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RECOMMVENDED ORDER

A final hearing in this case was held pursuant to notice on May 13, 1992,
in Jacksonville, Florida, by Stephen F. Dean assigned Hearing O ficer of the
Division of Administrative Hearings.

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: Aubray D. Gandison, pro se
661 Herschel Street
Gonzal es, Florida 32560

For Respondent: Peter Reed Corbin, Esquire
F. Danon Kitchen, Esquire
731 May Street
Post O fice Box 41566
Jacksonvill e, Florida 32203

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUES

VWet her Respondent di scharged Petitioner in violation of Section 760. 10,
Florida Statutes (1991).

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

On Decenber 18, 1989, Petitioner filed a tinely charge of discrimnation
with the Florida Comm ssion on Human Rel ations (hereinafter "The Comm ssion" or
the "FCHR'), claimng that he was discharged because of his race (Black), and in
retaliation for having filed a discrimnation conplaint with the Escanbi a-
Pensacol a Human Rel ati ons Conmi ssion. On June 19, 1991, the FCHR after an
i nvestigation, issued a "Notice of Determ nation: No Cause" in this case. The
Determ nation found that there was no reasonabl e cause to believe that an
unl awf ul enpl oynent practice had occurred in Petitioner's case. On Septenber 3,
1991, the Commi ssion, pursuant to a request from Petitioner, issued a "Notice of
Redet erm nation: No Cause". The Redetermnination also held that there was no
reasonabl e cause to believe that an unl awful enployment practice had occurred.
Petitioner then filed a tinely Petition for Relief requesting a formal
adm ni strative hearing, and the case was referred to the D vision of
Admi ni strative Hearings by the Comm ssion on January 13, 1992. Respondent filed
atinely Answer on February 3, 1992, denying that an unl awful enpl oynent



practice had occurred, and raised various affirmative defenses. A Notice of
Hearing was sent out on February 5, 1992, scheduling a hearing in Jacksonville,
Florida, on May 13, 1992. Subsequent to the hearing, Respondent's Proposed
Recomended Order was filed on July 27, 1992, which was read and consi dered,
Petitioner submitted a |letter which was read and considered. Appendix A states
whi ch of Respondent's findings were adopted and which were rejected and why.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The Petitioner, Aubray G andison (hereinafter "the Petitioner" or
Grandi son"), is a black male, and began working as a casual |ocal driver at the
Pensacol a, Florida termnal facility of the Respondent, Consolidated Freightways
Corp. of Delaware (hereinafter "the Respondent” or "CF") in October, 1987. (Tr.
10, 71; R Ex. 5 and 6) 1/

2. CFis an interstate trucking carrier, transporting general commodity
freight to and fromvarious |ocations throughout the United States, including
its Pensacola terminal facility (Tr. 63-64). At CF' s Pensacola termnal, it
enpl oys a term nal manager (who is generally responsible for the termna
operation), an account manager, a dock foreman, a part-time office clerk, and a
nunber of local drivers, both casual and regular. At all times material herein,
the Term nal Manager at the Pensacola facility was Ken Wbb (Hereinafter
“"Webb"). (Tr. 63-64.

3. As of June 14, 1989, CF enployed nine regular drivers at the Pensacol a
term nal, of whom seven were white, and two (or 22%, Robert Sparks and Aubray
G andi son, were black. At this time, the Conpany also utilized four casua
| ocal drivers, of whomtwo were white and two (or 50% were black (Tr. 65-66; R
Ex. 11). At all times material herein, Respondent had in effect a Conpany-w de
EEO policy, insuring equal enploynment opportunity without regard to race, color
age, religion, sex, handicap or national origin. (Tr. 68, R Ex. 3).

4. Local drivers at CF' s Pensacola term nal were assigned various duties
to include unl oading incomng freight, properly |oading and delivering freight
to CF custoners in the Pensacol a area, picking up freight fromcustoners to be
delivered, and properly conpleting their paperwork for all their activities.
The duties were the sane for both casual and regular drivers (Tr. 69, 75). The
di fference between casual drivers and regular drivers was that regul ars had
seniority rights and were guaranteed 40 hours per week (unless on lay off),
whereas casual drivers had no guarantee of hours or seniority rights, and were
call ed on as needed for about 30 hours per week.

5. CF s drivers at the Pensacola terminal, including Petitioner, were
covered by a collective bargai ning agreenent, the National Master Freight
Agreenent and Sout hern Conference Area Local Freight Forwarding Pick Up and
Del i very Suppl enental Agreenent, and were represented by a | abor union
Teansters Local 991 based in Mbile, Al abama (Tr. 69; Burnthorn dep. 8-9). The
Local 991 business agent representing CF s Pensacol a drivers was Jerry
Burnt horn, and the shop steward was Larry Douglas. (Tr. 70-71, Burnthorn dep
7).

6. G andi son worked as a casual driver for approximately one year, and
during this tine, his job performance was very good, including his performance
with respect to the delivery of freight and the proper conpletion of paperwork
relating to his | oads of freight. H s performance was good enough that Term na
Manager Webb recommended that he be hired as a regular driver, notw thstandi ng



an unfavorable reference froma previous enployer (Tr. 74, 81-82). G andison
becanme a regular driver, effective Cctober 25, 1988. (Tr. 78-79; R Ex. 1, 7).

7. CF experienced no problens with G andison's perfornmance unti
approxi mately three nonths after he becane a regular driver. Beginning in
approxi mately February, 1989, Wbb began experienci ng various problens in
Grandi son's performance, particularly with respect to the msdelivery of freight
and the inproper conpletion of his paperwork relating to his |oads of freight.
(Tr. 82; R Ex. 9).

8. CF did not have a formal training programfor its personnel to teach
t hem how t he vari ous paperwork was to be conpleted. The paperwork required was
relatively conplex as revealed in the extensive testinony of Wbb about
G andi son's errors.

9. G andison received several verbal warnings in February and early March
1989. During the course of the next six nonths, he received a nunber of witten
reprimands in accordance with the collective bargai ni ng agreenent.

10. On March 13, 1989, Grandison received a warning letter for a
prevent abl e acci dent on February 20, 1989. This accident originally was rul ed
nonpr event abl e by Webb because the police investigated and i ssued no citation
Webb was overrul ed by the Conpany's safety officer because the conpany paid a
claimto the driver of the other vehicle. (Tr. 89-91; R Ex. 10).

11. On March 31, 1989, Grandison received a warning letter for a
m sdel i very of freight on March 27, 1989, involving a tire delivered to the
wrong custoner. The tire was clearly marked with the destination. (Tr. 99-103;
R Ex. 11)

12. On March 31, 1989, G andison received a warning letter for failure to
follow instructions by m sdelivering freight, involving two | oads of freight,
each cross-delivered to the wong customer. (Tr. 103-104; R Ex. 12).

13. On March 31, 1989, G andison received a warning letter for failing to
follow instructions on March 29, 1989, by failing to list the pro nunbers for
freight he picked up on his daily P& Trip Manifest. The pro nunbers identify
the freight which the driver picked up. (Tr. 104-105; R Ex. 13).

14. On March 31, 1989, G andison received a warning letter for failing to
follow instructions on March 23, 1989, by not properly conpleting a bill of
| adi ng upon which he failed to wite the date and "CFW" as required by Conpany
policy. (Tr. 105-106; R Ex. 14).

15. On March 31, 1989, G andison received a warning letter for failing to
follow instructions on March 23, 1989, by not properly conpleting eight
different bills of lading by failing (1) to note the nunber of forklift noves,
whi ch the Conpany uses to properly bill the freight (Tr. 106-111; R Ex. 15),
and (2) failing to note the nunber of pieces of freight picked up on each bill
(Tr. 112-114; R Ex. 16).

16. On March 31, 1989, Grandison received a warning letter for threatening
a work slow down on March 30, 1989. (Tr. 199; R Ex. 17).

17. On April 17, 1989, Gandison received a warning letter (reduced to
verbal warning) for failing to follow instructions on April 7, 1989, by not
noting that pick up was a single shipment pick up on the pro nunber. The



Conmpany mnust have this information in order to bill the customer a surcharge for
a single shipment pick up. (Tr. 120-121; R Ex. 18).

18. On April 17, 1989, Grandison received a witten warning (reduced to
verbal warning) for failure to follow instructions on April 14, 1989, by failing
to conplete the required docunentation and failing to place the required
"refused" sticker on freight that was refused receipt. As a result, the Conpany
did not have a record of why the freight was refused. (Tr. 121-122, R Ex. 19).
In conjunction with the April 17, 1989 letters, Wbb met wi th Business Agent
Bur nt horn, Shop Steward Dougl as, and G andi son. Wbb agreed to reduce the
witten warnings to verbal warnings, in exchange for an agreenment from G andi son
that he would attenpt to conplete his paperwork properly fromthat point on
(Tr. 122-123).

19. On May 25, 1989, G andison received a suspension |etter suspending
Petitioner for two days w thout pay for the m sdelivery of freight on May 16,
1989. (Tr. 126-127; R Ex. 20). Gandison filed a grievance under the
col l ective bargai ning agreenent contesting this suspension, but the grievance
was denied. (Tr. 26-27, 129).

20. On June 30, 1989, G andison received a warning letter for failing to
follow instructions on June 20, 1989, by not show ng a single shipnent pick up
on his pro nunmber. (Tr. 131; R Ex. 21).

21. On June 30, 1989, G andison received a suspension letter inmposing a
five day suspension w thout pay for the m sdelivery of freight on June 22, 1989.
(Tr. 132; R Ex. 22).

22. On August 4, 1989, G andison received a warning letter for failing to
follow instructions on July 24, 1989 by failing to sign the delivery receipt as
requi red by Conpany policy. (Tr. 133; R Ex. 23).

23. On August 4, 1989, G andison received a warning letter for failing to
follow instructions on August 1, 1989 by not properly conpleting two delivery
receipts. (Tr. 133; R Ex. 24).

24. On August 24, 1989, Grandison received a warning letter for failing to
follow instructions on August 23, 1989, by not conpleting several dock expedite
wite ups while unloading freight at the CF depot. These are necessary in order
to properly reroute the freight. (Tr. 133-139; R Ex. 25).

25. On Septenber 8, 1989, G andison received a warning letter for failing
to follow instructions on Septenber 5, 1989, by failing to record the sea
nunber renmoved froma trailer on the Term nal Unl oadi ng Check Sheet. This is
requi red by the Conpany's security policy. (Tr. 140-141; R Ex. 26).

26. On Septenber 8, 1989, Gandison received a warning letter for failure
to follow instructions on Septenber 7, 1989, by dropping a 500 pound piece of
medi cal equi pnment on the ground while attenpting to | oad the equi pment on the
custoner's truck with a forklift, and causing $7,000 of damage to the equi pnment.
(Tr. 141-142; R Ex. 27). This incident was personally w tnessed by Term na
Manager Webb. (Tr. 196).

27. On Septenber 21, 1989, G andison also received a suspension letter for
m sdel i vering freight to a customer (Scotty's, Inc.) on Septenber 11, 1989.
However, G andi son contested this suspension by filing a grievance. In an
informal nmeeting at the termnal with G andi son and Busi ness Agent Burnthorn



Webb agreed to withdraw t he suspension and gi ve G andi son anot her chance. (Tr
144-145; R Ex. 28).

28. On Cctober 12, 1989, Grandison received a suspension letter inmposing a
five day suspension w thout pay for the m sdelivery of freight to a customer on
Cctober 2, 1989. (Tr. 148; R Ex. 29).

29. On Cctober 19, 1989, G andi son was discharged by CF for two separate
m sdel i veries of freight, one involving a shipnment to Babbage's on Cctober 10,
1989 and anot her involving a shipnent to Eglin Air Force Base on Cctober 16,
1989 (Tr. 152-156; R Ex. 31). The Babbage's mi sdelivery allegedly invol ved
Petitioner's failure to deliver 3 of 7 boxes in a delivery to Babbage's, and the
Eglin msdelivery allegedly involved in failure to deliver ten boxes of phones
in a 32 box shipment.

30. According to Webb, on Cctober 28, 1989, he received a call froman
enpl oyee of Babbage's, a retail store, conplaining that only four of seven boxes
had been delivered. Wbb advised the woman that he had a recei pt she had signed
for seven boxes. She advised himshe did not have a copy of the receipt, but
that she only received four boxes. Wbb had a search conducted, and found three
boxes for delivery to Babbage's. The lady wote Wbb a letter stating she had
only received four of seven boxes. (Tr-152.)

31. According to Webb, on Cctober 16, 1989, the Respondent was suppose to
deliver 32 phones to Eglin AFB. The Respondent called to get an exception
nunber to pernmit himto deliver 22 of 32 itens and reflect 10 itens short. The
10 cartons he was supposedly short where found on his truck when he returned to
t he depot. (Tr.-155)

32. Term nal Manager Webb advi sed G andi son of the reason for his
di scharge at the termnal with Shop Steward Dougl as present. Wbb al so
personal |y handed to G andison a copy of his discharge letter. Wen G andi son
refused to sign CF s copy of the |letter acknow edging receipt of it, Wbb, also
mail ed hima copy via certified mail with a copy al so being sent to the |oca
union in accordance with the collective bargai ning agreenment. G andi son's copy
of the letter was returned uncl ai ned, but the l|ocal union received its copy.
(Tr. 157-158; R Ex. 31).

33. Gandison filed a grievance contesting his discharge on Cctober 30
1989. (Tr. 158; R Ex. 32). Gandison's grievance was heard by the Southern
Multi-State Gievance Committee in Ft. Lauderdale, Florida on January 16, 1990
G andi son, who was present at this hearing and testified in his own behal f, was
represented by Business Agent Burnthorn. CF was represented by Labor Rel ations
Representative Bill Jenkins. (Burnthorn dep. 18-20). 1In accordance with
Article 45 of the collective bargaining agreenment, the Conmttee was an
inmpartial arbitration panel conprised of an equal nunber of managenent and | abor
representatives, neither of whomwas affiliated with either CF or Local 991
(Burnthorn dep. 12-14, 19). After hearing the evidence presented by both sides,
the Conmttee denied Grandi son's grievance and upheld his discharge. (Tr. 162
R Ex. 33; Burnthorn dep. 21). This decision was final and binding on both
sides. (Burnthorn dep. 15; R Ex. 4, p. 124). Although the transcript of the
Conmittee's proceedi ng was i ntroduced, the Cormmittee only records its ruling.

34. Discharge of an enployee is addressed in Article 46 of the collective
bar gai ni ng agreenment. Under this provision, there were certain dischargeabl e
of fenses (such as di shonesty or using or being under the influence of alcohol
narcotics or drugs while on duty) without a prior warning. For other offenses,



the contract required that the Conpany give the enpl oyee one prior witten
warni ng prior to discharging the enployee (R Ex. 4, p. 127; Burnthorn dep. 22-

23). In order to uphold G andison's discharge under the contract, the Committee
had to find that he was properly discharged for the violations stated.
(Burnthorn dep. 21). In the case of G andison's dism ssal for msdelivery of

freight, he had received nore than one witten warning, and al so had been
suspended on two occasions, prior to being discharged for the same of fense.
(Burnt horn dep. 23-25, Ex. 4).

35. Gandison could have asserted a grievance under Article 37 of the
col l ective bargai ning agreenent alleging race discrimnation with respect to his
di scharge (R Ex. 4, p. 98; Burnthorn dep. 30). He did not do so. Although
Burnt horn di d not uncover any evidence that CF was notivated by racial prejudice
during his investigation of Gandison' s discharge, he wasn't investigating this
is because it was not alleged in the grievance. (Burnthorn dep. 30).

36. After Grandison was di scharged, CF hired two regular drivers at the
Pensacol a terninal, Joe Fendl ey (white) on Decenber 11, 1989, and Jessie Smith
(bl ack) on Decenber 29, 1989 (R Ex. 2). These drivers replaced both G andison
and driver Dean Dallas (white) who had retired shortly before G andison's
di scharge (Tr. 163-164). It cannot be determ ned whet her G andi son was repl aced
by the black or the white under the facts.

37. CF disciplined other enployees at the Pensacola termnal, both white
and bl ack, for offenses simlar to those for which G andison was disciplined
For instance, witten warning letters were issued on various occasions to
drivers Robert Sparks (black) (R Ex. 34), Steve King (white) (R Ex. 35), Terry
Ward (white) (R Ex. 36), and Jimmy Foley (white) (R Ex. 37, TR 164-165).

Term nal Manager Webb al so had suspended white drivers for infractions,
i ncluding Larry Douglas and Steve King (Tr. 166), and had di scharged a white
supervisor, Jinmy Hines. (Tr. 166).

38. G andi son showed that on one occasion he was charged with m sdelivery
but hadn't m sdelivered the |oad. G andison showed that Pat CGordon at Babbage's
signed a recei pt for seven packages. He returned the phones from Eglin because
the NCO in charge woul d not accept the phones.

39. The parties stipulated that the Petitioner had suffered a reduction of
$5.50/ hour in pay as a result of his discharge. (Tr. 46).

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

40. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has jurisdiction over the
parties to, and the subject matter of this proceeding. Section 120.57(1),
Florida Statutes (1991).

41. Petitioner is a person, and Respondent is an enployer as defined
wi thin Chapter 760, Florida Statutes (1991).

42. In discrimnation cases alleging disparate treatnent (as opposed to
di sparate inpact), the Petitioner generally bears the burden of proof.
McDonnel I Douglas v. Geen, 411 U.S. 792, 93 S. C. 1817 (1973) and Texas
Department of Community Affairs v. Burdine, 450 U.S. 248, 101 S. C. 1089
(1981). Under this nodel of proof, the Petitioner bears the initial burden of
establishing a prima facie case of discrimnation. MDonnell Douglas, 411 U. S
at 802, 93 S. . at 1824; Burdine, 450 U S. at 252-253, 101 S. C. at 1093.



43. Once the Petitioner has established a prima facie case by a
preponder ance of the evidence, the Respondent nust "articulate sone |egitimate,
nondi scri m natory reason"” for the Respondent's action. MDonnell Douglas, 411
US at 802, 93 S. C. at 1824; Burdine, 450 U.S. at 253, 101 S. . at 1093.
It is not necessary for the Respondent actually to convince the trier fact of
its notive; rather the Respondent must only articulate its proffered reasons
t hrough admi ssi bl e evidence. Burdine, 450 U S. at 253, 101 S. C. at 1093.
Once the Respondent has articulated a reason for its actions, the Petitioner
must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent's articul ated
reason was not the true reason, but was a pretext for discrimnation. MDonnel
Dougl as, 411 U.S. at 804, 93 S. (. at 1825.

44. The above federal standards under Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of
1964, as anended, 42 U S.C. Section 200e et. seq. have been adopted in Florida
and are applicable to cases arising under Chapter 760, Florida Statutes (1991).
School Board of Leon County v. Hargis, 400 So.2d 103, 108 (Fla. 1st DCA 1981):
Jo Nees v. Delchanps, Inc., 8 FALR 4389 (1986); and Kilpatrick v. Howard Johnson
Co., 7 FALR 4368, 5477 (1985).

45. In the first step under MDonnell Douglas and Burdi ne, generally nust
show:

(a) Hel/she is a nmenber of a protected class
(bl ack);

(b) Hel/she was qualified and able to perform
hi s/ her duties and did perform such duties
sati sfactorily;

(c) Helshe was treated differently than
other simlarly situated individuals not
wi thin his/her protected group. See, e.g.
Jones v. Cerwens, 874 F.2d 1534 (11th Cr.
1989); and N x v. W.CY Radi o/ Rahal

Conmuni cations, 738 F.2d 1181, 1185 (11th
Cir. 1985).

46. The Petitioner met his burden of establishing a prima facie case by a
preponderance of the evidence. Petitioner denonstrated he was bl ack; that he
wor ked for Respondent for a year as a casual and for three nonths w thout
probl enms, that he was discharged, and that a white was hired follow ng his
di scharge. (CF obfuscated its intent by hiring two enpl oyees at the sane tine,
one white and one bl ack.)

47. The Respondent articulated |egitimte nondiscrimna-tory reasons for
di scharging the Petitioner. Respondent gave Petitioner numerous oral warnings,
written warnings, suspensions, conferences, and reduced disciplines, for
nunerous m sdeliveries of custoner freight, paperwork infractions in violation
of Company policy, and other offenses. After this progressive discipline,
Respondent di scharged Petitioner for msdelivery of only four boxes to Babbage's
and 22 phones to Eglin AFB. The Petitioner then had to show that CF' s
articul ated reason for his discharge (m sdelivery of freight) was a pretext for
di scrim nation.

48. The Petitioner may nake this showi ng of pretext either directly by
persuading the trier of fact that a discrimnatory reason nore |likely notivated
the enpl oyer or indirectly by showi ng that the enployer's proffered expl anation



is unworthy of credence. See Texas Department of Conmunity Affairs v. Burdine,
450 U. S. 248, 101 S.C. 1089, 67 L.Ed.2d 207 (1981) at 1095. The enpl oyee may
denonstrate that the enployer's reasons are unworthy of credence by showi ng (1)
that the proffered reasons had no basis in fact, (2) that the proffered reasons
did not actually notivate his discharge, or (3) that they were insufficient to
notivate his discharge. See Kier v. Conmercial Union Insurance Conpanies, 808
F.2d 1254 at 1259 (7th Gr. 1987).

49. The Petitioner testified that Pat CGordon at Babbage's signed for seven
boxes. He testified that he delivered seven boxes. However, Wbb testified
that Pat Gordon tel ephoned hi m demandi ng her other three boxes and stating she
only was delivered four boxes. Three boxes were di scovered at CF for Babbage's.
The letter fromPat Gordon confirnms the Petitioner's failure to receive three
boxes.

50. Petitioner testified that Eglin refused delivery of the ten phones
because the mlitary shipping papers were not correct, and he returned the
phones to the CF depot. Webb testified that after getting perm ssion to nake a
short delivery and to | eave 22 of 32 boxes, the Respondent returned to CF with
the ten boxes on his truck

51. Term nal Manager Webb believed that the Petitioner was guilty of a
m sdel i very of freight because the facts supported such a belief. Like Causey
v. K&B INC, 670 F. Supp. 681 (E D.La. 1987), the Respondent had substantive
evi dence of a misdelivery. According to the evidence, three boxes for Babbage's
were found on the dock at the depot. Babbage's was conpl ai ni ng about a
m sdel i very. Webb was concluded that the Petitioner had failed to deliver them
Simlarly, the phones were found on his truck after he had obtai ned perm ssion
to "short" a delivery. Wbb concluded that he had m sdelivered the phones.
These findings logically | ead Webb to the conclusion, in light of the
Petitioner's past record, that he had misdelivered freight. |If Wbb.s belief
was reasonible, it was not a pretext for discrimnation. The Respondent failed
to carry his burden and show that the grounds for discharge were pretextual

RECOMVENDATI ON
Havi ng consi dered the foregoi ng Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, the
evi dence of record, the candor and deneanor of the w tnesses, and the pleadings
and argunents of the parties, it is therefore,
RECOMVENDED:

That the Conmi ssion enter its final order dism ssing Petitioner's petition

DONE and ENTERED this 20th day of August, 1992, in Tall ahassee, Fl orida.

STEPHEN F. DEAN, Hearing Oficer

Di vision of Admi nistrative Hearings
The DeSot o Buil di ng

1230 Apal achee Par kway

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-1550
(904) 488-9675



Filed with the derk of the
Di vision of Admi nistrative Hearings
this 20th day of August, 1992.

ENDNOTES

1/ References to the transcript of the hearing on May 13, 1992, will be referred
to as "Tr." followed by the appropriate page nunber(s). References to the
deposition testinony of Jerry Burnthorn, taken in Mbile, Al abama on My 5,

1992, will be referred to as "Burnthorn dep.", followed by the appropriate page
nunber and/or exhibit nunmber. References to exhibits for the Respondent will be
referred to as "R Ex.", followed by the appropriate exhibit nunber. Petitioner

i ntroduced no exhibits.

APPENDI X A
CASE NO. 92-0214

The Respondent's Proposed Findings were adopted with the exception of the | ast
sentence of Paragraph 7 which was contrary to the facts, and Paragraph 9 which
was rejected as being too general a statenment given the Ilength of Petitioner's
service and the specificity of the other allegations of m sfeasance.
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NOTI CE OF RI GHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

ALL PARTI ES HAVE THE RI GHT TO SUBM T WRI TTEN EXCEPTI ONS TO TH S RECOMMENDED
ORDER. ALL AGENCI ES ALLOW EACH PARTY AT LEAST 10 DAYS IN VWHI CH TO SUBM T

VWRI TTEN EXCEPTI ONS. YOU SHOULD CONTACT THE AGENCY THAT WLL | SSUE THE FI NAL
ORDER IN THI' S CASE CONCERNI NG AGENCY RULES ON THE DEADLI NE FOR FI LI NG EXCEPTI ONS
TO TH S RECOMVENDED ORDER.  ANY EXCEPTI ONS TO THI S RECOMMVENDED ORDER SHOULD BE
FI LED WTH THE AGENCY THAT WLL | SSUE THE FI NAL CRDER IN TH S CASE






