address for business communications.
e Using a PO Box or shared workspace address when necessary.
o Disclosing a residential address privately while keeping it hidden from public records (similar to address
confidentiality programs for domestic violence victims and public officials).
The issue can be explored with the Uniform Law Commission (ULC) to ensure a uniform, clear and transparent
solution for business entities that protects the public.
Conclusion: Transparency Must Remain the Priority
As businesses adapt to the digital era, corporate regulations should evolve, but not at the expense of
transparency. Allowing misleading PPB listings under the guise of modernization only weakens corporate
accountability. The role of a PPB remains critical for legal oversight, regulatory compliance, and public trust. Rather
than permitting registered agent addresses to serve as PPBs, states should explore modern yet honest alternatives
that protect privacy while maintaining clear business records. Public records must accurately represent factual

information, not be shaped by convenience.



REGISTERED AGENT

SAFE AT HOME(BUSINESS):

PRIORITIZING THE PRIVACY AND SAFETY OF HOMES BUSINESS OWNERS WITHOUT UNDERMINING
TRANSPARENCY

If you asked someone for directions to the nearest Walmart or Target retail store, you would expect
directions to a physical location. But what if you asked someone where the local Amazon store was?
You would likely receive a confused stare before they sarcastically responded, "Have you heard of the
internet?" While Amazon, one of the largest corporations in the world, clearly has physical locations,
e.g. warehouses, corporate offices, distribution centers, etc., none are a location that a customer would
travel to in order to shop at or communicate with Amazon. Digital businesses have changed the general
perception that all entities occupy a physical space, but business formation requirements still mandate
the listing of a physical address as a "Principal Office Address." This means that home business owners
("HBOs") are put in the difficult position of listing their residential address, which is usually the only
physical address available to them. However, sacrificing personal privacy and safety should not be the
cost of doing business for HBOs. Thankfully, several states have either enacted or are considering
legislation that provides HBOs with a much needed alternative: listing their registered agent's address
as their principal office.!

THE IMPORTANCE OF SAFEGUARDING PERSONAL IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

While a residential address may not seem like crucial information, it is considered "Personal
Identifying Information" ("PII"), and safeguarding PII is a key element of individual privacy and cyber-
securtity.? The more PII that an individual makes public, the easier it is for a bad actor to steal their
identity. Sadly, discovering an individuals' residential address can also undermine their personal safety.
In Minnesota, the horrific murders of Melissa and Mark Hortman, as well as the shootings of John and
Yvette Hoffman, were perpetrated, in part, because the assailant was able to find their home addresses
online.?

Minnesota is not the only state that has experienced senseless violence due to bad actors accessing the
PII of governmental employees and other individuals. Numerous states have enacted Address

ISee ARK. CODE ANN. § 4-27-140(17) & § 4-38-102(16)(amending the definition of "Principal Office" so that entities with
no physical location can list the address of their registered agent); IN HB1593 (2025)(allowing entities that operate
solely through digital means to list the address of their registered agent as their principal office if they provide the state
with a private contact address). See also IL SB2650 (2025)(seeking to amend the statutes related to registered agents so
that entities without a physical location can list their address as principal office).

2Rules and Policies - Protecting PII - Privacy Act, U.S. GEN. SERV. ADMIN. (Aug. 11, 2023),
https://www.gsa.gov/reference/gsa-privacy-program/rules-and-policies-protecting-pii-privacy-act.

3Alfred Ng, Alleged shooter found Minnesota lawmakers’ addresses online, court docs say, POLITICO,
https://www.politico.com/news/2025/06/16/alleged-shooter-found-minnesota-lawmakers-addresses-online-court-docs-
say-00409260 (June 16, 2025 at 7:18 PM).



Confidentiality Programs ("ACPs") due to threats of or actual physical violence against legislators,
judges, and even healthcare workers.* Unfortunately, there are currently very few options available to
safeguard the PII of HBOs unless they separately qualify for a state's ACP program.

THE ARGUMENTS AGAINST USING A REGISTERED AGENT ADDRESS AS PRINCIPAL OFFICE ARE NOT
COMPELLING

As previously stated, several states have recognized the issues facing HBOs and have either enacted or
are considering legislation that allows HBOs to list their registered agent address as their principal
office if their registered agent consents to such use. However, this type of legislation is not without its
detractors. Opponents rely on amorphous concepts like fraud, transparency, and consumer confusion,
but those arguments are easily refutable.

First, the information required on a business filing is not, in and of itself, a deterrent to fraud. Bad
actors do not abandon their schemes because they are required to list a principal office address separate
from their registered agent address; rather, they just include one more piece of fraudulent information
on the filing. State business filing agencies review business filings in a ministerial capacity.’ If a filing
conforms to statute, it is approved, regardless of the veracity of the information. Their lack of
investigative and enforcement powers is what has allowed fraudulent filings to proliferate.

Similarly, the transparency argument is equally self-defeating. The more details about an entity that are
publicly available, the easier it is for bad actors to target that entity for business fraud. Publicly posting
a full list of an entity's officers, directors, and beneficial owners along with their residential addresses,
if the entity is an HBO, is like posting a welcome sign for bad actors. The goal of transparency is not to
provide the general public with every detail of a business; the goal is to provide law enforcement with
enough tools and information to combat financial crimes, as evidenced by recent corporate
transparency legislation. The federal Corporate Transparency Act® and the New York Limited Liability
Company Transparency Act’ are both aimed at increasing corporate transparency and combating bad
actors that manipulate our financial system. However, both pieces of legislation were amended prior to
passage to ensure that the reported information and PII of the named individuals stayed out of public
view.?

Finally, allowing HBOs to list the address of their registered agent as their principal office address
would not meaningfully contribute to consumer confusion. The majority of consumers understand that
many entities operate solely online. If you buy something off of Amazon, Etsy, Ebay, or almost any
website, you are not expecting a physical business location to factor into the transaction whatsoever. If
something goes wrong, consumers typically go to the entity's website to find contact information. If the
transaction goes so wrong that the consumer must utilize the legal process, then they would serve
process upon the registered agent of the entity who would then pass it onto their client.

4See ID CODE § 19-5803 (2023). RCW 9A.46.020 and 9A.90.120. Address Confidentiality, TEXAS SECRETARY OF STATE
(Nov. 2023), https://www.sos.state.tx.us/elections/laws/address-confidentiality.shtml. Address Confidentiality Program
(ACP), NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF STATE, https://dos.ny.gov/ACP.

SMinisterial Act, WEX LEGAL INFORMATION INSTITUTE, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex (last visited Aug. 26, 2024).

631 U.S.C. § 5336 (2021); see also 31 C.F.R. § 1010.380 (2024).

’S.B. 995B, 2023-2024 Leg. Sess. (N.Y. 2023) (as codified NY LLC Law § 215 & § 802).

8See Beneficial Ownership Information Reporting Requirements, 87 FED. REG. 59,498, 59,582 (codified as 31 C.F.R. §
1010.380). Compare N.Y. Legis. Assemb. S8439B. Reg. Sess. 2021-2022 (2021); with N.Y. Legis. Assemb. S995B.
Reg. Sess. 2022-2024 (2023). https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2023/S995/amendment/B.



THE ALTERNATIVES TO USING THE REGISTERED AGENT ADDRESS ARE RIFE WITH PITFALLS

While opponents are quick to point out the perceived problems with allowing HBOs to use a registered
agent address as their principal office address, they have a much tougher time providing viable
alternatives. Suggested alternatives include allowing HBOs to list a PO Box or shared workspace
address as their principal office or doing away with the principal office requirement altogether and
simply require HBOs to provide the state with a verified email address. While these suggestions do
address the privacy and safety issues facing HBOs, they are more likely to cause harms that these same
opponents bemoan and were detailed above.

The major failing with listing a PO Box or shared workspace address is one of connection. If an entity
needs to be reached by the state, there is no authority that requires a PO Box or shared workspace
provider to respond. Doing away with the principal office address altogether is a novel approach, but
relying on an email address that can easy be created and abandoned would create myriad other issues.
Most states want to ensure that there is some point of contact for a registered business. Registered
agents already serve in this capacity to a degree, and that can easily be expanded.

Allowing HBOs to list the address of their registered agent is the approach most tailored to address the
problem without creating a bevvy of additional ones. Oversight of registered agents, specifically
commercial registered agents, is generally within the purview of the same state agency that supervises
business formation filings. Thus, if something is needed from the registered agent or its client entity,
the state can reach out to the registered agent and request certain information. Statutes allowing HBOs
to list a registered agent address could also require that the registered agent turn client information over
to the state upon request or that the state be provided a contact address that would not be publicly
available.

CONCLUSION

In summation, HBOs need a means of safeguarding their residential address. The privacy and safety
issues that result from making such an address public greatly outweigh any benefit the general public
gleans from its posting. While other options may exist, none are as acutely tailored to address the issue
as allowing HBOs to list the address of their registered agent as their principal office address.



Date: January 9, 2026December17,-2025

To: Scope and Program Committee

From: [SPONSOR]

RE: Proposal for Study Committee on Uniform or Model Act on Principal Office
Definition

L. Introduction

For many, the right to privacy, especially residential privacy, is a fundamental part of American life. This
right, however, has come under threat from a myriad of sources. Tech companies routinely collect and
sell consumer data, including personal addresses. Data breaches allow bad actors to obtain and distribute,
or even ransom, an individual's personal information. Even well meaning government policies often
result in the displaying of an individual's personal residence on a publicly viewable website. While some
aspects of privacy may have eroded, the need for privacy, especially residential privacy, persists.
Countless small business entities and entrepreneurs now operate their businesses absent a physical
location. Thus, when submitting state business filings that mandate a principal office address, most of
these business owners are forced to list their personal residential address to comport with state statutory
requirements. However, our belief is that entities lacking a physical place of business should not be forced
to provide a government authority with a residential address that will ultimately become part of a publicly
available state record.

A significant and growing minority of entities operate with no true physical location beyond the
residences of their controllers. While this trend of decentralization has been gaining traction for years,
the Covid-19 pandemic and associated “Stay-at-Home” orders catalyzed a transformation in digital
infrastructure that turned remote business operations and employment from a niche offering to national
mainstay. As the number of remote employers, employees, decentralized organizations, and short-term
freelance workers continue to proliferate, the current definition of “Principal Office” grows increasingly
out of touch with modern business trends and practices and is in need of revision.

To that end, [SPONSOR] recommends that a study committee be appointed to consider the desirability
of a uniform or model law, or revision of existing uniform or model law, regarding the definition of
“Principal Office.” A definition with more clarity and regard for the modern business landscape would
complement existing laws as well as provide more certainty to entities lacking a physical business
location. With many states adopting legislation recognizing decentralized entity forms as well as
legislation to help various groups retain residential privacy, we expect that states would be extremely
receptive to enacting a revised definition of “Principal Office” that properly balances the residential
privacy concerns of individuals with the need to communicate with business entities.

II. Current Definitions of Principal Office

Among the fifty States, as well as the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, statutory schemes defining
“principal office” hinge upon the location of “the principal executive office of an entity.”! Similar
definitions are also found in both the Uniform Limited Liability Company Act? and the Model Business
Corporation Act.® Essentially, what a state is asking for when requesting a principal office address is

' See generally UNIF. LTD. LIAB. CO. ACT (UNIF. LAW COMM’N 2006) (most of the states that have defined “Principal
Office” use this definition as the foundation.).

2 Id.

3 MODEL BUS. CORP. ACT (AM. BAR. ASS’N 2023).



“where do the entity’s decision makers make their decisions?” When business formation statutes that
require a principal office address were first drafted, such a requirement was logical, as brick and mortar
establishments were the unchallenged standard. Currently, approximately two-thirds of states have
adopted a statutory definition of principal office in line with the example provided above. Looking
through the legislative histories of these states shows that, despite the underlying business code being
adjusted occasionally, these definitions have rarely changed in any substantive way.

What these definitions fail to take into account is that technology has catalyzed a paradigm shift in how
businesses operate and communicate. According to the Pew Research Center, “[w]hen looking at all
employed adults ages 18 and older in the United States...about 14% — or roughly 22 million people — are
currently working from home all the time.”* As of 2023, 28.2% of this same group was working in a
hybrid, or partially remote model.> Among all U.S. companies, approximately 67% offer some type of
remote work with 16% having gone fully remote.S

These statistics show that the average, low-level employee is not the only one utilizing remote
employment; companies’ decision makers are also working away from the office, if an office exists at
all. Thus, the answer to the question of “Where do the entity’s decision makers make their decisions?”
could be any number of personal residences for these remote entities.

Unrepresented in the statistics above are small, single member entities without employees. Limited
liability company (“LLC”) formations have multiplied in recent decades due to their ease of formation
and management as well as the liability and asset protections they offer. While these entities may lack
employees and fall outside of the remote employment statistics, the entrepreneurs who own and operate
these entities are typically unburdened by the constraints of a physical office. Due to massive advances
in technology over the last quarter-century, some entrepreneurs are able to run their business entities
solely using a smartphone, creating a “digital-nomad” class of entrepreneurs with equally nomadic
principal offices.’

As employees and entrepreneurs have become more decentralized, forming an entity anywhere in the
nation has become extremely simple. With most states now offering online entity formation, creatives
and resellers can easily form their own entity, or hire one of the dozens of online business formation
services, and begin operations in mere hours. This convergence has led to a massive rise in the “gig” or
freelance economy. Millions of Americans now supplement their primary income with their own small
business earnings as an online seller or freelance worker, from the comfort of their home. These
Residential Business Owners (“RBOs”) have reconstructed how the U.S. economy functions.

4 Kim Parker, About a third of U.S. workers who can work from home now do so all the time, PEW RESEARCH CENTER
(Mar. 30, 2023), https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2023/03/30/about-a-third-of-us-workers-who-can-work-
from-home-do-so-all-the-time/.

5 Katherine Haan, Remote Work Statistics And Trends In 2024, FORBES (June 12, 2023, 5:29 AM),
https://www.forbes.com/advisor/business/remote-work-statistics/.

® 50 Eye-Opening Remote Work Statistics for 2024, US CAREER INSTITUTE (Apr. 2024),
https://www.uscareerinstitute.edu/blog/50-eye-opening-remote-work-statistics-for-
2024#:~:text=16%25%2001%20U.S.%20companies%20are,to%20work %2 0remotely%20at%20all.

7 See Anita Campbell, Can You Really Start a Business With Just a Smartphone? Yes!, SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
(Sept. 22, 2016) https://www.sba.gov/blog/can-you-really-start-business-just-smartphone-yes. See also Sean Peek, Can
You Run a Business via a Smartphone?, BUSINESS.COM (June 11, 2024), https://www.business.com/articles/run-
business-from-smartphone/; and Brian Michelotti, The Rise of Mobile Technology in Business: 5 Ways It’s Shaping the
Future, ABERDEEN STRATEGY & RESEARCH (Mar. 30, 2023) https://www.aberdeen.com/blogposts/the-rise-of-mobile-
technology-in-business-5-ways-its-shaping-the-future/.




Clearly, the landscape of modern business has changed; the statutory foundation that businesses are built
upon must keep pace.

111. Residential Privacy Landscape: Federal Law

The Corporate Transparency Act (“CTA”) went into effect on January 1, 2024.% The goal of the CTA and
its reporting requirements are to prevent and combat fraud, money laundering, terrorism and other
financial crimes that undermine the U.S. financial system.” While subsequent legal challenges have
significantly limited its scope and applicability,'? it's legislative history is still illuminating. When first
implemented, the CTA required that beneficial ownership information for most entities registered to do
business in the U.S. must be submitted to the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (“FinCEN”).!!
The business address of each entity as well as the residential address of each beneficial owner was to be
submitted to FinCEN.'? Given the aims of the CTA and the fact that “transparency” is within its name,
one might assume all of this information would be readily available to the general public. Thankfully,
that was not the case. All information obtained by FinCEN remains housed on private, encrypted
databases and accessible only by law enforcement and other government officers. !>

When promulgating the final rule related to beneficial ownership information reporting, FinCEN stated:

“In general, FinCEN recognizes the sensitivity inherent in collecting any personal identifying
information and takes seriously the need to maintain the highest standards for information security
protections for information reported to FinCEN to prevent the loss of confidentiality, integrity, and
availability of information that may have a severe or catastrophic adverse effect.”!*

With the federal government acknowledging the need to keep residential address information private and
confidential, modifying the definition of principal office to accommodate for such protections at the state

level would be in line with current legislative trends.

IV. Residential Privacy Landscape: State Law

According to the U.S. General Services Administration, Personal Identifying Information (“PII”) is
defined, in part, as “sensitive information...that directly identifies an individual [including] name,
personal/home address, social security number (SSN), financial banking information, other identifying
number or code, home telephone number, personal email address, etc.”'> While PII has gained more
attention in recent years due to an influx of enacted privacy and data protection laws, the principles

8 See31U.S.C. § 5336 (2021) and 31 C.F.R. § 1010.380 (2024).

Beneficial Ownership Information Reporting Requirements, 87 FED. REG. 59,498 (codified as 31 C.F.R. § 1010.380
(2024)).

10 See Nat'l Small Bus. United v. Yellen, No. 5:22-cv-01448, 2024 WL 899372 (N.D. Ala. Mar. 1, 2024)(holding that the
CTA was unconstitutional and could not be enforced against the plaintiffs.); and Texas Top Cop Shop, Inc. v. Garland,
No. 4:24-cv-478 (E.D. Tex. Dec. 3, 2024) (placing a national wide injunction against enforcement of the CTA). See also
2025-05199 (90 FR 13688)(interim final rule significantly narrowing applicability of the CTA).

11" 31 C.FR. § 1010.380(a)(2024).

12° 31 C.FR. § 1010.380(a)-(b)(2024).

13 Beneficial Ownership Information, FIN. CRIMES ENFORCEMENT NETWORK (Jul. 24, 2024), https://www.fincen.gov/boi-
faqs#:~:text=Beneficial%20ownership%20information%20reported%20to,at%20the%20highest%20security%20level.

14" Supra note 9, at 59,518.

15" Rules and Policies - Protecting PII - Privacy Act, U.S. GEN. SERV. ADMIN. (Aug. 11, 2023),
https://www.gsa.gov/reference/gsa-privacy-program/rules-and-policies-protecting-pii-privacy-act.



behind the term were first established in the the Privacy Act of 1974.!¢ Historically, one’s personal
address has been one of the least protected aspects of PII. When hard-copy phone books were
commonplace, the personal addresses of most individuals that utilized landline telephones could be found
within, unless you requested that the publisher omit your address. Thus, while most individuals were
resigned to the idea of their personal addresses being accessible, the need to offer some privacy
protections were known.

The proliferation of the internet and wireless and digital technology have made both landline telephones
and phone books obsolete while exponentially increasing PII concerns. Whereas a phone book would be
limited to localized personal address information, any unprotected address in the U.S. can now be found
by anyone with an internet connection. Data breaches, identity theft, and the ability to purchase another
individual's PII on the dark web have increased privacy concerns in recent years. The ease with which
this information can be found put many vulnerable groups at risk and necessitated change.

In response, many states have enacted legislation to create Address Confidentiality Programs (ACP). To
date, nearly 40 states have adopted some sort of ACP legislation.!” The vast majority of these programs
aim to protect victims of domestic violence, abuse and stalking by allowing victims to keep their
addresses off of publicly accessible records. Sadly, highly public occurrences of threats of violence and
actual violence against other groups have necessitated the expansion of ACP protections in many states.

Between 2021 and 2023, threats against federal judges and prosecutors rose sharply. In 2021, there were
a reported 224 threats against federal judges, with that amount more than doubling, to 457, in 2023.'8
Threats against federal prosecutors also more than doubled within that time frame, jumping from 68 to
155.7

State Court Officers have also experienced a dramatic rise in reported threats. Between 2018 and 2023
within the State of Texas there were “522 general threats, 29 assaults, and 68 bomb threats...made toward
judicial officers.”*® One of the most shocking instances came in 2015 when a gunman obtained the home
address, phone number, and make and model of vehicle of Texas Judge Julie Kocurek, simply from online
searches. The assailant stalked Judge Kocurek and her family for weeks before confronting and shooting
her, causing serious injury.?! This attack, along with the numerous other threats, prompted Texas to pass
the address confidentiality legislation discussed below.

These types of threats are not confined to the judiciary. According to Forbes, “[m]ore than 40% of state
lawmakers say they’ve experienced threats in the past three years, while nearly 20% of other local

16 5U.S.C. § 552a.

SAFE AT HOME, https://www.sos.mo.gov/business/SafeAtHome/AddressConfidentialityProgramsByState (last visited
Aug. 23, 2024).

Joseph Tanfani, et al., Exclusive: Threats to US federal judges double since 2021, driven by politics, REUTERS (Feb. 13,
2024 at 8:55 AM), https://www.reuters.com/world/us/threats-us-federal-judges-double-since-2021-driven-by-politics-
2024-02-13/.

9 Id.

NCSC supports new legislation to protect state court judges from escalating threats, NAT’L. CTR. FOR ST. CTS.,
https://www.ncsc.org/newsroom/at-the-center/2024/ncsc-supports-new-legislation-to-protect-state-court-judges-from-
escalating-threats (last visited Aug. 23, 2024).
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officeholders reported experiencing threats in the past year-and-a-half.”** A staggering 90% of state
lawmakers claimed to experience some form of “harassment, intimidation, and stalking.”23

The most horrific instance of this targeted political violence occurred in Minnesota in June of 2025.
Vance Boelter, posing as a police officer, arrived at the home of Minnesota Representative Melissa
Hortman and her husband around 3:30 AM before murdering both.?* The murder occurred after Boelter
had already visited the home of Minnesota Senator John Hoffman, opening fire on him and his wife when
they answered the door.® According to police, Boelter visited the homes of two other elected officials
between shootings that night, but thankfully did not engage in further violence.?® When investigating
Boelter and the shootings, police discovered a list featuring the names and addresses of several additional
lawmakers and elected officials. According to acting U.S. Attorney Joseph Thompson, “Boelter planned
his attack carefully. He researched his victims and their families. He used the internet and other tools to
find their addresses and names, the names of their family members.”?’

The occurrences detailed above have prompted many states to expand ACP protections to government
employees, as well as other groups that may be targeted in politically motivated violence. In Idaho, law
enforcement officers can request that their residential address be exempt from public disclosure.?®
Washington has extended ACP protections to criminal justice affiliates, elections officials, or protected
health care workers who are a target for threats or harassment.?’ Texas allows judges, U.S. Marshals,
certain government attorneys and peace officers to apply to their “Alternate Address Program” in order
to keep their residential addresses private in certain contexts.’® New York’s ACP protections can apply
to reproductive health care services providers and their employees, volunteers, and patients, as well as
the immediate family members of reproductive health care services providers.*!

ACP protections for RBOs were not mentioned above, and, to date, no state has enacted such protections.
The inability to accurately track threats against RBOs is one possible reason ACP protections are
currently unavailable. Threats against government officials typically draw headlines and broader
investigations; further, the pool of those impacted is smaller and more closely knit, due to being part of
a larger governmental body which can track all reported threats. When RBOs are threatened or harassed,
their sole recourse is to file a police report or resort to social media. While RBOs may be part of a local
chamber of commerce or other business community, there is no broader body to which threatened or
harassed RBOs can report their concerns.

22 James Farrell, Over 40% Of State Lawmakers Have Faced Threats—Leading Some To Avoid Polarizing Issues, Report

Says, FORBES, https://www.forbes.com/sites/jamesfarrell/2024/01/25/over-40-of-state-lawmakers-have-faced-threats-
leading-some-to-avoid-polarizing-issues-report-says/ (Jan. 25, 2024 at 7:00 AM).

2 Vera Bergengruen, Public Officials Face Surge of Threats Ahead of 2024 Election, TIME,
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The lack of ACP protections coupled with the current definition of principal office put RBOs in a
precarious position; the complete inability to protect their residential address, again a key component of
PII, leaves RBOs vulnerable to all manner of threats. In recent years, two new forms of harassment have
been implemented by bad actors: doxxing (“the gathering and publication of personal information such
as addresses and phone numbers by hostile parties to try to intimidate and direct violence at someone™)
and swatting (“a fake report [to law enforcement] of a hostage situation, bomb, or other critical incident
at the target’s address, resulting in an overly militarized team being sent to confront the target or their
family”).>*> The ACLU has published guidance in how to deal with and avoid such threats, with
minimizing public access to one’s residential address being a primary step®’; a step RBOs are currently
unable to take.

The question, then, is not what dangers do RBOs face, but rather what are the best means of preventing
the danger. Although ACP protections were discussed above, making RBOs a protected class in each
state would be a major undertaking, especially in those states that do not have ACP legislation. Rather,
the most efficient means of protecting RBOs PII is to revise the definition of principle office to be more
inline with modern business trends and respect residential privacy.

V. Proposed Revision to Principal Office Definition

As detailed in the Sections above, the definition of Principal Office is in need of revision to better fit
current, established business needs and methods. However, the need for residential address protections,
obviously, does not apply to all entities. Many of the registered entities within the U.S. are still standard
brick and mortar businesses capable of listing a physical address in line with current Principal Office
definitions. As such, any revised definition of Principal Office must account for both options.

With the above in mind, [SPONSOR] proposes the following revised definition of Principal Office for
consideration by a study committee:

I. "Principal office" means:

A. The location, within or outside of the state where:
1. The Principal Executive of the entity maintains an office; or
2. Major decisions impacting the entity are made; or
3. Any physical street address under the control of the entity and so designated by the entity.

B. If the entity does not have a “Principal Office” as described in subsection (A) of this section,
then the address of the registered agent appointed by the entity in this state may be used, if
authorized by the registered agent.

While the proposed definition above does address the core issue, detractors may sight the lack of
transparency as creating a new, separate issue. If the study committee finds such arguments persuasive,
we propose including these additional sections:

C. An entity listing the address of its registered agent under subdivision (B) of this section shall
provide the [STATE AUTHORITY] with the physical address of a named member or
manager.

32 Jay Stanley & Daniel Kahn Gillmor, Some Steps to Defend Against Online Doxxing and Harassment, ACLU,
https://www.aclu.org/news/free-speech/some-steps-to-defend-against-online-doxxing-and-harassment (Nov. 30, 2023).
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D. The address provided to the [STATE AUTHORITY] in subdivision (C) shall be kept from
public disclosure, excluding disclosure made made pursuant to a freedom of information act
or equivalent request.

The proposed definition above both expands upon the current definitions of Principal Office while also
including a small exception that can be utilized by RBOs. By elaborating on the standard “where the
principal executive office of the entity is located,” the ambiguity found in most current definitions is
reduced, if not eliminated. Further, the exception established in subsection (B) is minor enough not to
disrupt other elements of business entity codes and can be overseen by the appointed registered agent.
Finally, as revised, additional investigative oversight by under state business services divisions would
not be necessary.

VI. Role of Registered Agents

As detailed in the proposed language above, modifying the definition of Principal Office to allow RBOs
to list the address of their registered agent as their principal office address would directly solve the PII
concerns explained in Section IV. Implementing this change would also require little effort on the part of
states. Almost all states allow an entity registered to do business within the state to serve as another
entity's registered agent. Many states have additional requirements for entities specializing in registered
agent services, or Commercial Registered Agents (“CRA”).>*

The appointment of a registered agent ensures that the state and interested parties have a valid point of
contact for notices and service of process for each entity doing business within the state. This
appointment alone makes the requirement of a principal office redundant. In states that do place
additional reporting requirements on a CRA, the need is further reduced as a CRA must maintain accurate
contact information with the state at all times or risk fines or business forfeiture.

From a global perspective, the practice is commonplace. The registered office of an entity in most foreign
jurisdictions is often the address listed on governmental filings as opposed to the entity’s principal office
address, though the registered agent industry in foreign jurisdictions is often more highly regulated due
to the overlap with trustee, banking, and nominee services. States could, however, find a happy medium
by allowing entities to list the address of their registered agent as their principal office address but require
that registered agents in the state maintain an individual communication contact with each client entity
which includes a verified address. Alternatively, if the states desire to be the keeper of this information,
Sections (C) and (D) of the proposed revised definition can be implemented.

VII. Preventing Fraud

Many states are currently experiencing a massive influx of fraudulent business filings. These filings range
from the simple, such as being signed and submitted by an unauthorized person, to the complex, such as
reinstating an inactive entity and stealing the PII of the previous owners to defraud customers. With
fraudulent filings becoming pervasive in some states, it is no wonder that omitting identifying
information from a business filing would be a point of contention.

Those who favor the current definition of principal office would likely argue that there is an unequivocal
need to know where a business is physically located should the business need to be contacted by the state
or become embroiled in litigation and need to be served process; however, that rationale falls apart under

3 Seee.g., WY STAT. § 17-28-105 (2022)



even light scrutiny. As stated above, the statutory role of a registered agent is to be the communication
proxy between the state or interested parties needing to serve process on the entity. Thus, the requirement
that an entity appoint a registered agent alleviates the need to know where the entity is physically located.
Further, if states cannot verify the accuracy of provided information, of what use is it?

Understanding the role that state governments play in the business formation process is key to
understanding why requiring a principal office address under the traditional definition is increasingly
inconsequential. State examiners who process business filings are predominantly constrained to
“Ministerial Acts,” which is generally defined as “an act performed in a prescribed manner and in
obedience to a legal authority, without regard to one’s own judgment or discretion.”**> More succinctly,
state examiners must approve business filings if they conform to statute. Though the need for Ministerial
Acts is readily apparent, the absence of examiner discretion creates easily exploitable holes in which bad
actors may thrive by providing fraudulent information that appears to conform to statutory requirements.
However, by leveraging preexisting relationships with registered agents, as described above, business
services divisions can actively combat fraud despite the trappings of a ministerial role.

One of the core components in fostering a business friendly environment is a clear, concise and, most
importantly, expedient business formation and filing process. To that end, states have generally made the
review of business filings a ministerial act so applicants know that, if they submit what is required, there
should be no administrative roadblocks to forming and maintaining their business. If formation and filing
statutes did not prescribe ministerial duties to examiners, they would be subject to examiner discretion
and individual fiat. Obviously, no individual should be the gatekeeper of a state’s business formation and
filing process. Applicants need to know exactly what is required, and ministerial acts achieve that purpose
and promote efficiency.

However, legislation is about balance. While making examiner review of formations a ministerial act
does help eliminate the potential bias noted above, the robotic nature of a ministerial act presents its own
set of issues. Consider this scenario: An examiner is reviewing a business formation filing. All of the
necessary fields are complete, but the addresses listed for the entity and its registered agent are a vacant
lot and gas station, respectively. While these facts point towards fraud, under most state business
formation statutes the examiner would be forced to approve the filing because the provided addresses are
presumably valid and the examiner lacks discretion and investigative authority. With many filings now
completed instantaneously online, individual discretion is removed even beyond the ministerial act.

Another consideration that must be weighed is that of state resources. Any level of investigation
associated with a business filing would incur costs. Any level of post-investigative enforcement would
incur additional costs and possibly raise due process considerations. The digitalization of business has
decreased the importance of physical location and put states in competition with each other to attract new
businesses. If State A slows their business formation process to allow for the full investigation of provided
information, entities will flock to State B that allows instantaneous online flings.

While fraudulent business filings are a major concern across the country, the vast majority of business
filings are legitimate. Thus, states have rightfully chosen to prioritize efficiency rather than committing
their finite resources to investigation and enforcement. So the question then becomes, what can be done
to stymie fraudulent filings without sacrificing filing efficiency? How can states not only foster business
creation but also prevent fraudulent entities from propagating? Again, with registered agents providing a

35 Ministerial Act, WEX LEGAL INFORMATION INSTITUTE, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex (last visited Aug. 26, 2024).



reliable address to the state and doing their own due diligence to obtain client contact information, the
concern of fraud can be minimized and, possibly, abated.

VIII. Conclusion

Appointing a study committee to consider the desirability of a uniform or model law, or revision of
existing uniform or model law, regarding the definition of “Principal Office” would modernize business
codes and help to protect the residential privacy of modern entrepreneurs. Further, state law would move
more in line with recent federal legislation helping to create national uniformity. By minimizing the reach
and scope of the change, states could easily adopt and implement the new definition. By utilizing
preexisting relationships with the registered agent community, states can better combat fraudulent filings.



Exhibit 5
Whitepaper: Chapter 48 Taskforce re: proposed amendments to Chapter 48

14



WHITE PAPER
Submission by The Business Law Section of The Florida Bar
Regarding Proposed Bill Authorizing Service of Process on
Registered Agents of Business Entities through Email and Other
Electronic Means

Date: January 8, 2026

The Florida Association of Process Servers (FAPPS) has proposed to file a bill (the FAPPS
proposed bill) that would amend s. 48.191, Florida Statutes, to allow for service of process
on registered agents of business entities through email or through an online document
portal, effectuated by a sheriff, a special process server appointed by a sheriff, a certified
process server, or a person appointed by a court.

The Chapter 48 Task Force (the BLS Task Force) of the Florida Business Law Section (BLS)
that was established several years ago to study and prepare legislation relating to Florida
service of process has examined the FAPPS proposed bill and has serious concerns about
its advisability, efficacy and compliance with requirements of due process. The BLS Task
Force has recommended to the Executive Council of the BLS that the BLS oppose the
adoption of the FAPPS proposed bill in its current form; and the Executive Council of the
BLS supports this recommended position of the Task Force.

Historically, under Florida law, the original service of process that is required to
commence a civil lawsuit in Florida has generally been required to be served on an
opposing party by way of and through personal delivery. See s. 48.031, Fla. Stat. With
respect to a business entity, under current Florida law, personal service of process must
first be attempted on its registered agent. See ss. 48.061, 48.062, 48.081, Fla. Stat. Under
the current versions of those statutory provisions, if personal service on the registered
agent cannot be made after one good faith attempt, service may be effectuated on the
business entity by seeking personal service on a specified officials or representatives of
such business entity, following a specified hierarchy (waterfall). /d. If service of process on
the business entity cannot be made, however, through personal service on any of these
individuals using due diligence, substituted service of process then may be made on the
opposing party by delivery of such process to the Florida Secretary of State as the agent for
such opposing party, with a copy also mailed to the opposing party. See s. 48.161, Fla.
Stat.

As an alternative to substituted service on the Florida Secretary of State, pursuant to s.
48.102, Fla. Stat.(which is a new statute added to Chapter 48 in a 2022 bill that was largely
drafted by the BLS Task Force and sponsored by the BLS), a party may also serve a
business entity through alternative means, including through email or other electronic



means. That statute, however, contains a clearly enumerated set of safeguards, including
(1) alternative service under the statute can only be made pursuant to a court order; (2) the
applicant must show to the court that it has through reasonable diligence attempted to
serve the party through traditional means, i.e. by hand delivery; and (3) the applicant must
also demonstrate that the proposed method of service would be reasonably likely to
provide actual notice to the opposing party.

The FAPPS proposed bill allowing service of process on business entities by serving their
registered agents through email or through an online document portal contains no
effective safeguards, including none of the safeguards appearing in s. 48.102, Fla. Stat.
Service. Under the FAPPS proposed bill, service of process could be made in the first
instance without any attempt to effectuate service by personal delivery, without any court
involvement and without any court order. Moreover, the FAPPS proposed bill contains no
requirement that the party seeking to effectuate service verify that (i) an email address to
which the process is supposedly being sent to the registered agent is a valid and current
email address and (ii) emails from unknown senders, such as sheriffs or process servers,
would not be blocked or directed to spam folders where they would be unlikely to be seen
by the intended recipient. The FAPPS proposed bill also contains no specified
requirements for what would constitute an acceptable online document portal, such as
that the portal be operable and dedicated solely to receipt of service or process. There
also is no requirement in the FAPPS proposed bill that the receipt of the process by the
registered agent through the email or document portal must be authenticated or proven.

The BLS Task Force has found only one other state in the United States that allows service
of process to be effectuated on a business entity by email service on its registered

agent. See S.C. Code 26-6-190 (2024). The South Carolina statute, however, contains
safeguards that the service must be made to an email address for the registered agent
registered with the South Carolina Secretary of State and the emailed process must have
been postmarked by a “United States Postal Service Electronic Postmark in a manner
approved by the South Carolina Supreme Court." Id., at subsection (C)(4). Again, the
FAPPS proposed bill does not contain any similar or other effective safeguards.

Finally, if one of the key purposes of the FAPPS proposed bill is to seek to shorten the time
involved in completing service of process and thus to streamline the entire process, there
would appear to be no reason why effectuating the service of process on registered agents
of business entities by way of email or through a document portal must only be effectuated
by a sheriff or process server, rather than also permitting such streamlined service of
process to be effectuated by the attorney for the party seeking to effectuate the service. In
this regard, we note that s. 48.102, Fla. Stat., allows the service by alternative means to be
made either by a sheriff, process server, or by an attorney.
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Request for Executive Committee Action
From: Blockchain and Digital Assets (BDA) Committee
Date: January 28, 2026

The BDA Committee seeks approval of two policy matters. First, the Committee seeks EC
approval to provide technical comments to the Florida Legislature according to the following
BDA Committee policy. Second, the Committee seeks EC approval of the BDA Committee’s policy
position on the pending Virtual Currency Kiosk Act, SB 198, (herein the “VC Kiosk Act Policy”),
that is critical of SB 198’s lack of enforcement measures. The BDA Committee has approved the
attached “Virtual Currency (‘VC’) Kiosk Act —Technical Notes — SB 198 (FY 2025-2026) [ver
Dec22]” which explains the rationale supporting VC Kiosk Act Policy that the BDA Committee
seeks EC approval.

BDA COMMITTEE POLICY:
“Supports legislation relating to virtual currencies and other digital assets that have an

economic value, including, without limitation, blockchain tokens or coins (including fungible and
non-fungible tokens, and utility, security, asset-backed, and governance tokens and stablecoins)
(collectively “digital assets”), digital asset wallets, and service providers that sell, maintain and
effect the transfer of such digital assets, in such a manner as to encourage innovation consistent
with federal law and similar state laws, without tying any statutory definition to a specific
implementation of the digital asset technology, and balancing economic growth, industry
concerns, and consumer protection for Floridians.”

VC KIOSK ACT POLICY:
The BDA Committee acknowledges that the Florida Legislature should consider some type of

consumer protection for VC Kiosk transactions, however SB 198 has no enforcement provisions
effecting the owner or operator of the VC Kiosk if the owner or operator violates the Act. As
proposed, the only penalty imposed on the owner or operator is a refund to the allegedly
defrauded consumer for non-U.S. transactions. Without any enforcement provisions permitting
the Florida Office of Financial Regulation (“OFR”) to take action against an errant VC kiosk
owner or operator, the consumer provisions, such as the 72 hour refund (L. 88), do not subject
such errant owner or operator to any penalty if it refuses to refund the VC to the consumer.
Simply stated, if the VC kiosk owner or operator fails to refund the disputed VC transaction, the
OFR has no authority to compel or otherwise punish the VC kiosk owner or operator.



Virtual Currency (“VC”) Kiosk Act —Technical Notes — SB 198 (FY 2025-2026) [ver Dec22]

The following technical notes discuss SB 198, the VC Kiosk Act. The Blockchain &
Digital Assets (“BDA”) Committee of the Business Law Section of the Florida Bar has circulated

these technical notes and the BDA Committee approved these notes in its meeting on December
22,2025.

In summary, the VC Kiosk Act proposes some consumer-related requirements such as (i)
notice to a consumer regarding fraud and strangers directing the consumer to engage in the VC
transaction; and (b) a refund within 72 hours after the VC transaction if the consumer believes he
or she was a suspect in a fraudulent, non-U.S. VC transaction. The VC Kiosk Act is appended to
Florida’s Money Services Business Act, Fla. Stat. 560.103, et seq., (herein the “MSB Act”).

A. Lack of Enforcement Provisions

The BDA Committee acknowledges that the Florida Legislature should consider some
type of consumer protection for VC Kiosk transactions, however SB 198 has no enforcement
provisions effecting the owner or operator of the VC Kiosk if the owner or operator violates the
Act. As proposed, the only penalty imposed on the owner or operator is a refund to the allegedly
defrauded consumer for non-U.S. transactions. Without any enforcement provisions permitting
the Florida Office of Financial Regulation (“OFR”) to take action against an errant VC kiosk
owner or operator, the consumer provisions, such as the 72 hour refund (L. 88), do not subject
such errant owner or operator to any penalty if it refuses to refund the VC to the consumer.
Simply stated, if the VC kiosk owner or operator fails to refund the disputed VC transaction, the
OFR has no authority to compel or otherwise punish the VC kiosk owner or operator.

B. Suggested Amendments to the VC Kiosk Act

Line 34 (herein “L.34”), add a definition for “owner or operator”, and insert after line 34 the
following:
-- (e) “Owner or operator” means a registrant or a licensed money services business.- -

Rationale: The term “owner or operator” is used throughout the VC Kiosk Act but is not
defined. Without a definition, it is uncertain whether a retail establishment, having a VC kiosk on
its premises, is the owner of the kiosk (a hardware device for the VC transaction) or whether the
retail store is an operator of the kiosk. Further, by defining an owner or operator as a MSB
business, this provides enforcement mechanisms to the OFR under the MSB Act.

NOTE that the MSB defines “virtual currency” at F.S. 560.103(36). Also, the BDA
Committee has, in FY 2023 and 2024, discussed and, at that time, approved the definitions of



“virtual currency kiosk”, “virtual currency kiosk transaction”, and “wallet” (subject to the
following edits) which are defined in the Act.

L.52-53, in the definition for wallet, amend L. 52-53 to:

(g) “Wallet” means hardware or software that enables customers to stere-and-use store, use, send,
receive, and spend virtual currency or store virtual currency private keys or passcodes enabling

the same.

C. Amendments for §560.215 Disclosures and Refunds

The following suggested changes to the VC Kiosk Act (a) clarify the obligations imposed
on the owner or operator of the kiosk (using the term “shall” rather than “must” or “may”); (b)
clarifying the term “value” in the electronic receipt for the VC transaction; and (c) correcting a
timeframe to report an alleged fraudulent transaction, and hence triggering a consumer refund.

LL.54-57, in section 560.215(2), regarding the displayed warning to the VC consumer, amend
LL. 54-57:

(2) Before a customer may nitiate initiates a virtual currency kiosk transaction, the-ewner-or
operator-of the-virtual-eurreney kiosk-must-ensure-that the virtual currency kiosk must clearly
and conspicuously displays display the following disclosure on the screen to the consumer:
LL. 67-73, in section 560.215(3), regarding the monetary limitations for a new VC consumer

(capped at $2,000 per day for a “new customer” (see definition at L. 32)) and an “existing
customer” (capped at $10,500 per day (see definition at L. 29)), amend LL. 67-73 to:

(3) The owner or operator of a virtual currency kiosk say shall not permit a new customer to
transact more than $2,000 per calendar day, whether through a single transaction or multiple
transactions. The owner or operator of a virtual currency kiosk may shall not permit an existing
customer to transact more than $10,500 per calendar day, whether through a single transaction or
multiple transactions.

LL.74-86, in section 560.215(4), regarding the requirement that the VC kiosk provide the
consumer with a receipt for the transaction, amend LL. 74-86 as follows:

(4) Upon completion of a virtual currency transaction, the owner or operator of a virtual currency
kiosk must shall provide the customer with an electronic receipt that includes all of the
following:

(a) The name and contact information of the owner or operator, including an email and a toll-free
telephone number for the owner or operator.

(b) The date, time, monetary value in U.S. dollars and the virtual currency value, and type of the
transaction.

(c) The transaction hash and each wallet used.

(d) The total fee charged for the transaction.

(e) The exchange rate, if applicable.

(f) A statement of the owner’s or operator’s liability, if any, for nondelivery or delayed delivery
of the currency.

(g) The refund policy of the owner or operator.




LL. 87-98, in section 560.215(5), regarding the refund requirement, amend LL. 87-98 as

follows:

(5) The owner or operator of a virtual currency kiosk must shall issue a full refund within 72
hours to a customer for the customer’s first virtual currency transaction #f per calendar day if the
customer notifies the owner or operator and if all of the following conditions are met:

(a) The customer transferred virtual currency to a wallet or exchange located outside the United
States.

(b) Within 66-days 72 hours, the customer contacts beth the owner or operator of the virtual
currency kiosk and a law enforcement or governmental agency regarding the fraudulent nature of
the transaction.

(c) The customer provides proof of the alleged fraud to the owner or operator, such as a police
report or a notarized affidavit.

Rationale: This refund requirement is ONLY triggered when the consumer transfers VC
to or from a non-U.S. wallet. Hence, the refund requirement is limited to such non-U.S. wallet
transactions. The change from “within 60 days” to “within 72 hours” conforms the “report to
authorities” requirement to the initial 72 hour consumer report requirement to the owner or
operator. The original Act’s reference to a 60 day “report to authorities” requirement made no
sense since the consumer is required to assert the fraudulent transaction report to the owner or
operator in 72 hours before the refund provision is operable.

The suggestion that the refund policy apply to “the customer’s first [VC] transaction per
calendar day” clarifies the meaning of “the customer’s first [VC] transaction.” Without this “per
calendar day” provision, if the impacted consumer EVER engaged in a VC transaction with the
owner or operator of the kiosk, the 72 hour non-U.S. transaction refund provision would not
apply.

The economic impact of the 72 hour “hold for possible refund” on completing the non-
U.S. transaction requires that the owner or operator of the kiosk must NOT complete the VC
transaction for over 4 days after consumer’s the VC transaction. It is most likely that the “risk of
loss for VC devaluation” during the 72 hold period will be contractually passed onto (i) the
consumer selling the VC to a non-U.S. wallet buyer; and (ii) the consumer buying VC from a
non-U.S. wallet buyer.

Prepared by

Robert Kain, rkain@conceptlaw.com

Vice-Chair Blockchain Digital Assets Committee
Discussed and approved at the BDA Committee meeting on December 22, 2025.
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Mayanne
Joshua
G. Ray
Leonard
Katie
Michael
Manuel
Michael
Carey
Michael
Roy
Brian
Gill
Eric
James
Alan
Darrin
Christian
Leonard
Suzanne
Brian
Joseph
Ricardo
James
Paige
Merrick L. "Rick"
Thomas
John
Eric
Paul
Scott
Anna
Andrew
Michael
Paul
Daniel
Richard
Kenneth
Robert
Alan
Tammy
George
Michael
Mark
Alan
Gregory
William

Last_Name
DeCubellis
Delano
Donlon
Doppelt
Dorough
Downs
Doyle
Driver
Englander
Fackler
Faehner
Farach
Fertig
Fischer
Fischler
Fitzgerald
Foremny
Freeman
Gabrielle
Gale
Gassman
Gayles
George
Gilbert
Gilbert
Gilchrist
Goldstein
Gonzalez
Goodwin
Greenlee
Gross
Gunderson
Guthrie
Hall
Hancock
Hawkins
Hernandez
Herron
Higer
Hyman
Jacobson
Jones
Kaleel
Kapusta
Kluger
Knight
Knott
Krul
Lang
Lash
Lawrence

Lawton

Name
Daniel DeCubellis
Honorable Caryl E. Delano
Katherine C. Donlon
Ava Doppelt
Marisa R. Dorough
Mayanne Downs
Joshua E. Doyle
G. Ray Driver
Leonard S. Englander
Katie Fackler
Michael J. Faehner
Manuel Farach
Michael Fertig
Carey M. Fischer
Michael A. Fischler
Roy E. Fitzgerald, IlI
Brian Foremny
Honorable Gill S. Freeman
Eric Gabrielle
James A. Gale
Alan S. Gassman
Honorable Darrin P. Gayles
Christian George
Leonard H. Gilbert
Suzanne E. Gilbert
Brian Gilchrist
Joseph M. Goldstein
Ricardo A. Gonzalez
James W. Goodwin, Il
Paige A. Greenlee
Merrick L. "Rick" L. Gross
Thomas H. Gunderson
John M. Guthrie
EricJ. Hall
Paul Hancock
Scott G. Hawkins
Anna M. Hernandez
Andrew R. Herron
Michael J. Higer
Honorable Paul G. Hyman
Daniel Jacobson
Richard K. Jones
Kenneth M. Kaleel
Robert Kapusta, Jr.
Alan J. Kluger
Tammy L. Knight
George Knott
Michael H. Krul
Mark Lang
Alan D. Lash
Gregory K. Lawrence
William Lawton

City
Orlando
Tampa
Odessa
Orlando
Winter Park
Orlando
Tallahassee
Jacksonville
Saint Petersburg
Jacksonville
Oldsmar
West Palm Beach
Miami
Ft. Lauderdale
Fort Lauderdale
West Palm Beach
Hollywood
Miami
Ft. Lauderdale
Miami
Clearwater
Miami Shores
Jacksonville
Tampa
Orlando
Orlando
Fort Lauderdale
Doral
Tampa
Tampa
Miami
Fort Myers
Clearwater
Tampa

Miami

Palm Beach Gardens

Miami

Miami

Fort Lauderdale
Fort Lauderdale
Miami
Jacksonville
Delray Beach
St Petersburg
Miami

Ft. Lauderdale
Ft. Myers

Ft. Lauderdale
Orlando

Miami

Orlando
Orlando

FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL

FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL

State

Section
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type

Business Law Badge Type
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Fellows List - Business Law Section of The Florida Bar

Report date:

Bar Number
87061
230200
235296
359122
31806
69626
286842
331074
230340
301701
65725
333591
251887
182420
171279
848840
858404
92362
77429
125822
351563
856819
745715
119879
153444
991422
239194
220132
938211
57908
59363
667919
122154
962759
258253
12718
14594
138551
120242
122505
301906
88315
669334
26802
771831
24090
224707
303739
112654
864056
367435
183628

1/20/2026

First Name
Allison
William
Richard
David
Stephanie
Michael
Maxine
Robb
John
Joshua
Kimra
Jonathan
Michael
Jerry
Andrew
Lonnie
Gregory
R. Donald
James
Elizabeth
Catherine
Kathleen
William
Robert
Stewart
Thomas
Stephen
Alison
James
Nichole
Jennifer
Michele
Rene
John
Patrick
Kelly
Michael
Thomas
John
Ambarina
Robert
Jorge
Anne
Woodrow
Elizabeth
Abel
Ramon
Patricia
Justus
Ricardo
Douglas

Harley

Last_Name
Leonard
Leonard
Levenstein
Lichter
Lieb
Lockamy
Long
Maass
Macdonald
Magidson
Major-Morris
Marcus
Marder
Markowitz
Markus
Martens
Martin
Mastry
Matulis
McCausland
McEwen
McLeroy
McQueen
Mead
Merkin
Messana
Milbrath
Miller
Moon
Mooney
Morando
Moss
Murai
Murray
Neale
O'Keefe
Orr
Panza
Patterson
Perez
Pershes
Piedra
Pollack
Pollack
Pons
Putnam
Rasco
Redmond
Reid
Reyes
Reynolds
Riedel

Name
Allison J. Leonard
William R. Leonard
Richard Levenstein
David Lichter
Stephanie C. Lieb
Michael Lockamy
Maxine M. Long
Robb R. Maass
John Macdonald
Joshua Magidson
Kimra Major-Morris
Jonathan S. Marcus
Michael Marder
Jerry M. Markowitz
Andrew J. Markus
Lonnie K. Martens
Gregory S. Martin
R. Donald Mastry
James M. Matulis

Elizabeth McCausland

Honorable Catherine P. McEwen

Kathleen S. McLeroy
William B. McQueen
Robert W. Mead, Jr.
Stewart A. Merkin
Thomas M. Messana
Stephen Milbrath
Alison Miller

James Moon
Nichole Mooney
Jennifer L. Morando
Michele Moss

Rene V. Murai

John B. Murray, Jr.
Patrick Neale

Kelly A. O'Keefe
Michael F. Orr
Thomas F. Panza
John Patterson
Ambarina A. Perez
Robert E. Pershes
Jorge L. Piedra

Anne Pollack
Woodrow H. Pollack
Elizabeth S. Pons
Abel Putnam
Ramon E. Rasco
Patricia Redmond
Justus Reid

Ricardo A. Reyes
Douglas H. Reynolds
Harley E. Riedel, Il

City
Miami Springs
Ft. Lauderdale
Palm Beach Gardens
Aventura
Tampa
Jacksonville
Coral Gables
Palm Beach
Jacksonville
Clearwater
Apopka
Ft. Lauderdale
Orlando
Miami
Miami
Palm Beach Gardens
Maitland
St. Petersburg
Tampa
Orlando
Tampa
Tampa
Saint Petersburg
Orlando
Miami
Fort Lauderdale
Lake Mary
Miami
Wilton Manors
Orlando
Orlando
Orlando
Coral Gables
West Palm Beach
Naples
Tallahassee
Ponte Vedra Beach
Fort Lauderdale
Sarasota
Miami
Boyton Beach
Miami
St Petersburg
Tampa
Miami
Lakeland
Coral Gables
Miami
West Palm Beach
Boca Raton
Fort Lauderdale

Tampa

FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL

State

Section
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type

Business Law Badge Type
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Fellows List - Business Law Section of The Florida Bar

Report date:

Bar Number
67156
13913
710296
769053
188840
622540
779385
24542
769134
935115
781401
564338
280372
290025
729353
833878
37184
88668
375616
821845
112372
868701
54684
31410
749151
331848
818666
710679
252263
377430
104826
22059
167212
283037
630829
221856
27166
766135
130000
221971
150024
191620
130049
785148
897701
79995
334634
325650
933392
204978
185582
63274

1/20/2026

First Name
Peter
Luis
William
Lawrence
Stephen
Ron
Scott
Steven
Gary
Roland
Carlos
William
Philip
Patrick
Lansing
Stephen
Detra
William
Lynn
Michael
David
Michael
Grasford
Wayne
Grey
Glen
Mark
Scott
Adele
Richard
Michelle
Ashley
Thomas
Gary
Robert
Theodore
Frank
James
Frank
Clifford
Jeffrey
Dineen
Robert
Thomas
Kathryn
Steele
Kerry
John
Donald
Gregory
Gwynne

Thomas

Last_Name
Rivellini
Rivera Il
Robbinson
Rochefort
Roddenberry
Rosenwasser
Rost
Salzer
Salzman
Sanchez-Medina
Sardi
Schifino
Schwartz
Scott
Scriven
Senn
Shaw-Wilder
Shepherd
Sherman
Siegel
Sigalow
Silver
Smith
Smith
Squires-Binford
Stankee
Stein
Stichter
Stone
Straughn
Suarez
Sybesma
Tatum
Teblum
Thornburg
Tripp
Ullo
Valenti
Walker
Walters
Warren
Wasylik
Wayne
Wells
Weston
Williams
Wilson
Woodson
Workman
Yadley
Young
Zehnder

Name
Peter A. Rivellini
Luis E. Rivera Il
William H. Robbinson Jr.
Lawrence P. Rochefort
Stephen K. Roddenberry
Ron Rosenwasser
Scott R. Rost
Steven A. Salzer
Gary S. Salzman
Roland Sanchez-Medina, Jr.
Carlos E. Sardi
William J. Schifinolr.
Philip B. Schwartz
Patrick S. Scott
Lansing C. Scriven
Stephen R. Senn
Detra Shaw-Wilder
William Shepherd
Lynn W. Sherman
Michael E. Siegel
David Sigalow
Michael Silver
Grasford W. Smith, Jr.
Wayne L. Smith
Grey Squires-Binford
Glen A. Stankee
Mark E. Stein
Scott A. Stichter
Adele|. Stone
Richard Straughn
Michelle Suarez
Ashley N. Sybesma
Thomas Tatum
Gary |. Teblum
Robert Thornburg
Theodore L. Tripp, Jr.
Frank Ullo, Jr.
James C. Valenti
Frank C. Walker
Clifford Walters
Jeffrey W. Warren
Dineen P. Wasylik
Robert Wayne
Thomas O. Wells

Honorable Kathryn D. Weston

Steele T. Williams
Kerry Wilson

John F. Woodson, Il
Donald A. Workman
Gregory C. Yadley
Gwynne A. Young

Thomas Zehnder

City
Clearwater
North Fort Myers
Orlando
West Palm Beach
Miami
Boca Raton
Orlando
Tampa
Orlando
Coral Gables
Coral Gables
Tampa
Miami
Ft. Lauderdale
Tampa
Lakeland
Miami
Palm Beach Gardens
St Petersburg
Sarasota
Orlando
Tampa
Wellington
Key West
Orlando
Ft. Lauderdale
Aventura
Tampa
Fort Lauderdale
Winter Haven
Fort Lauderdale
Key West
Fort Lauderdale
Tampa
Orlando
Ft. Myers
Tallahassee
Lakeland
Ft. Lauderdale
Bradenton
Tampa
Tampa
Miami
Coral Gables
Deland
Sarasota
Winter Haven
Orlando
McLean
Tampa
Tampa
Orlando

State

Section
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type
Business Law Badge Type

Business Law Badge Type
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