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PER CURIAM.
We accepted jurisdiction to review State v.

Taplis, 684 So. 2d 2 14  (Fla. 5th DCA 1996)
based on alleged express and direct conflict
with Dodd v. State 537 So. 2d 626 (Fla. 3d
DCA 1988). Upon closer examination,
however, we find that there is no conflict
jurisdiction, and that therefore review was
improvidently granted.

The district court in Taplis held that a
party attempting to exclude otherwise relevant
evidence must show a likelihood or probability
of tampering. 684 So. 2d at 2 15.  In so
holding, the court found the evidence
admissible since the record did not establish
that tampering had probably occurred. 1$,  at
216. Likewise, the district court in Dodd
recognized that “[rlelevant  physical evidence
is admissible unless there is some indication of
probable tampering with the evidence.”5 3 7
So. 2d at 627 (emphasis added). In Dodd, the
court applied that rule and held that probable
tampering was established by virtue of
conflicting descriptions of the evidence and
gross discrepancies in the weight and
packaging details of the evidence. u at 628.

The petitioner’s attempt to establish
conflict arises out of a confusing and
misplaced sentence in Dodd that “a mere
reasonable possibility of tampering is sufficient
to require proof of the chain of custody”
before admitting the evidence. I$, at 628. A
fair reading of Dodd indicates that the district
court was concerned about the State’s failure
to account for a gap in the chain of custody
which, when considered together with the
other evidence of tampering, supported a
conclusion of probable tampering. As
petitioner concedes, the Dodd court did not
state or hold that “a mere reasonable
possibility of tampering” would bar admission
of the evidence. Rather, such language was
used to emphasize that once evidence of
tampering is produced, the proponent of the
evidence is required to establish a proper chain
of custody or submit other evidence that
tampering did not occur. Id. at 628. Because
we find no conflict exists between Taplis and
T h i s  r e v i e wDodd, we decline jurisdiction,
proceeding is therefore dismissed.

It is so ordered.

KOGAN, C.J.,  and OVERTON, SHAW,
HARDING, WELLS and ANSTEAD,  JJ., and
GRIMES, Senior Justice, concur.

NO MOTION FOR REHEARING WILL BE
ALLOWED.
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