
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT,
IN AND FOR MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

STATE OF FLORIDA, CRIMINAL DIVISION

Case N0.: F95-37823
Plaintiff,

Judge Daryl E. Trawick
v.

DAVID WHITEHEAD,

Defendant.

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’S PETITION FOR REMOVAL FROM
FLORIDA’S SEXUAL OFFENDER REGISTRY

THIS CAUSE, having come before the Court on the Petition of DAVID I

WHITEHEAD for Removal from Florida’s Sexual Offender Registry, and finding

that the State Attorney has been given notice of the petition at least 3 weeks before

the hearing on this matter, and having considered the Petition, hearing the positions

of both Parties who were present, and otherwise being fully advised in the

premises, the Court finds the following:

1. This Court has proper jurisdiction to consider the instant petition. _

2. On March 16, 2022, Defendant petitioned the Court for Removal from

Florida’s Sexual Offender Registry pursuant to Florida Statutes §943.0435 (11)

(2002), which provides that after being released from all sanctions for at least
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twenty (20) years and not having been arrested for any other felony or

misdemeanor, an individual may petition the criminal division of the circuit court

for the purpose of removing the requirement for registration as a sexual offender.

3. Defendant’s obligation to register as a sexual offender arises from a 1997

conviction for which Defendant was sentenced to probation.

4. Defendant successfully completed probation on February 16, 2002. The

record supports, and the parties agree, that he has had no arrests since then.

5. The parties agree to. the facts and procedural history related to Defendant’s

offense and criminal history. Defendant presented factors indicating he does not

present a risk to the safety of the citizens of Florida, including that he has been free

of all sanctions for more than 20 years Without any criminal infractions, has strong

social support, employment and housing stability and has that he not lived in the

state of Florida for decades and has no plan to ever return. Defendant also

presented to the Court a recent Risk Assessment performed in March of 2022, by

Dr. JoEllen Wiggington, Ph.D., and a letter fiom Clinical Psychologist Dr. Steven

H. Moss. According to Dr. Wiggington, Defendant’s risk of re-offense is minimal.

Dr. Moss similarly concluded that “He (Defendant) is extremely unlikely to

reoffend and is not a risk to the community. The. State did not controvert these

facts that mitigate Defendant’s risk to the citizens of theState of Florida.



6. Where the Parties disagree, is on whether a 2007 Amendment to §943.043S

(l l) (the “Removal provision”) (Ch. 2007-209, § 2) should apply to Defendant.

7. Defendant brought his Petition under the 2002 version of §943.0435 (11)

which was in effect on the date he completed probation, and his twenty—year period

began to run.

8. The State argued that the 2007 amendment to the Removal Provision, which

was enacted five years later and effectively moves the finish line from twenty (20)

years to twenty—five (25) years, should apply.

9. Without any binding precedent in this State on the narrow issue of the

retroactive application of Ch.2007-209, §2, the Court considered the arguments of

the parties and the cases presented.

10. The State presented Simmons 12. State, 753 So. 2d 762, 763 (Fla. 4th DCA

2000); Freeland v. State, 832 So.2d 923 (Fla. lst DCA 2002); State v. Partlow,

840 So.2d 1040 (Fla. 2003), and Givens v. State, 851 So. 2d 813 (Fla. 2d DCA

2003), which were all decided years prior to the 2007 amendmentland therefore

could not consider the application of a provision that didnot exist at the time those

cases were decided. “[C]hallenges to [] new provisions [to Florida’s sex offender

registration laws] are not foreclosed by decisions that did not address them.” Doe

v. Swearingen, Case No. 4:2l—cv-00084-RH-MJF.



11. Even the more recent cases cited to by the State, including Vega v. State, 208

So. 3d 215 (Fla. 3d DCA 2016), and Love v. State, 286 So. 3d 177, 188 (Fla. 2019)

are not instructive because they do not address the narrow issue before the Court.

Specifically, none of the State’s cases addressed Ch. 2007-209, § 2 (the 2007

amendment to the Removal Provision).

12.. The State’s argument is premised on the broad conclusion that because the

2002 or 2003 version of Florida’s Registration Statute did not Violate ex post facto

provisions, the 2007 version, and similarly the current 2022 version, must also not

violate ex post facto provisions.

13. Defendant concedes that while Simmons and its progeny were applicable at

the time they were decided, their precedential value is overcome by subsequent

events; specifically, the nearly two dozen amendments1 that have been enacted in

the twenty years since those cases were decided.

14. Defendant further argues that none of the cases presented by the State relate

to the issue of the waiting period before one may petition for removal from

registration. While the parties agree there are no Florida appellate court opinions

on this narrow issue, Defendant provided the Court with several Circuit Court

1 Ch. 2004-371, § 9; Ch. 2005-28, 3; Ch. 2006-200, § 3; Ch. 2006-299, § 4; 5. Ch. 2007-5, § 159; Ch. 2007-143, §
10; Ch. 2007-207, § 4; Ch. 2007-209, § 2; Ch. 2009-194, § 3; Ch. 2010-92, § 4; Ch. 2012-19, § 4; Ch. 2012-97, §
11; Ch. 2013-116, § 11; Ch. 2014-4, § 10; Ch. 2014—5, § 5; Ch. 2014-160, §26; Ch. 2015-2, § 99; Ch. 2016-24, §§
10, 51; Ch. 2016-104, § 3; Ch. 2017-170, §2; Ch. 2018-105, § 2; Ch. 2021—156, §2; Ch. 2021—189, § 8.
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orders from around the State of Florida showing that those courts have found that

Ch. 2007—209, § 2 would not apply retroactively as to the petitioners.2

15. The State provided the Court with one opinion from this Circuit which relied

on Smith v. Doe, 538 U.S. 84 (2003) (which held the 2003 version of Alaska’s

registration statute did not Violate the prohibition against ex post facto laws). To

that argument, Defendant cited to numerous Federal Courts and State Supreme

Courts which have expressly departed from the conclusions of Smith v. Doe, see

Does #1 -5 v. Snyder, 834 F.3d 696, (6th Cir. 2016) (“Nor should Smith be

understood as writing a blank check to states to do whatever they please in this

arena”). Even Alaska’s own Supreme Court, less than five years after Smith v.

vDoe, found that the 2008'version of Alaska’s registry violated ex post facto

prohibitions. Doe v. State, 189 P.3d 999 (Alaska 2008).

16. The Court finds persuasive Defendant’s presentation of State v. Williams,

952 NE 2d 1108 (Ohio 2011), Where the courts in the State of Ohio had historically

consistently held that its registration statute was remedial and not punitive, but the

2 The Court finds the analysis, precedents cited, and conclusions of two of those decisions
particularly persuasive: State v. Hurley, 1994-1352 CFAWS (Fla. 7th Jud. Cir. July 8, 2022)
(Clayton, J.);.and State v. Grady, CR-0-95-14790/A (Fla. 9th Jud. Cir. Jan. 27, 2022) (Wilson, J.).
This Court hereby adopts the analysis of these two well-reasoned orders, and both are attached to
this order. Other trial courts which have reached the same conclusions include State v. Sebring,
1998—CF-000423 (Fla. 6th Jud. Cir. March 9, 2022); State v. Rawiszer, 95-12511CF10A (Fla. 17th
Jud Cir. 2021); State v. Steele, 93-007413 (Fla. 17th Jud. Cir. 2021); Hamlin v. Swearingerz, et.
al, 2019-CA-001926 (Fla. 1St Jud. Cir. 2020); State v. Eicher, CF93-001505-XX (Fla. 10th Jud.
Cir. 2020 (motion denied on other grounds); and State v. Merritt, 95-CF-004231 A (Fla. lSt Jud
Cir. 2019). Each of these orders is also attached.
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as to violate the constitutional prohibition against ex post facto laws; such a

determination is a ‘matter of degree.”’ Id.

17. Like in Williams, the registration scheme in Florida had transformed

significantly between 2003 and 2007, and even more so today, where any violation

of this “regulatory scheme” carries a mandatory minimum criminal penalty. The

reasons cited to by the court in Williams are present in Florida.

18. In Florida, for a law to run afoul of the ex post facto prohibition, two

elements must coincide: “first, the law ‘must be retrospective, that is, it must apply

to events, occurring before its enactment’ and second, ‘it must disadvantage the

offender affected by it.”’ Miller v. Florida, 482 US. 423, 430, 107 S.Ct. 2446, 96

L.Ed.2d 351 (1987).

19. Satisfying the first element, the 2007 Amendment to the Removal Provision

(Ch. 2007-209, § 2) is being applied retroactively against Defendant.

20. Satisfying the second element, the additional five years Defendant is

required to remain on Florida’s public sex offender registry before becoming

eligible to petition for removal does disadvantage him.

21. The Court thus finds that the 2007 Amendment to Florida Statutes

§943.0435 is a substantive change which cannot be applied retroactively against

Defendant, who was placed on the sex offender registry prior to its enactment.



22. The Court fiarther finds that public dissemination of Defendant’s name and

image With the words ‘David Reed Whitehead is registered as a Sexual Offender”

on a Google-indexed website carries with it shame, humiliation, ostracism,

decreased opportunities for employment, exposure to vigilantism and physical

violence, as well as a multitude of other adverse consequences. “The act of being

publicly labeled [] a "sexual predator" clearly results in a stigma. See, e.g, Doe v.

Patakz', '3 F.Supp.2d 456, .467—68 (S;D;N.Y.1998) (stating that "First, [the

offenders] have convincingly demonstrated that, when implemented, the

community notification provisions of the Act will likely result in their being

branded as convicted sex offenders Who may strike again and Who therefore pose a

danger to the community... [S]uch Widespread dissemination of the above

information is likely to carry with it shame, humiliation, ostracism, loss of

employment and decreased opportunities for employment, perhaps even physical

Violence, and a multitude of other adverse consequences. Thus, there is no genuine

dispute that the dissemination of the information contemplated by the Act to the

community at large is potentially harmful to the [offenders‘] personal

reputations"). Espindola v. State, 855 So. 2d 1281 (Fla. 3rd DCA 2003)

23. Additionally, the Court is persuaded by Defendant’s arguments and finds

that he is not a current or potential threat to public safety.



23. Additionally, the Court is persuaded by Defendant’s arguments and finds

that he is not a current or potential threat to public safety.

Accordingly, it is ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Petition be

GRANTED and that Defendant’s requirement to register as a Sexual Offender in

the State of Florida is hereby removed. The Florida Department of Law

Enforcement is directed to remove Mr. Whitehead from the registry.

DONE AND ORDERED in chambers, at Miami-Dade County, Florida, on

this 26th day of October, 2022.

WK
]DAJ{YI.E. iILAyVKHK
(HRCUTFCOURTJUDGE

Atchs: .

1. Order in State v. Hurley, 1994-1352 CFAWS (Fla. 7th Jud. Cir. July 8,
2022)

2. Order in State v. Grady, CR—O-95-14790/A (Fla. 9th Jud. Cit-Jan. 27, 2022).
3. Orders in the cases ofState v. Sebrz'ng, 1998-CF-000423 (Fla. 6th Jud. Cir.

March 9, 2022); State v. Rawz'szer, 95 -125 1 1CF10A (Fla. 17th Jud Cir.
2021); State v. Steele, 93-007413 (Fla. 17th Jud. Cir. 2021); Hamlin v.
Swearingen, et. al., 2019-CA-001926 (Fla. 1St Jud. Cir. 2020); State v.
Eicher, CF93-001505—XX (Fla. 10th Jud. Cir. 2020; and State v. Merritt, 95-
CF-004231 A (Fla. lSt Jud Cir. 2019).
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Accordingly, it is ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Petition be

GRANTED and that Defendant’s requirement to register as a Sexual Offender in

the State of Florida is hereby removed. The Florida Department of Law

Enforcement is directed to remove Mr. Whitehead from the registry.

DONE AND ORDERED in chambers, at Miami-Dade County, Florida, on

this 26th day of October, 2022.

F"/DARYL E TRAWICK
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE

Atchs:

1. Order in State v. Hurley, 1994-1352 CFAWS (Fla. 7th Ind. Cir. July 8,
2022)

2. Order in State v. Grady, CR—O-95-14790/A (Fla. 9th Jud. Cir. Jan. 27, 2022).

Copies furnished to all parties of record
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT, SEVENTH
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND FOR

VOLUSIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASE NO: 1994-1352 CFAWS
STATE OF FLORIDA

VS ‘ g: §WILLIAM HURLEY g: ‘5“ a???
Defendant . fig: ab ESE;

/ OTEL‘E‘: E gin: -,.

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’S PETITION SE '3, M‘-

FOR REMOVAL OF THE REQUIREMENTS TO REGISTER ASIA
SEXUAL OFFENDER IN THE STATE OF FLORIDA PURSUANT TO

SECTION 943.04351111
THIS MATTER came on before the court on Defendant/Petitioner, WILLIAM

,HURLEY’S Petition for Removal of the Requirement to Register as a Sexual Offender in the

State ofFlorida pursuant to Florida Statute 943.0435(11). The court has jurisdiction over this

matter.

F.S. 943.0435(l 1) requires the State-Attorney in the circuit in which the petition is filed

be given notice of the petition at least 3 weeks before the hearingon the matter. The State

Attorney may present evidence in opposition to the requested relief or may otherwise

demonstrate the reasons why the petition should be denied; The hearing was held initially on

February 4, 2022 and completed on June 27, 2022. Petitioner, his attorney and Assistant State

Attomey were present.

Petitioner’s obligation to register as a sexual offender arises from a No Contest Plea to

Attempted Lewd and Lascivious Assault upon a Child in April 1995. Petitioner was ordered to
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comply with five years probation and was granted a. Withheld ofAdjudication. Probation was

terminated on June 22, 2000.

Section 943.0435(1 l) 2001, the statute under which Petitioner seeks removal, affords

persons required to register as sexual offenders, the opportunity to petition for removal ofthat

obligation twenty (20) years after the completion ofall sanctions relating to their ofl‘ense and

having not been arrested for any felony or misdemeanor offense since release.

The court finds and the record reflects that Petitioners sanctions terminated on June 22,

2000, the date he successfully completed probationa Accordingly, he has been released from all

sanctions relating to his sexual offense for more than twenty (20) years. The court finds that

Petitioner has had no subsequent arrest and does not present a risk to public safety. ‘

The State Opposed Mr. Hurleys Petition, arguing that the 2007 Florida Statute

943.04350 l) was amended to require twenty- five years (25) instead oftwenty (20), before an'

individual could seek removal fiom the sex offender registry. Since it has not yet been twenty

five (25), the state contends that this‘Petition is premature.

Counsel for Petitioner argued that the pre-amendment version ofRS. 943.0435 should

apply, making several arguments in support. First, nowhere in the language ofthe Amendment

nor in the legislative intent does it state that the amendment should apply retroactively. Second,

the amendment is a substantive change to the law and while procedural amendments can be

applied retroactively, subStantive amendments cannot. And third, ifthe 2007 amendment to F8

943.0435 (extending the period before which an individual can petition for removal by five

years) were to be applied retroactively, it would raise cOnstitutional concerns.



The Court agrees with Petitioner. The 2007 Amendment to RS. §943.0435 (Ch. 2007—209,
§ 2, Laws of Fla), which extends the period before which a person is eligible to petition for
removal fiom Florida’s sex ofi'ender registry from twenty (20) to twenty-five (25) years does not
apply retroactively. .

According to statutory interpretation, the presumption is that statutory enactments apply
prospectively only. Statutes that “attach new legal consequences to events completed before their

enactment” or which “impair[s] existing rights” are presumed not to apply retroactively absent an

express legislative statement to the contrary. McMillz’an v. State, Dept.ofRevenue, 746 So. 2d 1234

at 1237, (Fla. lst DCA 1999) ("The general rule [of statutory construction] is that a substantive

statute will not operate retrospectively absent clear legislative intent to the contrary, but that a

procedural or remedial statute is to operate retrospectively." See Life Care Centers v. Sawgrass

Care Center, 683 So.2d 609, 613 (Fla. lst DCA 1996), quoting State Farm Mutual Automobile

Insurance Co. v.‘ Lafor'et, 658 So.2d 55, 61 (Fla. 1995). "Statutes that relate only to procedure or

remedy generally apply to all pending cases," but a substantive law that interferes with vested

rights will not be applied retrospectively. See Guptan v. Village Key & Saw Shop, Inc. , 656. So.2d

475, 477 (Fla. 1995).

Nowhere in the language of the 2007 Amendment to Florida Statute § 94103501) (Ch.

2007-209, § 2, Laws ofFla.) does it state that it appliesretroactively. Substantive amendments to

a statute are legislation which “impairs existing rights” or which attach “new legal consequences

to events completed before its enactment” and cannot be applied retroactively. Mclan at 1237

(discussing the difference between.“substantive” an “procedural” or “remedial” statutes); see also

Basel v. McFarland & Sons, Inc, 815 So. 2d 687, 692 (Fla. 5th DCA 2002) (“In the absence of

clear legislative intent, a law affecting substantive rights is presumed to apply prospectively[.]”).



While the State argued that this change to F.S. §943.0435 was remedial, “simply because
the legislature indicates something is remedial does not necessarily mean it is to be applied
retroactively”. Id. At 695, citing State Farm At 61. If a statute accomplishes a remedial purpose

by creating new substantive rights and imposing new legal burdens, the presumption against
retroactivity still applies. Id At 695', citing Metro. Dade County v. Chase Fed Housing, 737 So.

2d 494 at 500 (Fla. 1999)

The 2007 Amendment to ‘§ 943.035(11) creates “new legal consequences to events

completed before its enactment,” in, that it increases the minimum period of registration, and

subjection to all the obligations and legal disabilities attendant to registration. It also impairs Mr.
Hurleys right to petition after twenty (20) years.

I While both parties conceded that no Florida District Court of Appeal has ruled on the
narrow issue of extending the period before which an individual can petition for removal under
RS. §943.0435, Petitioner has cited to other state’s supreme courts who have dealt with this
identical issue. In such cases, courts have determined that the legislature cannot “move the finish

line” without a hearing and with no change in circumstances, Starkey v. Oklahoma Dept. of
Corrections, 305 P. 3d 1004 (Okla. 2013). This Court agrees that the State cannot retroactively

increase the mandatory minimtim period of registration without running afoul of Constitutional
protections. I

To that point, Petitioner has also provided the Court with numerous decisions from other
Florida Circuit Courts, as well as cited to decisions from appellate courts in other jurisdictions,

where retroactive application ofcertain provisions ofsex offender registration requirements have
been found to violate both federal and state constitutional provisions. Specifically, Petitioner has
cited to; State v. Leralien, 985 A.2d 4 4 Maine Supreme Court (2009); Cam. v. Baker, 295 S.W.3d



437 — Supreme Court of Kentucky (2009); Riley v. New Jersey State Parole Bd., 219 NJ. 270 —'
New Jersey (2014); Does #1-5 v. Snyder, 834 F.3d 696 4 United States Court ofAppeals for the

Sixth Circuit (2016), Commonwealth v. .Mzmz‘z, 164 A.3d 1189 — Pennsylvania Supreme Court
(2017). State v. William, 129 Ohio St. 3d 344 — Ohio Supreme Court (2011'); Doe v. State, 189
P.3d 999 — Alaska Supreme Court (2008); Wallace v. State, 905 N.E.2d 371 — Indiana Supreme
Court (2009); State v. Pollard, 908 N.E.2d 1145 —Indiana Supreme Court (2009); Gonzalez ‘v.

State, 980 N.E.2d 312 — Indiana Supreme court (2013) amazon) Doe v. State, 167 NH. 382 -
New Hampshire Supreme Court (2015); In the Matter ofRegistrant.ID.F. (A—24—20) — New Jersey

Supreme Court (August 9, 2021). The Court finds the weight of these cases to be persuasive.

Having considered Mr. Hurleys Petition, hearing the arguments from both Counsel for the
Petitioner and the State, having reviewed the applicable law, and the Court being otherwise fully
advised in the premises, the Court finds the 2007 Amendment to RS. §943.0435 is a substantive

change which cannot be applied retroactively against Petitioner, who was placed on the sex
ofl‘ender registry prior to its enactment. Accordingly, it is hereby:

ORDERED that the Petition be GRANTED, and that WILLIAM HURLEY is no longer

required to comply with the requirements for registration as a sexual offender.

DONE AND. ORDERED on ,ZVL 2’ g: , 2022.

Cc States Attorney
FDLE
William Hurley
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IN THE CIRCUIT CDURT GI? THE MN??? EEIDICEFAL CERCUIT, IN AND
FOR GRANGE CGEHTK FLGRIDA

STATE OF FLORIDA, CASE NO. CR—fl-95—147901A
_ PlaintifHRespondent, '

DI‘t-‘ESEON Ni}, 15
vs.

MICHAEL PATRICK GRADY,
Defendant/Petitioner. ..

/

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTTE PETETEQN FOR REMOVAL OF THE
REQUIREMENT TO REGISTER AS A SEXSAL {EFFENBER EN THE STATE OF

FLORIDA PURSUANT T0 FLGREEFA STATUTE $943.9435(11)

THIS MATTER came before the Court on Defendant/Petitioner, Michael Patrick Grady’s

Petition for Removal of the Requirement to Register as a. Sexual Offender in the State of Florida,

pursuant to Florida Statute §943.0435 (l l). The Court has jurisdiction over this matter.

RS. §943.0435 (l 2) requires that the State Attorney in the eireuit in which the petition is

filed be given notice of the petition at least 3 weeks before the hearing on the matter. The State

Attorney may present evidence in opposition to the requested reliefor may otherwise demonstrate

the reasons why the petition should be denied. ”fire Court finds that the State Attorney has been

given notice of the petition at least 3 weeks before the Entering on this matter, which was held on

October 20, 2021. Petitioner, his attorney, and the Assistant State Attorney were present. ‘

Petitioner’s obligation to register as a sexual offender arises from a 1996 conviction for a

sexual offense, for which he was sentenced to 3 years.” probation.

Florida Statute {5943,0435 (l l) (2001), the Statute under which Petitioner seeks retnoval,

affords persons required to register as sexual offenders the opportunity to petition for removal of



that obligation twenty (20) years after the completion of all sanctions relating to their offense and

having not been arrested for any felony or misdemeanor offense since release.

The Court finds that the record reflects that Petitioner’s sanctions terminated on July 10,

2001, the date he successfully completed probation. Accordingly, he has been released from all

sanctions relating to his sexual offense for more than twenty l:20) years. The Court further finds

that Petitioner has had no subsequent arrests and does not present a risk to public safety.

‘ The State opposed Mr. Grady’s Petition, arguing; that in 2007 Florida Statute §943.0435

(I l) was amended to require twenty-five (25) years, instead of twenty (20), before an individual

could seek removal from the sex offender registry. Since it has not yet heen twenty-five (25) years,

3/
s!)

ll

L the State contends that this Petition is premature.

f” Counsel for Petitioner argued that the tore-amendment version of RS. §943.0435 should

apply, making several arguments in support. First, nowhere in the language of the Amendment,

nor in the legislative intent does it state that the amendment should apply retroactively. Second,

the amendment is a substantive change to the law and while procedural amendments can be applied

retroactively, substantive amendments cannot. And third, if the 2007 amendment to RS.

§943.0435 (extending the period before which an individual can petition for removal by five years)

were to be appliedretroactively, it would raise constitutional concerns.

The Court agrees with Petitioner. The 2007 Amendment to RS. §943.0435 (Ch. 2007—209,

§ 2, Laws of Fla), which extends the period before which a person is eligible to petition for

removal from Florida’s sex offender registry from twenty {20) to twenty~tive (25) years does not

\" apply retroactively.

According to statutory interpretation, the presumption-is that statutory enactments apply

prospectively only. Statutes that “attach[] new legal consequences to events completed before their



enactment” or which“impair[s] existing rights" are presumed not to apply retroactively absent an

express legislative statement to the contrary. iliCflJlifiitl’li a. State, Dept. ofRevenue, 746 So. 2d 1234

at 1237, (Fla. lst DCA 1999) ("The general rule {of statutory construction] is that a substantive

statute will not operate retrospectively absent clear legislative intent to the contrary, but that a

procedural or remedial statute is to operate retrospectively." See Life Care Centers v. Sawgrass

Care Center, 683 Sold 609, 613 (Fla is! BEA @961}. quoting State Farm Mutual Automobile

Insurance Co. v. Lafiret, 658 So.2d 55, 61 (Fla. 1995). "Statutes that relate only to procedure or

remedy generally apply to all pending cases," but a substantive law that interferes with vested

rights will not be applied retrospectively. Sec Gupta}: v. Village Key &vShop, Inc, 656 So.2d

475, 477 (Fla. 1995).

Nowhere in the language of the 2007 Amendment to Florida Statute § 94303501) (Ch.

2007-209, § 2, Laws of Fla.) does it state that it applies retroactively. Substantive amendments to

a statute are legislation which “impairs existing rights” or which attach “new legal consequences

to events completed before its enactment” and cannot be applied retroactively. McMillan at 1237

(discussing the difference between “substantive” and “procedural” or “remedial” statutes); see also

Basel v. McFarland & Sons, Inc, 815 So. 2d 687, 692 (Fla. 5th DCA 2002) (“In the absence of

clear legislative intent, a law affecting substantive rights is presumed to apply prospectively[.]”).

While the State argued that this change to F3 fill-3.0435 was remedial, “simply because

the legislature indicates something is ten-redial does not necessarily mean it is to be applied

retroactively". Id. At 695, citing State Farm At 61. if a statute accomplishes a remedial purpose

by creating new substantive rights and imposing new legal burdens, the presumption against

retroactivity still applies. Id. At 695, citing Metro. Bade County v. Chase Fed. Housing, 737 So.

2d 494 at 500 (Fla. 1999)



The 2007 Amendment to § 94303301) creates “new legal consequences to events

completed before its enactment,” in that it increases the minimum: period of registration, and

subjection to all the obligations and legal disabilities attendant to registration. It also impairs Mr.
Grady’s right to petition after twenty (20) years.

Whileboth parties conceded that no Florida District Court of Appeal has ruled on the

narrow issue of extending the period before which an individual can petition for removal under

F.S. §943.0435, Petitioner has cited to other state’s supreme courts who have dealt with this

identical issue. In such cases, courts have determined that the legislature cannot “move the finish

line” without a hearing and with. no change in circumstances, Starkey v. Oklahorna Dept. of

Corrections, 305 P. 3d l004 (Okla. 2013)Ei>‘his Court agrees that the State cannot retroactively

increase the mandatory minimum period of registration without running afoul of Constitutional

protections.

To that point, Petitioner has also provided. the Court with numerous decisions from other

Florida Circuit Courts, as well as cited to decisions from appellate courts in other jurisdictions,

where retroactive application of certain provisions of sex offender registration requirements have

been found to violate both federal and state constitutional provisions. Specifically, Petitioner has

cited to; State v. Letalien, 985 A.2d 4 —- Maine Supreme Court (2009); Cam. v. Baker, 295 S.W.3d

437 - Supreme Court of Kentucky (2009); Riley 1:. New Jersey State Parole 351., 219 NJ. 270 —

New Jersey (2014); Does #1-5 v. Snyder, 834 F.3d 696 — United States Court of Appeals for the

Sixth Circuit (2016), Commonweallh v. Marnie, 164 A.3d 2189 —- Pennsylvania Supreme Court

(2017). State v. Williams, 129 Ohio St. 3d 344 —- Ohio Supreme Court (2011); Doe v. State, 189

P.3d 999 - Alaska Supreme Court (2008); Wallace v. State, 905 N.E.2d 371 —- Indiana Supreme

Court (2009); State v. Polfard, 908 N.E.2d 1145 —lndiana Supreme Court (2009); Gonzalez 11.



State, 980 N.E.2d 312 — Indiana Supreme Court (2(313) (ind.2013) Doe v. State, 167 NH. 382 -
New Hampshire Supreme Court (201 5); In the Matter cfliegimnnt J. D. F. (A-24-20) -New Jersey

Suprerne Court (August 9, 2021). The Court finds the weight of these cases to be persuasive.

Having considered Mr. Grady’s Fetition, hearing the arguments from both Counsel for the
Petitioner and the State, having reviewed the applicable law, and the Court being otherwise fully
advised in the premisesée Comt finds the 2007 Amendment te- RS. §943.0435 is a substantive

change which cannot be applied retroactively against Petitioner, who was placed; on the sex
offender registry prior to its «anatomical:ccordingly, it is hereby.

ORDERED that the Petition e GRANTED and that Michael Patrick Grady is no longer

required to comply with the requirements for registration 23:: .a. sex ual offender.

DONE AND ORDERED on 27 “4t;33 will/,974022.
L

LAX/LA
Hon iudge Tanya Davis Wilson
Circuit Court Judge
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IN THE CIRCUIT £36n 0? THE SiXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUITIN AND FOR PASCO COUNTY, FLORIDA

CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIVISION

STATE OF FLORIDA,

V.
' CASE NO. i998-CF~000423JEFFREY M. SEEKING,

ORDER GRANTING AMENDED PETITION FOR REMOVAL OF THERE UIREMENT TO REGISTER AS A SEXUAL OFFENDER INTHE STATE OF FLORIDA. PURSUANT TO 8943.0435f11)

THIS MATTER came before the Court on Jeffrey M. Sebring’s Amended ‘ Petition for
Removal from Florida’s Sexual Offender Registry and finding that the State Attorney has been
given notice ofthe petition at least 3 weeks before the hearing on this matter and having considered
the Petition, hearing the positions ofboth Parties= who were present, and the Court otherwise being
fully advised in the premises, the Court finds the following: -
1. This Court has properjurisdiction to consider the instant petition.
2. Mr. Sebring petitioned the Court for Removal from Florida’s Sexual Offender Registry
pursuant to Florida Statutes §943.0435 (i 1) (i 998), which provides that after being released from
all sanction for at least twenty (20) years and not having been arrested for any other felon}r or
misdemeanor, an individual may petition ; "the criminal division of the circuit court of the circuit

' The Petition was Amended sold;’ to correct a scrivener’s error in paragraph 4, where the year 2022 was corrected to2002. This issue was raised by the State at the Hearing and recognized to be an unintentional mistake when typing thepetition. The year Petitioner completed all sanctions was clarified at the hearing and the evidence of when hecompleted all sanctions is otherwise clear from the Exhibit attached to the Petition.



. in which the sexual offender resides for the purpose of removing the requirement for registration
as a sexual offender."

3. Mr. Sebring’s obligation to register as a sexual offender arises from a 1997 offense for
which adjudication was withheld, and for which Mr. Sebring was sentenced to 8 months in county
jail, followed by 3 years’ probation, 2 years of which Were to be under community control. Both
community control and probation were terminated early.

4. Mr. Sebring’s probation was terminated on January 16, 2002. The record supports that he
has had no arrests since then.

5. Although the Statute was amended in 2007 to require 25 years instead of 20, this Court
finds that the 2007 amendment does not apply retroactively, and we concern ourselves with the
prior version of the Statute that required 20 years. Accordingly, Mr. Sebring qualifies to petition
for relief.

6. Finally, this Court finds that Mr. Sebring is not a current or potential threat to public safety.
Mr. Sebring successfully completed probation and has been free from any sanction imposed by his
conviction for more than twenty (20) years without any arrests during that time. Mr. Sebring’s
petition states that he has a strong and supportive network of family and friends. Many of his

friends have been with him through the underlying offense more than two dozen years ago and
remain close with him today. Mr. Sebring has been continuously employed since his release with
no gaps in employment. And, Mr. Behring is engaged to the same person he has been with for more
than ll years. Social support, absence of criminal history, educational, employment, and housing
stability are mitigating factors to risk. The State did not present evidence to controvert this finding.

Accordingly, it is



ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Amended Petition be GRANTED and that Jeffrey
M. Sebnng’s requirement to register as a Sexual Offender in the State of Florida is hereby
removed. TheFIorida Department of Law Enforcement is directed to remove Mr. Sebring from
the registry.

A Jr“ /" {I} - , 'WDONE AND ORDERED in Pasco County, Florida on 1'3’(AMA // $254.2.
1 nI

I

“141W m */ a
Circuit Court Judge

ORIGINAL SIGNED
1:323“;- 3” é} “5"‘2’?ragga :3 J m;

MARY HANDSEL
Circuit Judge
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Filing # 127659041 E—Fiied 05/27/2021 22:25:45 so:

i HEREBY ATTEST THAT TEES CERTIFEED DOCSMEEt-‘i’ ISA TRUE AND CORREC
i‘r‘ITH EROWARD com;

tel THE {SIRCEJST CGERT FDR THE “i?"i'i—i JUDéfJiAt- CERCUETOF THE SKATE 0F FL’CIRIDA ii‘é fiti‘tfi FDR fiRDWAED EDUNTY_ STATE OF FLGRSDA, CASE MG: 95-‘32’5‘31CF19Avs
oltfiflfifi: ARQREW L. SBEGEL

ALAN LAWRENCE HAWESZERDEFEN DARE?
3'

ORDER GRAMTENG fiftO‘i'iDi‘é FDR REMDvALFROM FLORIDA’S SEKLJAL QFFEt‘iiDEfi REGSSTR‘?
THIS CAUSE, having come before the Court on January 30, 2020upon the Defendant, Alan Lawrence Rawiezer’e, Motion for Removal ofSexual Offender Registration Requirement, pursuant to Florida Statute943.0435(1‘i) (1998) and the Court having heard argument of counsel forthe Defendant, having heard argument of counsel for the State, havingreviewed the applicable law, and othewviee being duly advised in thepremises, finds:

1. This Court has jurisdiction to nee;-~ the instant Motion as theDefendant resides in Broward County, Florida wnere the adjudicationoccurred. _
2. The Office of the State Attorney for the 17*“ Judicial Circuit wasgiven notice of the motion at least 3 weeks, before the hearing and didappear at the hearing on this matter. I
3. The Defendant completed all sanctions: as of April 26, 1999 andbeen lawfully released from confinement, supervision or sanction for atleast twenty (20) years.

4. The Defendant has not been arrested for any felony ormisdemeanor since release since completion of sanctions.

m FELED: BROWARD COUNTY, FL BRENDA o. FORMAN. CLERK momma: 11:20-43 m.****

'1‘ COPY AS SAME AFFEARS {)N TEC'S'FZL‘
T'K' CLERK '3? CUISR‘?S.
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5. That the requested relief comporte with requirements applicabie tothe removal of registration.
ACCORDlNGLY. it is ORDERED and ABJUDGED the DefendantAlan Lawrence Rawiszer‘s. Motion in. Eem wei of Sexuai OffenderRegistration Requirement is GRANTED.
The Defendant, Alan Lawrence Rawiszer snail 2’25 ianger required tocomply with the requirements for registration as a sexual offender set forthin Florida Statute §943.0435 (1998).
DONE AND ORDERED in Broward Cour-w, £2: 'gégzs‘” day ofMay, 2021. '

CiRCUiT COURT JUDGE

cc:
Amanda Graham Esq. Office of the State Attorne;,Ron M. Kleiner Esq Counsel for DefendantFlorida Department of Law Enforcement



**** FILED: BROWARD COUN i Y, FL Brenda D. Forman, CLERK 593019 11:40:18 AM.***$

IN THE CERCUIT COURT OF THE SEWNTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUITIN AND FOR BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA

CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIVISION

STATE OF FLORIDA
CASE NO. 93-013596CF10Avs.

ARTHUR WALKER

ORDER GRANTING PETITION FOR REMOVALFROM FLORIDA’S SEXUAL OFFENDER REGISTRY———————_____________

THIS MATTER came before the Court on Arthur Walker’s Petition for
Removal from Florida’s Sexual Offender Registry and finding that the State
Attorney has been given notice of the petition at least 3 weeks before the hearing
on this matter and having considered the Petition, hearing the arguments fi'om both
Parties and the Court being fully advised in the premises, it is hereby:

ORDERED that the Petition be GRANTED, and that Arthur Walker is no
longer required to comply with the requirements for registration as a sexual
offender.

DONE AND ORDERED in Open Court in Broward County, Florida this 9“1
Day ofMay 2019. '

(Dk\) T
HonVMichaei LynV
Circuit Court Judge



EN THE CERCUET CGEERE‘ GE 7‘1: SE15:: :‘ENTR iiiMCEAE CERCUHTEN AND ERR BREW/3R G Eilirfi/g EEGREDA

CRIMINAL JUSTICE. DIVISION

STATE OF FLORIDA CASE NO. 93~0074l3

V.

CHARLES STEELE

ORDER GRANTING PETiTIG-i‘it' 0R REMOVAL FROM
FLORIDA’S SEX OFFENDER REGESTRRY PURSUANT T0 3943.0435(11)

THIS MATTER came before the Court on Charies Steele’s Petition for
Removal from Florida’ssSexual Offenceer Recgistn.

Petitioner resides in Broward County: and '1: such, this Court has proper

jurisdiction to hear the instant Petition.

Petitioner‘s obligation. to register as a sexuai offender arises from a 1994

conviction for a sexual offense, for which Petitioner was sentenced to three (3) years

six (6) months incarceration, foliowed by live (5) years’ Probation. Mr. Steele

completed probation on May 12, 2001. Petitioner has no subsequent arrests.

Florida Statutes $43,043.37 (1 l l {2101 ) a1 fords persons. required to register as

sexual offenders the opportunity to petition the criminal division of the circuit court

for the purpose of removing the requirement to register as .11 sexual offender, twenty



(20) years after such person has been iawtiiiiy reieased from confinement,
supervision, or sanction. whichever is l ater. and such person has not had any arrests
during that time.

Although Florida Statutes $430435 ( ll} was subsequently amended six
years later to require twenty-five (25') years before persons required to register may
petition for removal ot‘the requirement to register; Petitioner seeks removal pursuant
to the provision ot‘the statute in effect at the time he was released from probation in
2001. /

RS. §943.0435 ( l l) further requires that th , State Attorney in the circuit in
which the petition is filed be given notice of the petition at least 3 weeks before the
hearing on the matter. The State Attorney may present evidence in opposition to the
requested relief or may otherwise demonstrate the reasons why the petition should
be denied. The Court finds that the State Attorney" has been given notice of the
petition at least 3 weeks before the hearing on this matter.

The State Attorney opposed Petitioner’s Petition, arguing that the 2007

amendment to F.S. §943.0435 ( l i ) which extended the period of time after which a
person may petition for removai, applies retroactively. The Court disagrees.

Over the State‘s objection, this Court finds that the twenty (20) year

requirement applies to Mr. Steele, and not the twenty-slim ('25) year requirement,

After hearing argument on this issue and considering the case lax-t; the Court finds



that the 2007 amendment moving the finish line is punitive in nature and notjustprocedural. Therefore, retroactively e:-:tending the period of time after which Mr.Steele could petition for removal from the I‘IE.‘ lizt‘leno’er registry violates this State‘sprohibition on ex-post-faeto laws.
Having considered Mr. Steele’s Petition, hearing the arguments from both

Counsel for the Petitioner and the State, having; t'evie‘s-vecl the applicable law. and the
Court being otherwise fully advised in the premises, it is hereby:

ORDERED that the Petition be GRANTED, and that Charles Steele is no
longer required to comply with the requirements for registration as a sexual offender.

.1

“
M

9
/

ULU] 73’? .2021.I _ __.
' DONE AND ORDERED on u =

”Hui l I r. P‘W 2
Hon. ‘Whael Lynch
Circuit Court Judge
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PAUL JOHN WEN CASE NO: 2319—{33‘3-601926
Plaintiff/Petitioner,

v.

RICHARD L. SWEARINGEEI, in his
official capacity as the Sommissiener
of the FLORIDA DEPARTMENT GE“
LAW ENFORCEMENT {FDLE}, and
THE STATE OF FLOREEA

Defendants/Respondent.

9_____RDER GRANMG 33:33:33: 39:: 33:33:33,733 :33THE RENE/ERIE? 3:3 3:" :33333: 33 ASEXUAL 0333333333 :3: :33. 333333 :33: 33033333

THIS MATTER came before the Coamt on Petitioner, PAUL JOHN
HAMLIN’S, Petition for Removal from the Rmuirement to Register as a Sex
Offender in the State ofFlorida 333333331: :0 Florida: r3333? 94-3 .0435(1 1)(1998), and
having considered the Petition, hean‘ng the argtiments Eon: both Parties, and the
Court being fully advised in the premises, the {303333; finds as follows:



I. The Court has .ierisdietior: over thi . 6"“? -r.- :iisfiltfi; ,{4.71
1

2. The Petitioner resides in Eseanrhia Chastity iiioritla, as such, this circuit is theappropriate circuit in which to sting this aetios.
3. ' The state attorney in this eireuit has been given notice of the petition at least3 weeks before the hearing on the matter
4. The Florida Department of Law Enforcement {FDLE} is not required to begiven notice of the Petition anti is oniy a easy to the proceeding for purposesof the injunction enjoining the piaeernent of Petitioner on the Florida sexoffender registry.

5. The Petitioner has been iawfully reieaseri tron: «confinement, supervision, or
sanction for a period of at least twenty (2%}- years.

6. The defendant has not been arrested for any felony or misdemeanor since
release. I

7. The requested relief complies with both state and federai standards applicable
to the removal of registration requirements

8. Based on the stipulation of the State ofFlorida, represented by Glen Hess, the
special prosecutor assigned to this ease, and Ron Kleiner, counsel for the
Petitioner, the Court is satisfied that lair. Hamiin does not present a current or
potential threat to public safety.

WHEREFORE, based on the Petition and the evidence presented to the Court,
I it is hereby:

‘ The genesis for this case is an allegation against Petitioner in California in 1991- Petitioner entered a plea ofnocontest in California expecting the ease to be dismissed open his seceessfsl comgletion of probation and,importantly, the plea agreement coetained no registration requirement is Saiifornia and the Court did riot requiresuch a registration. Petitioner successfully countered probation anti a Catifeen‘a court dismissed the case in 1997.Prior to Florida’s registration statutes enactment,



GRBEREB earl ABEWQEB that tlre {refine is GRANTED, and equityanti justice reqrrires that PAUL EGHN gjfi/figim is eel: rerger‘recl t0 register as asexual offender in the State atFlerida, nor deer»: Mr. Hamlin have any duty to complywith the requirements for registration as a sexual effeeder in the State atFlorida.KT ES ALSO @RDEREB that Defeetlaet PDLE, its officers, agents,representatives, affiliates, employees, atterrreys, er anyone under the control ofFDLE are permanently ENJOINED item placing Petitierrer en the Florida sexoffender regisu‘y or 12ig any action that wattle? cause another individual or agencyto cause the arrest ofPetitioner for failure to register as a sexual offender in the Stateof Florida

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk seal this case file in accordancewith Rule 2.420(c), Florida Rules of Judicial littlministratlen.
DONE AND ORDERED in chambers ée Eseambia County, Florida this
Day of . , 2920.

I“ ., Z 7: .7I]; w i 7 ”<7 ,. _
.'eSigned by CIRLUIT COURT JUDGE RY L. BERen 95/07/2920 76:34:13 1lEtL7ji

Elli-“N. GARY BERGOSH
Circuit Court Judge

Copies to:

Counsel of Record

sari



Filing # 117125276 E-Filed 11/23/2020 £5439 3*

3N THE CIRCEHT CGiJR'if' 8’s? "EYE-i: Tftw‘T‘Efi fiJBECEAL CIJREUITIN AWE rat-3R FGLK CGUFélTif, FLQRKEA
STATE OF FLORIDA,

Plaintifi',
v.

CASE N(1.: Ci?93—001505-XX
WILLIAM ALAN EICHEK.

Defendant.
/

ORDER DENYING ‘WI’EHG‘ "‘ FREJL‘BEQE BEFENBANT’SPETITIONFOR REMOVA£ Fir—oermom/t. as sexQFFENBER RE 1.9m
W

_.__.G.._1
THIS MATTER has come before the Court upon Defendant’s Peritionfir RemovalFrom Florida ’3 Sex Ofi’ender Registry Pursuant to 559410435513 {Petition} filed on September

9, 2019. A hearing on the motion was held on January 23, 2920. Upon consideration, the Courtfinds as follows:
On August 2, 1993, Defendant entered a plea of no contest to the ohsrge of lewd,

lascivious, or indecent act upon a chiid in violation of § 300.54, Fla. Stat. On September 17,1993, he was sentenced to ten years’ probation in accordance with negotiations with the State.Defendant’s subsequent motion for termination ofprobation was granted on July 21, 1999.
The Petition states that Defendant is register: as a sexual offender with the Florida

Department ofLaw Enforcement. The Petition. cites § 94.3 .94351'1 i), Fie. Stat. (1998), which
allows an individual who has been released firorn all sanctions for at least 20 years and has not
since been arrested for either a felony or a misdemeanor to petition the court for removal ofthe
sexual offender registration requirement. Attached to the Petition is e signed affidavit from the
victim in the case, who indicates that she does not oppose the Petition. Defendant advises further
that since his release fiorn the above-styled case he was arrested in 2001 for an unrelated offense
for which he received only a fine in January 2022.

In 2007, § 943.0435( 1 l) was amended, extending the time that must elapse before a
petition can be considered froxn 20 years to 25 years. That is one of two issues the parties
contested at the hearing; the other is whether the nature of the originei offense renders Defendant
ineligible for removal from the registry.



a:
if

fir/F 1e Court finds that the 200? amendment to § 943(34330 3) 33 nutritive in Harm-e.
Therefore, in accordance with cases cited by De‘lhndant. Starkey- v. Oklahoma Department oi“., Corrections 305 F. 3d 1004 (Supreme Court ofOklahoma 2013'}. In the Matter of Aaron Evans. Hamilton, No. COAl 1-1463 (N. Car. Ct. of Appeals 2012-), anti State v. Williams, l29 Ohio St.3d 344 (Ohio 201 l), the amendment does not'ztpply retroactively.

WThe-Court also finds that Defendant’s original offense is not among those listed in §
943.0435(1 l)(a)l.. and does not bar him from seeking the requested relief.

Defendant’s 2002 sentencing For the battery, l‘ltjjk‘vfi‘v‘tti‘, rootlets him statutorily ineligible to
petition for removal from the registry at this time.

It is therefore ORDERED AND ADJUDGEEE that Defendant’s Petition is DENIED
WITHOUT PREJUDICE. So long as Defendant remains arrest~freo Defenclantmay1‘e~petiti0n
for removal from the sexual offender registry after twenty years have passed since his January
2002, conviction. At that time, the Court will reconsider the petition.

DONE AND ORDERED in Bartow, Polk County. Florida this “41:“ day of November.2020. a (/a- /

7,¢;;-..33-~’iaRafg,a;a’t;n15, Circuit Judge
/

Copies furnished to:
-- Ron M. Kleinex; Esq., Courthouse Center, Penthouse One. 40 NW. 3rd Street, M iami, FL 33 lZS-- Victoria J. Avalon, Esq. Assistant State Attorney

Ll-l/jmp
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STATE OF FLORIDA.

eSE no. es en normal A
VS.

KEITH EVERETT MERRITT

ORDER GRANTING rsrrrrorr eon REMTQVAL snore/rFLORIDA’S SEXUAL anemone mommy

THIS MATTER came before the Court on Keith Everett Merritt’s Petitionfor Removal from Florlda’s Sexual Gft‘ender Registry.

The Petitioner is obligated to register as a sexual offender because of anoffense that took place in 1995. Specifically, on March 27, 1996, Mr. Merritt pleadguilty to “Promote Sexual Activity of Victim Less Than l6 Years of Age”, aviolation of Florida Stamtes §800.04(4)(b), for which Adjudication was Withheldby this Court and he was sentenced to l~year eonnnuni‘qx control and 2 years”probation.

In March of 1999, Mr. Merritt’s sanctions temn'natecl, and he has now beenreleased firom all sanctions relating to his sexual otfense for more than twenty (20,)years.

Florida Statutes 539433435 (ll) U998) provides that after being releasedfrom all sanction for at least twenty (29:) years and. not having been arrested for anyother felony or misdemeanor, an individual may petition the criminal division ofthe circuit court for the purpose of removing the requirement to register as a sexualoffender.

5.4



Petitioner now seeks removai from Fioi‘ida’s sexuat’ offender registry
pursuant to this provision ofthe stat-lute.

. _ . Petitioner resides in Eseambia Connty, Eseanihia County is Where the
:djtidication occurred, as sues? this Court has eroper jurisdiction to hear the instanten 1012.

RS. §943.0435 (1'1) farther requires that the State Attorney in the circuit inwhich the petition is flied must be given. notice of the petition at least 3 weeksbefore the hearing on the matter. The State Attorney may present evidence inopposition to the requested relief or may otheiwise demonstrate the reasons whythe petition should be denied.

The Court finds that the State Anzorney has been given notice of the petitionat least 3 weeks before the hearing on this matter and had asked for the opinion ofthe victim in the underlying 1995 case to be taken into consideration.
An Affidavit fi-om the victim was submitted-to the Court. and to the StateAttorney indicating that she hilly supports the Petitioner’s removal from theFlorida sex offender registry and has no objection or reservation to his removal.
Having considered Mr. Menitt’s Petition, the Affidavit from the victim,hearing the arguments from both Counsel for the Petitioner and the State and theCourt being fully advised in the premises, it is hereby:
ORDERED that the Petition be GRANTED, and that Keith Everett Merritt isno longer required to compiy with the requirements for registration as a sexualoffender.

BONE AND ORDERED on _ _________, .2019.

mmwiwflkaéfimmvmuE3. : .-..-.._. ..._.......-_.........-.....
7mm w.__,;_smmy__

Circuit Court Judge

1U


