UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

TAMPA DIVISION
DENNIS HUNT,
Plaintiff,
Case No. 8:07-¢v-1168-T-30TBM
VS,
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
LAW LIBRARY BOARD, INJUNCTIVE RELIEF REQUESTED
a Board created by

Hillshorough County, Florida;

NORMA J. WISE,
in her official capacity as Director
of the James J. Lunsford Law Library,
and individually; and,

DAVID L. PILVER,
individually,

Defendants.
/

VERIFIED AMENDED COMPLAINT
Plaintiff Dennis Hunt sues Defendants Law Library Board, a Board created by
Hillsborough County, Florida; Norma J. Wise, individually and in her official capacity as the
Director of the James J. Lunsford Law Library, and David L. Pilver, individually, to redress the
abridgement, under color of state law, of Plaintiff's rights protected by the First and Fourteenth
Amendments to the United States Constitution. Plaintiff demands trial by jury and alleges:
JURISDICTION AND VENUL
1. This is an action for damages and injunctive relief arising from Defendants’®

violations of Plaintiff's rights guaranteed under the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the

United States Constitution. The Court's jurisdiction is invoked pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and



http://dockets.justia.com/docket/court-flmdce/case_no-8:2007cv01168/case_id-202663/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/florida/flmdce/8:2007cv01168/202663/9/
http://dockets.justia.com/

42 U.8.C. §1983.

2. The case or controversy is appropriately heard in the Tampa Division of the
Middle District of Florida pursuant to Middle District Local Rule 1.02(c), as the Tampa Division
encompasses the counties having the greatest nexus with the causes of action and claims of the
Plaintiff.

PARTIES

3. Plaintiff Dennis Hunt is a citizen of the United States and the State of Florida and
a resident of Hillsborough County, Florida where the events giving rise to this action occurred.

4, Defendant the Law Library Board is a public board created by Hillsborough
County, Florida and charged with operating the James J. Lunsford Law Library, a public library
located in Tampa, Florida, and funded with revenue obtained by Hillsborough County, Florida
from occupational licenses and in the past by the Hillsborough County Clerk of Court from
lawsuit filing fees.

5. At certain times, Norma J. Wise was the Director of the James J. Lunsford Law
Library, and ali of her actions alleged hefein were under color of state law, and occurred in
Hilisborough County, Florida.

6. At certain times, David L. Pilver was an employee of the James J. Lunsford Law
Library, and all of his actions alleged herein were under color of state law, and occurred in
Hillsborough County, Florida.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
7. All conditions precedent to the maintenance of this action have occurred.

8. The James J. Lunsford Law Library is a public library, created by Hillsborough




County Ordinance No. 01-16. Hillsborough County maintains a Law Library Fund “for the
purpose of procuring and maintaining a law library for the use of the courts, the members of the
bench and bar of Hillsborough County and the general public.” Id. at § 3. The Law Library Fund
is funded by occupational license taxes collected from attorneys and court filing fees charged by
the Hillsborough County Clerk of Court to persons filing lawsuits.

9. Defendant Law Library Board was created by Hillsborough County Ordinance
No. 01-16, § 6. Tt has “full power and authority to . . . maintain such law library with such . ..
facilities as it may deem expedient” and to “appoint a competent director of the law library . . .7
Id. at § 8.

10. Defendant Wise was appointed by Defendant Law Library Board as its Director,
Her duties included the day-to-day operations of the James J. Lunsford Law Library, and she is
the final policymaker for day-to-day operations of the law library.

11.  Defendant Pilver was hired by Defendant Law Library Board or Defendant Wise,
or her designee, to work as a library assistant. Among other things, Defendant Pilver was
authorized by Defendant Wise or her designee to assist patrons, make change, monitor the front
desk, and to open and close the James J. Lunsford Library.

12.  The James J. Lunsford Law Library is open to the general public.

13.  In 2002 and 2003, Plaintiff was a patron of the James J. Lunsford Law Library.
He patronized the law library several times per week.

14.  On several occasions in 2003, Plaintiff complained of certain policies of the
James J. Lunsford Law Library and practices by Mr. Pilver. Specifically, Plaintiff requested to

bring in his own photocopying machine, but Defendant Pilver advised him that there was a “rule”




prohibiting Plaintiff from bringing in his own photocopying machine.

15.  Plaintiff asked to see the rule, and Defendant Pilver became angry with him
because he believed Plaintiff had no right to question Defendant Pilver’s authority. Defendant
Pilver made it plain to Plaintiff that he did not appreciate Plaintiff’s inquiries.

16.  Thus, Plaintiff sent a public records request to Defendant Wise on April 30, 2003,
asking for the “policies of the library” because a “desk clerk™ told him he could not “copy library
materials with a fax copy machine of my own.” (Exhibit “17).

17.  Inresponse on May 1, 2003, Defendant Wise explained that there was no specific
rule barring the use by patrons of their own photocopy machines, but the reason the James I.
Lunsford Law Library would not permit patrons to bring in their own photocopying machines is
because “the money received from the copiers . . . is put back into the purchase of books and
other associated operating costs thus reducing the amount of money needed from the County’s
General Fund.” (Exhibit “2”).

18.  Moreover, Defendant Wise wrote, if an exception was made, “our copy revenue
could be reduced, and we would have to apply more book/subscription cutbacks.” (Exhibit “2”).

19.  Plaintiff responded to Defendant Wise on May 5, 2003, questioning the validity of
Defendant Wise’s assertions about lost revenue. Plaintiff also inquired as to who collected the
money from the photocopy machines, and whether there were adequate policies to prevent theft.
He also complained about the desk clerk -~ Defendant Pilver -- watching “cable television” while
working. (Exhibit “3”).

20.  Clearly, Plaintif’s complaints about the photocopier policy were of great concern

to Defendant Wise., On May 19, 2003, Defendant Wisc wrote an e-mail to the law library at the




University of California, advising that a patron wished to use his own photocopier instead of the
James J. Lunsford Law Library’s coin operated photocopier. “Revenue from our copiers isa
significant part of our budget, and we’ve had an unwritten policy to not allow this,” Defendant
Wise wanted to know “if any other public access libraries have a policy on this (written or
unwritten).” (Exhibit “4”).

21.  After his complaints, which were protected by the First Amendment, Plaintiff
began to be singled out when he visited the James J. Lunsford Law Library. Defendant Pilver
began treating him with disdain and disrespect, expressing displeasure with Plaintiff’s requests
for books shelved behind the front desk. Defendant Pilver even began handing books to Plaintiff
in a manner Plaintiff deemed injurious and offensive.

22.  Asaresult, on May 19, 2003, Plaintiff wrote another letter of complaint to
Defendant Wise, again complaining of certain actions by Defendant Pilver, (Exhibit “5”).

23.  Meanwhile, Plaintif’s complaints about the no personal photocopier rules reached
the Law Library Board, and on June 16, 2003, the Law Library Board met to address that issue
and to discuss legislation “which takes away all funding that the Library received from Court
filing fees.” (Exhibit “6”).

24,  An Assistant Hillsborough County Attorney attended the Board meeting, as did
Plaintiff. “Rudy Haidermota from the County Attorney advised the Board & Mr. Hunt that
pursuant to section 119.08 Florida Statutes, patrons are allowed to bring in their own duplicating
devices.” (Exhibit “6”).

25.  Defendant Wise and Defendant Pilver were furious with Plaintiff for raising the

issue because they were concerned with loss of revenue. Given the legislation further reducing




funding from “Court filing fees,” Defendant Wise was even more concerned with the impact
Plaintiff’s complaint about personal photocopiers would have on revenue.

26.  Plaintiff thereafter began bringing his personal photocopier to the James J.
Lunsford Law Library.

27.  Defendant Pilver was already angry that Plaintiff exposed Defendant Pilver’s
fabrication of the “no personal photocopier” rule to the Law Library Board, and his complaints
about his misdeeds as the library assistant, but Defendant Pilver became even angrier when
Plaintiff brought his personal photocopier. Defendant Pilver and Defendant Wise decided to “get
even,”

28.  Plaintiff routinely studied in the James J. Lunsford Library until closing time.
Defendant Pilver knew this. Defendant Pilver always notified the patrons of closing time
approximately five minutes beforehand over the intercom system.

29, On July 1, 2003, Defendant Pilver did not make the announcement. As a result,
Plaintiff realized a few minutes before 8:00 p.m. that he had not heard the five minute
notification and actually was still in the law library at closing time. Plaintiff quickly packed his
items and was heading for the door when Defendant Pilver confronted him.

a. Defendant Pilver blocked Plaintiff’s way and asked him why he had not
already left the premises. Plaintiff attempted to explain, but Defendant Pilver was clearly
seeking a confrontation,

b. Plaintiff requested that Defendant Pilver move so that he would no longer
block Plaintiff’s access to the door, but Defendant Pilver refused, accusing Plaintiff of

“trespassing.”




C. After berating Plaintiff for several minutes, loudly, Defendant Pilver
finally moved, and Plaintiff was allowed to leave. The time was 8:02 p.m.

30.  As he was leaving, Plaintiff observed Defendant Pilver speaking to law
enforcement officers, and because the confrontation had occurred moments ago, Plaintiff decided
he should tell the law enforcement officers about Defendant Pilver’s actions, and he did so.

31. Thereafter, Plaintiff recounted Defendant Pilver’s actions in a letter to Defendant
Wise dated July 3, 2003, closing with “I do believe that David Pilver is ill suited for the position
of desk clerk at the law library. Mr. Pilver does not want to be disturbed while watching his
television programs.” (Exhibit “7%).

32.  OnJuly 3, 2005, Plaintiff returned to the James J. Lunsford Law Library and
studied and read books for several hours. The Librarian, Donna Barnes, was on duty, and
Plaintiff passed her as he entered. Plaintiff, being a regular patron, recognized Ms. Barnes. They
had had cordial interactions in the past. As Plaintiff entered, Ms. Barnes looked up and saw
Plaintiff enter.

33.  Asclosing time approached, Ms. Barnes came around, as she had done in the past,
and politely told Plaintiff that the law library would soon be closing, and Plaintiff warmly
acknowledged her notification.

34.  Plaintiff packed up his belongings, and as he passed Ms. Barnes on the way out of
the law library, Plaintiff wished her a “happy Fourth of July,” to which Ms. Batnes cheerfully
replied “you, too!”

35.  Plaintiff was pleased that Ms. Barnes was so gracious and polite, and he remained

hopeful that Mr. Pilver’s intemperate behavior, which he reported by letier dated July 3, 2005




(Exhibit “7”), would not be repeated.

36. On July 5, 2005, Plaintiff returned to the James J. Lunsford Law Library at
approximately 3:00 p.m. Plaintiff entered and passed the front desk, where Defendant Pilver was
sitting. Plaintiff saw Defendant Pilver, and Defendant Pilver saw him. No words were
exchanged between them.

37.  Plaintiff went to a work station, and he unloaded his materials to begin his legal
research. After retrieving books from the shelves and while reviewing his paperwork, and after
being in the law library for several minutes, Plaintiff approached the front desk to retricve a
book.

38. A security officer was chatting with Defendant Pilver. The security guard then
said to Plaintiff, “oh, you have to leave.” Plaintiff responded that he was there to do legal
research, retrieved the book he needed and returned to his work station.

39.  As Plaintiff was copying pages of books on his personal copier, and as he was
reshelving the books, two additional security guards were present. One raised his hand and
gestured, and Plaintiff assumed from the gesture that the security guard, whom Plaintiff thought
was a law enforcement officer, wanted him to produce his identification. Plaintiff retrieved his
driver’s license and gave it to the security guard and returned to his work station,

40.  Almost fifteen minuies later, actual officers from the Tampa Police Department
arrived, and Defendant Pilver approached with the police officer. According to Tampa Police
Department Officer Charles Hathcox, Defendant Pilver advised Plaintiff in Officer Hathcox’s
presence that Plaintiff “was no longer welcome in the library, and he was trespassed from the

premises.” (Exhibit “8”).




41.  Defendant Pilver’s action, endorsed, approved and authorized by the other
Defendants, was unconstitutional and directly led to Plaintiff’s arrest by the Tampa Police
Department and prosecution by the Florida State’s Attorney’s Office for the Thirteenth Judicial
Circuit.

42.  Defendant Pilver was authorized by Defendant Wise or her assistant to issue the
trespass warning, and their motive was to retaliate against Plaintiff because he wrote letters of
complaint regarding the no personal photocopier rule, because he petitioned the government for
change, because he questioned Defendant Wise’s management of the law library and because he
complained about Defendant Pilver’s mistreatment of him.

43.  Defendant Pilver’s actions and his authorization fo trespass Plaintiff were
endorsed and approved by Defendant Wise, through her authorization as Director by the
Defendant Law Library Board. Each of these actions alleged were under color of state law.

44,  Inretaliating against Plaintiff because of his protected First Amendment activities,
Defendant Pilver’s order that Plaintiff was no longer welcome and was banned from returning to
the James I. Lunsford Law Library was an exercise of his authority, within the course and scope
of his employment as a library assistant working for Defendant Law Library Board, under the
control and direction of Defendant Wise, acting as the Director of the James J. Lunsford Law
Library.

45.  Defendant Pilv'er’s actions were taken at the direction of the Director, Defendant
Wise or her designee, under color of state law, acting as the final policymaker and final
decisionmaker, and Defendant Pilver’s actions, which were authorized and approved by

Defendant Wise, were the official actions of the Defendant Law Library Board.




46.  Defendants, each and jointly, had a policy or practice of retaliating against
individuals who complained of mistreatment, and therefore a policy of violating the First and
Fourteenth Amendment rights of citizens.

47.  The First Amendment guarantees, among ofher things, the right to freedom of
speech, freedom of assembly, freedom of association and to petition the government for change.

48.  Asalleged herein, Plaintiff exercised his First Amendment rights by speaking out
against mistreatment by Defendant Pilver, mismanagement by Defendant Wise, and petitioned
the government for change by seeking a revision of the unwritien rule prohibiting Plaintiff from
bringing his personal copier into the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

49,  The guaranties afforded by the First Amendment to the Constitution of the United
States are protected by the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

50.  Plaintiff has, and at all times, had a right under the First Amendment to the United
States Constitution, to enter the James J. Lunsford Law Library, to use the facilities in the
manner permitted by law, to read, review and receive the information in the books maintained by
the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

51.  Defendants, under color of state law, prohibited in the past, and now prohibit and
will continue to prohibit Mr. Hunt’s access to the James J. Lunsford Law Library by issuing the
perpetual trespass warning and threatening criminal arrest and prosecution for trespass, and such
actions violate Mr. Hunt’s First Amendment and Fourteenth Amendment rights to freedom of
speech, liberty, to associate with others and to peaceably assemble.

52, Defendant Pilver’s and Defendant Wise’s decision to issue a trespass warning

against Plaintiff was in retaliation for Plaintiff’s exercise of his First Amendment rights,
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including the right to free speech and petition the government for change.

53.  Defendant Law Library Board endorsed, affirmed or otherwise authorized or
approved the actions by Defendant Pilver and Defendant Wise.

54,  Defendants, by their acts, imposed a deliberate and unconstitutional policy to bar
Plaintiff from entering the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

55, Defendant Wise, or Defendant Pilver with Defendant Wise’s approval, made a
deliberate choice to follow a course of action made from among various alternatives, and
Defendant Wise or Defendant Pilver with Defendant Wise’s approval, was the official, or they
were the officials, responsible for establishing final policy with respect to who would be allowed
to enter or use the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

56.  Despite no written or unwritten policy, Plaintiff remains barred by all Defendants
from entering the James J. Lunsford law library under threat of criminal prosecution for trespass.

57.  Defendant Law Library Board or Defendant Wise, or both, intentionally deprived
Plaintiff of his First and Fourteenth Amendment rights by authorizing Defendant Pilver to issues

a permanent trespass warning to Plaintiff.

58.  Defendants’ permanent ban of Plaintiff from entering the James J. Lunsford Law
Library is unconstitutional and violates Plaintiff’s First and Fourteenth Amendment rights and
have chilled and continue to chiil Plaintiff in his exercise and enjoyment of rights protected by
the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

COUNT 1
59,  This action, against Defendant Law Library Board, arises under 42 U.S.C, §1983.

60.  Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1-58.
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61.  Plaintiff has a First Amendment right to receive information and to enter and use
the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

62.  Defendant Law Library Board violated Plaintiff’s First Amendment rights by
barring him from the law library.

63,  As aresult of Defendant’s actions, Plaintiff has suffered mental anguish, loss of
capacity for the enjoyment of life, and other monetary damages. The losses and expenses are
permanent and continuing and he will suffer the losses in the future.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands trial by jury, judgment for damages, interest, costs, and
attorney’s fees, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988, a preliminary and permanent injunction that
Defendant not violate Plaintif’s First and Fourteenth Amendment rights in the future, and such
other and further equitable relief as this Court deems appropriate.

COUNT I

64.  This action, against Defendant Wise, arises under 42 U.S.C. §1983.

65.  Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1-58.

66.  Plaintiff has a First Amendment right to receive information and to enter and use
the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

67. Defendant Wise violated Plaintiff’s First Amendment rights by barring him from
the law library, as Plaintiff has a First Amendment right to receive information and to enter and
use the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

68.  Defendant Wise, the final policymaker for the James J. Lunsford Law Library
regarding who is or is not allowed to use or enter the law library, under color of state law,

deprived Plaintiff of rights, privileges or immunities secured by the Constitution of the United
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States by retaliating against Plaintiff for exercising his First Amendment rights.

69.  As a result of Defendant’s actions, Plaintiff has suffered mental anguish, loss of
capacity for the enjoyment of life, and other monetary damages. The losses and expenses are
permanent and continuing and he will suffer the losses in the future.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands trial by jury, judgment for damages, interest, costs, and
attorney’s fees, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988, a preliminary and permanent injunction thét
Defendant not violate Plaintiff’s First and Fourteenth Amendment rights in the future, and such
other and further equitable relief as this Court deems appropriate.

COUNT 111

70.  This action, against Defendant Pilver, arises under 42 U.S.C, §1983.

71.  Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1-58.

72.  Plaintiff has a First Amendment right to receive information and to enter and use
the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

73.  Defendant Pilver violated Plaintiff’s First Amendment rights by barring him from
the law library, as Plaintiff has a First Amendment right to receive information and to enter and
use the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

74.  As aresult of Defendant’s actions, Plaintiff has suffered mental anguish, loss of
capacity for the enjoyment of life, and other monetary damages. The losses and expenses are
permanent and continuing and he will suffer the losses in the future.

WHERYEFORE, Plaintiff demands trial by jury, judgment for damages, interest, costs, and
attorney’s fees, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988, a preliminary and permanent injunction that

Defendant not violate Plaintiff’s First and Fourteenth Amendment rights in the future, and such
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other and further equitable relief as this Court deems appropriate.
COUNT 1V

75.  This action, against Defendant Law Library Board and Defendant Wise in her
official capacity and arises under 42 U.S.C. §1983.

76.  Plaintiff realleges paragraphs 1-58.

77.  Plaintiff has a First Amendment right to receive information and to enter and use
the James J. Lunsford Law Library.

78.  Under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, one acting under
color of state law may not “deptive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of
taw.” The Fourteenth Amendment requires that one acting under color of state law provide fair
procedures and an impartial decisionmaker before infringing on a person’s fundamental rights.

79.  The James J. Lunsford Law Library “has no written or non-written policies
concerning ‘trespass warnings’ or ‘enforcement of trespass warnings,” (Exhibit “97),

80.  Defendants caused or approved Plaintif’s permanent ban from the James J.
Lunsford Law Library without affording Plaintiff any process to challenge the action.
Defendants reasons for banning Plaintiff were for an improper motive and by means that were
pretextual, arbitrary and capricious,

81.  Prior to Defendant Pilver’s pronouncement that Plaintitf “was no longer welcome
in the library,” none of the Defendants afforded Plaintiff notice of the intended action to ban him,
the evidence supporting the ban, or the opportunity for a hearing before an impartial
decisionmaker. Moreover, there were and are no fair procedures to challenge the action before

an impartial decisionmaker or any opportunity for Plaintiff to present his “side of the story”
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before the Defendants deprived him of his First and Fourteenth Amendment rights.

8.  Thus, Defendant’s actions violated Plaintiff’s rights to procedural and substantive
due process, as guaranteed by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

83.  As a result of Defendant’s actions, Plaintiff has suffered mental anguish, loss of
capacity for the enjoyment of life, and other monetary damages. The losses and expenses are
permanent and continuing and he will suffer the losses in the future.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands trial by jury, judgment for damages, interest, costs, and
attorney’s fees, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988, a preliminary and permanent injunction that
Defendant not violate PlaintifP’s First and Fourteenth Amendment rights in the future, and such
other and further equitable relief as this Court deems appropriate.

DATED this _lé day of March, 2008.

| K s’

RYAK/CHRISTOPHER RODEMS, ESQUIRE
Florida Bar No. 947652

Attorney for Plaintiff

BARKER, RODEMS & COOK, P.A.

300 West Platt Street, Suite 150

Tampa, Florida 33606

Telephone: (813) 489-1001

Fax: (813)489-1008

E-mail: rodems@barkerrodemsandcogk.com
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VERIFICATION

I, Dennis Hunt, declare under penalty of perjury that the factual allegations contained
herein are frue and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

EXECUTED this_ |5 day of March, 2008,

Qencd Bl

DENNIS HUNT
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JAMES J. LUNSFORD LAW LIBRARY

Hillsboreugh County
50 £, KENNEDY BGULKVARD - SUITE 100
TANIPA, FLORIDA 33502
(BEN ITZ-RAIR
NORMA §, WISE, Iiracior FAX (813} 272-5236
May 1, 2003

Mr. Dénnis Hunt' L
14111 Mossy-Glen Lane, #203
Tampa, FL 33613

Ret  Library Poficles

Dgar Mr. Hurt
Thank you for vour letter of April 30,2003, as requasted sitached is-2 copy of the'Law Library Rules,

Although notspetifically addressed in the Law Library Rules, | wouldlike to try 1o clarify for you wny we do not
aflow anyane 16:bring in their own copy Mmachines and/or other devites (a.g. scanners). The Law Libraiy is an
Agency under Hilsborough Qounty and, as such, Is not in the business of making d profit. We rsteive
reventies Trom cowt filing feas, aftortisys cccupahanal ficenses; Counly Genetal Fund and self-generated
revenutes, All meney received for Services provided goes back inta the opefation of the Library. The money
received from the copiers, together with the ofher revenue is put back intéthe puréhass of books:and other
associated operating costs thus reducing e amount of money needed from the County's Gerieral Fund, We
‘belleve the cost per-capy.(8.20) Is a Tair price and has riot been increased since 1988,

Al policies apply to every patron of the Law berary Attorneys and Judges get the same privilsges that any
patron of the Library-gels, Atiorneys:are required by The Flotida Barto kéép curfent on légal topies, and wa
kesp a smalt humbier of atdic tape colikas avallable for them provided by. The Florida Bar, They miay check
these tapes out for overnight use if they have an office it Hillsborough Céunty. If & pon-aftinéyor an
atlorney from another county wanis {o listen to the tapes; they may i they lisien to them n the library,

1 would ke to reilerate that'the policies of the Libraity applyto all pétrons. 1fwe'wéré to make dnexception for.
you, o any person, thal would have lo apply 1o all patrons, i that cage our copy revenus could be retiuced,
and we would hiave T dpply. more book/subscriplion cutbacks, This is something we havs struggied With for
years and have-felt il to be-appropriate under the circurnitandss,

! have spoken with Sandra Kellaher, Chair of the Law Library Baard, and at her suiggestion s rattel will ber
put on the agenda for the next Hoard meeling: | will inform you.of ths dale and time of that meeting as-soon

#s It s set.

Pleass Jot me'know if | can be of any furiner service to you.-

Sincaraly,

Nbmna J. Wise,
Cirecior

Attachments

GOrSandra M, Kellaher, Esg.




Denhis Hunt
14111 Mossy Gien Lans, 203
Tampa, FL 33613

Tele: (313) 9730050
May 5, 2003

Norma J. Wise, Director

James J, Luhstord Law Library

801 E. Kerihedy Boulevard - Suite 100
Tamps, FL 33602

Re: Your letter of May-1. 2003
Daar Ms, Wise:

Your lefter of May 1, 2003 has clarified to me that there I no specific peticy which forbids-
any patron of the ibrary from bringing-In .parsonal copy.devics to make.copies, Your speaking
Wwith Sandra Kellaher, afid 4l hisr siggestioni this ratier belfy pit on'the dgenda for the next
Board mesting, jurther clarifies to me that there Is no.spatific policy which forbids any patron of
the library from bringing in a personal copy device to make copies,

A3 1 tiad told you on the telephone. | am nol.looking for an individual exception. [ resenl
you? having implied such of me. Yoir srgumentafive ettitude over. the tSlephoiie causes me to
question your motives: Your blanket “can do no wrong™ attitide of your desk clerk causes a
ralsing of my eyelids! Your conclusions about reduced revenua and book/subscription culbacks
dre-unsubstantiated, and just made up by yiol

| have questions of the coifi deposits Made' by library patrons iAtD, the, copy hachines,
You have alerted me fo have concemn about accounting for the deposits of this cash. Do you ot
your desk clerks collect the cash from, the copy machines? | ask. thzs because you have
impressed on me that the cash genarated by the copy machines is immense.. With such a
lucrativé flow of cash monles, substantlal amounts- of thefl could ga undetected and aven
unsuspected. What policies oF prccedurés prevent this thift, How would the Library Board know
if tash is befng pocketed from the copy inachines?

Pleasa provide me- with answers o my quesitons i @ written letter: | have & genuine

concem about how public funds are being ulilized and wasled at the law library. fs that pay for
cable telgvislon that your desk clérk watshes whlle workirig 1he. desk?

Sincetaly,

Dannig Hunt

CorSandra W Kehaber




—=Original Message.-—
From:-Norma Wise [maiito:WiseN@hi
Sent: Monday, May 19,2003 11:43 AM

To: lawlib@ucdavis.edu
Subject Public Access Libraries - Copiers

We havea situation whare a patron waris to bring in his own copiet/scanner,

lnstead of using our toin operated Mathines. Revenue from dur copiersisa
significant part of our budget, and we've had an unwritten palicy to not

allow this,

{written or nthemuse) 1£s0, | would apprec&aie you semimg ftto me off
fist. Also, please ket me know if copy revenue piayed a partin the:
decision fo allow or ot allow it. :

Thanks. in.advance for your input.

Norma.l. Wise, Director

James J. Lunsford Law Library
Hillsborough Cotinty

501 E, Kennedy Bivd - Suite 100
Tampa, FL 33602

email: wisen@hilisboroughtounty.arg
phone: (813) 272-5618

fax: (813) 272-5226

hitp:/Anwlibrary.ucdavis cdw/LA WELIB/May(5/0206 5 i




Dannis Hunt
14111 Mossy Glent Lane, #203
Tampa, FI. 33613

Telg: (813} 475-0850

May 19, 2003
Norma J. Wise, Director Fax: (813)272-5225
James J. Lunsford Law Library Tele. {813)272-5818

501 E, Kennaedy Boulevard ~ Suite 100
Tarnpa, FL 33602

Re: Youwr Evening Desk Clerk David Pilvar

Bear Ms., Wisae:

This letier Is 10 notify you of a sondiion, liksly to b8 ijurious lo inyself, whicti your desk
clerk Bavid Pilver had bagun on Wednesday May 14, 2003. | have worry of being injured by his
condition, My, writtert notice t& you fiede, is an attempl fo cause a ceasing.of this conhdition,

David Pilver has begun to hand to-me the books | requast. 1 view from behind the front
desk, in & manner which: could likely ba-injurions to myseff. Thess bocks are thick'in pages,
have metat binders, and are heavy in weight: Dawd Pilver stretches one arm out, with ths bogk
inona har, at'a leve!l of height of my folehead or sbbve.

| had requested 4; maybe 5 books at different times oh he evening of May 14™. All of
thiese books were handed to me by David Pilver, in the same injurious manner. | will not atlow
myself to be plased in this injurlous condition.on fulure visits. § will be vocal about this-coridition.
i it persists. "1 will continue to use the lisraty, and | will request any book .| wish 10 view from
behind the front-desk )

if David Pilver does not-want o bs distuibed while watching his television. programs, he
should sit insida your dffice with the feleviston, and clase the door.

Slhcaraly,

‘Dennis Hun

o+ Sandra M Kelaher et bl
&83-/317¢ %‘ﬁ' grF-091/




JAMES J. LUNSFORD LAW LIBRARY

Hi County
. ) 501 E. KERNEDY BOUTEVARTY ~ SUTTE 108
.S , TAMPA, FLOREDA 13642 .
W I72-5818
FAY BLHiTa-5215

KORMA J. WISE, Birester

Minutes of the James J. Lunsford (Hillsborough County)
Law Libkaty Board Mesting

Pursuant to nofice-duly given, The James . Lunsford {Hﬁlsbomugh County) Law Librgry Board

{"Board™) met on Monday, June 18, 2003, at 5:00 pm atthe Law Library. Mambers prosent weve

Saridra Kellgher, Theodore Taylor, Caros Pazos, and Thomas Pamel]. Michae) Gmsbuu\nas uhatisy

to attend, Bill Spragiin, acting Director, acted as the Secretary of the meeting. Also prasent were Jim Lyrich &
RudyHaﬁemota from the Cwmy.&ﬂumey’soi'ﬂcaandw Denits Hunt, a pifron cbhcethed about balng

allowed 1o bring in his own scanning davice.

Thé Board was advised that not only tid our pending egisiation die i tonimities, tif fat the amendment to
Article V¥ passed in 3 Special session (8.8, 1134) which takes away all funding that the Libraty recaived from
ourt flling fees, Options as far as ourfunding are belng researched, but ut this time we are not tire whdre wa
~ stand, ‘Thars wil ba & budget workshbp July 17, at which time we sheulkd keiow if ihe Coulity will 1o continue ta

fund the Library.

‘Rudy Haldermota from the County Altbrriy-advisd s Board & MF. Bimt that pursuant to section 119.08
Florida Statutes, patrons ara allowed to-bring i the!f own duplicating devices. The same section allows for a
charge tobe levied, but at this tima the Board has decidad riot fo pursue ihis,

Thare belng no further husiness to ctime befors tha meeting, the sams was, upen Hinfionduly made,
ssconded and passed edjoumed at 8100 pm.

Acting Ex Gfficio Secrafary to the Board




Denrig Hurt
14111 Mossy Glen Lang, #203

Tampa, FL-33613
Talo: (813) $750D50
July 3, 2003
—-——-—"'—“'-'—“-'
Norma || Wise, Director Fax: (813)272-5226
. Jamaes .k Lunsford Law Library Tola! {B813)272-5818

501 E. Kennedy, Boulevard — Suite 100
Tampa, FL 33802 '

Re: Your Everiirgy Desk Cleck David Pilver -

* Dpar Ms. Wise.
',_.._'.-«——-—-—“"""_-'

This letier is 1o advise you of the corfrantational-behavior of your desk clerk David Pilver
on Tugsday duly 71, 2003 Mr. Pilver confronfed me just-prior to my eiting the lbrafy that
evering: Ha blocked my way and demanded: “Mr. Hunt, what are you doing in the Library afier 8
PWMY | told him that it was obvious thal | was-on my way out,

Mr. Rilver insisted on continuing argumsnt with me. [.asked him (o move.out of my way
80 that | could exit. He sald that | was trespassing and. kept repédting: “Mr. Hunt, arg you-
announcing that you are refusing io leave the fbeary?” 1 asked Mr. Pilver If he was going o bing:
in & gun next time and order me out at.gun poind, 1 exited ths Ibrary at 802 PM,

_As | drove from parking space ] noticed Mr. Pilver In the front of the Tounty Center
building talking o sheriff deputias. | parked and went in e Counly Ceriter’ lobby as My Pilvar
was heading back téwards the Hibrary. | spoke witti the shediff depulies' and toid them of my
having past problems with Mr. Pilver and of making past complaind 57 kim, One degity said that
. Pilver wanted to know whal'fo do about somecene in the fibmaty that wes refusing to laave. |
told the depuhy-of my sncounter with him!

I do béllave that David Pilver is il sulted for the position of desk olerk at ihe law library:
Mr. Pilver-does not want-lo be disturhed while watching his television programs. T would suggast
. that he may do betier and be fappier working i & video rental sfore, Thatwiy, he coald alwayd
tewind, after having to bother with' the annoying customers.

Sincerely, M
Denrifs Hunt

oo Sandre M. Adiafer fan GBS |

S iy
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Pt GEOCL GENERAL QFFENSE BARDUCEY GO 2003 -294057
PaE, Jul: 22 2003 9000 < 9328 TRES-0CE STRU/EONVE

AuLhor: 46178 - HATHCOX, GHARLES
Related date/time: Jul-+05-03 1540

N THE LISTED DATE AND TIME, I RESPONDED TO %41 ”FNNEQY ELVD B ?u?ﬁ
THE DEFENDANT TRESPASSING, UPON MY ARRIVAL I MET WITH 98B ﬁQM_LA
@BTAINPD HI%?S %TE&WN$ I TH N ﬁET WITH THF DLFENDAN? WH@ iﬁﬂﬁi?w

WORKING ON A CASE, T ADVISED THE DEFaﬁDANT lﬁ'HE<
g HOULD BB ARRESTED FOR TRESPASS AFTER WARNING.

. LISRARY. THE DEFENDANT WAS TAKEN INTO
‘IIERAEY I lSSUBQ_THE DEFENBAN& A NoTrew ¢

358ULﬁ.him‘” ' OM: THE
WAS TURNED INTO: EVIDEM EfAT THE TED p-1 STATLON,

Zontidued .
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