STATE OF FLORI DA
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Petiti oner,
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RECOMMVENDED CORDER

On May 12 through 13, 1998, a formal adm nistrative hearing
was held in this case in Tanpa, Florida, before J. Lawence
Johnston, Adm nistrative Law Judge, D vision of Admnistrative
Heari ngs.

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: Maria N Sorolis, Esquire
Al len, Norton & Blue, P. A
324 South Hyde Park Avenue, Suite 350
Tanpa, Florida 33606

For Petitioner: Corine D snmuke, pro se
10312 Penny Tree Pl ace
Tanpa, Florida 33624

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

The issue in this case is whether the Petitioner,
Hi | | sborough Conmunity College (the Coll ege), should term nate
t he enpl oynent of the Respondent, Corine D snuke (D snuke).

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

On Septenber 17, 1997, the College's Board of Trustees voted

to termnate the Respondent's enploynment and gave her notice of a



right to formal adm nistrative proceedi ngs under Chapter 120,
Florida Statutes (1997). D snmuke disputed the grounds for her
termnation and requested fornmal proceedings.

The College referred the matter to the Division of
Adm ni strative Hearings on Novenber 17, 1997, but omtted
Di snuke' s request for formal proceedi ngs and other attachnents to
the referral letter. Those materials were not supplied until
January 12, 1998.

At final hearing, the College called six wtnesses
(1 ncludi ng one by videotape) and had Petitioner's Exhibits 1
through 6 admtted in evidence (including the videotaped
testinmony.) The Respondent testified in her own behalf, called
20 other wi tnesses, and had CD Exhibits 1 through 5 admtted in
evi dence.

After presentation of the evidence, the College ordered the
preparation of a transcript of the final hearing and asked for
until June 12, 1998, to file proposed recommended orders. Both
parties filed proposed recommended orders.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The Respondent, Corine D snuke (D snuke), was enpl oyed
at Hillsborough Community College (the College) continuously from
April 20, 1981. For eleven and a-half years, she worked in the
Financial A d office and was a good and val ued enpl oyee. By
1994, however, Disnuke's relationship with a new supervisor had
deteriorated, her norale was | ow, and she made her grievances

known to the College. The College's ultimte resol ution of



D smuke's grievances was to transfer Disnuke to the Coll ege's
Fi nanci al Services office in 1994.

2. For atinme, D snuke continued to experience difficulties
at work despite the change. She thought that her new col | eagues
shunned and i sol ated her and that she was treated poorly and
unfairly by her new supervisor, the Director of Financial
Services, Barbara DeVries. D snuke filed several grievances
conpl ai ni ng about these things during her first year and a-half
at Financial Services. D snuke's supervisor thought Disnuke's
attitude i nproved during D snuke's second year in the Financial
Services office. The evidence was clear that D snmuke was on good
terms with sonme (but not all) of her coll eagues.

3. Disnuke's attitude changed when she began to get
indications in the spring of 1997 that her position would be
adversely affected if the College inplenented the recommendati ons
contained in the report of a study undertaken by the firm of
Coopers and Lybrand on the Coll ege's personnel classification
systens and pay scales. Under the Coopers and Lybrand
recomendati ons, Di snmuke's position would be reclassified, and
her salary would be frozen, so that D snmuke woul d not even get
cost-of-living adjustnents, until her salary cane in line with
the report's recommended sal ary for the new position.

G ounds for Term nation and Term nati on Proceedi ngs

4. On Monday, June 30, 1997, Disnmuke entered her office
suite and told a co-worker, Pete Scaglione, with whom she had

al ways gotten along with well, that he had better consider



wearing a bullet-proof jacket because bullets could begin to fly
soon. This upset Scaglione greatly because he perceived the
coment as a direct threat to him Scaglione assuned D snuke's
anger had sonething to do with the Coopers and Lybrand
recomendat i ons, whi ch woul d have given Scaglione a nodest sal ary
i ncrease.

5. Scaglione went to another fellow enpl oyee, Beatriz
Maseda, who al so was greatly concerned. Both Scaglione and
Maseda were concerned that D snmuke would act on her statenment to
Scaglione, cone to work with a gun, and start shooting. Maseda
advi sed Scaglione to report the incident to DeVries. Scaglione
was afraid that DeVries would not do anything and did not want to
report the incident. Maseda convinced Scaglione to report it.
They di scussed a personnel rule requiring himto do so.

6. The College's Rule 6HX-10-1.017 provides:

Pur pose:

The purpose of this admnistrative rule is to
establish college policy that prohibits
threats of violence by personnel, students,
visitors or any other individual while at

Hi | | sborough Community Coll ege.

Rul e:

Threats to do bodily harm or property damage
by Col | ege personnel, students, visitors or
any ot her individual against another while at
Hi | | sborough Conmunity College is totally

i nappropriate. A threat of violence, either
verbal or witten, expressed or inplied, wll
not, under any circunstances, be tolerated at
Hi | | sborough Conmmunity Col | ege. Any ot her
threat of a material and substanti al

di sruption to the operation of the College is
al so prohibited. An enpl oyee nmaki ng any
threat prohibited by this rule wll be



di sciplined in accordance with the
appropriate admnistrative procedure, up to
and including termnation. A student making
any threat prohibited by this rule wll be
di sciplined in accordance with the
appropriate admnistrative procedure, up to
and includi ng expul sion. Any ot her

i ndi vi dual maki ng any threat prohibited by
this rule will be required to | eave Col | ege
property imredi ately. Notification will be
made to the appropriate | aw enforcenent
agency where appropriate. The failure of any
enpl oyee or student to report any threat
prohibited by this rule that is made by
students, enpl oyees, or any other person
agai nst any person or the operation of the
College wll also result in disciplinary
action.

7. 1t is stipulated that D snuke received notice of Rule
6HX- 10- 1. 017 as well as the College's other personnel rules.

8. Wen DeVries was told of the incident the next day, she
al so was concerned that D snuke would act on her statenent to
Scaglione. DeVries notified her supervisor, the College's Vice-
President for Financial Affairs, Robert Wlf. WIf was very
concerned about DeVries' report to himand insisted on an
i mredi ate neeting with DeVries, Maseda, and Scaglione. Wl f
ascertained that Di snmuke actually nade the coments in anger and
t hat Scaglione and Maseda were genuinely afraid of Di snmuke. WIf
al so becanme concerned that D snuke m ght act on her statenent to
Scaglione. He and DeVries discussed the incident and what action
woul d be appropriate. DeVries thought that the seriousness of
the threat warranted term nati on under the Coll ege's personnel
rules, and WIlf agreed. WlIf told DeVries to nonitor the

situation and begin the process to term nate D snuke.



9. Although WIf and DeVries were concerned for the safety
of the Coll ege's personnel, and thought the matter was serious
enough to warrant term nation under the Coll ege's personnel
rules, neither took any inmmedi ate security neasures to prevent
D smuke fromcarrying out the threat inplied in her statenent.

10. Thursday and Friday, July 3 and 4, 1997, were school
hol i days. On Monday, July 7, 1997, DeVries began an
i nvestigation consisting of interviews of sone other enployees in
Fi nancial Services. Her investigation ascertained that others
al so were afraid of D snuke. One enpl oyee, Dana Livesay,
reported to DeVries that on Monday, July 7, 1997, she overheard
Di snuke on the tel ephone saying to sonmeone, "You told ne to call
you if | started to lose it, before bullets started to fly, well,
|"'m about to lose it." After a pause, Di snuke added, "You tel
me to be calm well | don't want to be calm" Like Scaglione and
Maseda, Livesay also was concerned for her safety and asked to
have her work station noved farther away from D snuke's.

11. DeVries decided not to discuss the matter with D snuke.
For one thing, she and Wl f already had decided that term nation
was appropriate. For another, DeVries did not think it was
appropriate for her to confront D snuke and di scuss the incident
since prior discussions had been unsuccessful in addressing
D smuke' s grievances, D snmuke now had made threats that DeVries
felt were directed towards her.

12. During the week of July 7, 1997, DeVries prepared an

Enpl oyee Di sci pline Report notifying D snuke that DeVries was



recommendi ng term nation and suspendi ng her with pay pendi ng
termnation. Qut of concern for her safety and the safety of
others at the Coll ege, DeVries nade arrangenents to have two City
of Tanpa Police Departnent officers present when she net with

Di snuke on Thursday, July 10, 1997, to present her with the

Enpl oyee Discipline Report. For their own safety (as well as for
the safety of DeVries and other Coll ege personnel), the officers
searched Di snuke for weapons and found none.

13. Dismuke refused to sign the Enployee Discipline Report.
DeVries and the police officers advised D snuke that D snmuke was
to | eave the canpus and not return, except to participate in an
informal hearing to be held on Tuesday, July 15, 1997. The two
police officers escorted D snmuke off canmpus. D snuke renained
cal mand respectful and obeyed all instructions fromthe police
officers without question. After D snuke left, DeVries signed
t he Enpl oyee Di scipline Report.

14. The informal hearing on July 15, 1997, was referred to
by different names (including discipline hearing, post-discipline
heari ng, and preterm nation hearing), and D snmuke seened confused
as to its purpose.

15. The July 15, 1997, hearing was conducted by a Coll ege
adm ni strator naned Charles M Sackett. Sackett questioned
several w tnesses, including WIlf, DeVries, Scaglione, Maseda,
and Livesay. He gave D snuke an opportunity to question the
W tnesses and to testify on her own behal f, but she decli ned.

D smuke thought it better to just listen to the evidence agai nst



her because she did not feel prepared to cross-exam ne W tnesses
and present a case in her behalf and because she understood that
the informal hearing would be followed by a fornal hearing at

whi ch she woul d be better prepared. Sackett accepted witten
material from Di snmuke but declined Di snmuke's request that he
obtain the witnesses' sworn answers to witten questions D snmuke
had drafted; however, he advised her how to obtain a tape
recording and verbatimtranscript of the informal proceeding.

16. After the informal proceeding, Sackett prepared a
report which recormended to interim Coll ege President, Dr. Jeff
Hockaday, that the "term nation of Ms. Disnuke's enploynent with
the College be affirnmed.” WIf and Executive Vice-President Dr.
Di ana Ferreira signed the Enpl oyee Discipline Report on July 15,
1997; Hockaday signed the next day and required that D snmuke's
suspension with pay continue, pending action by the College's
Board of Trustees on the term nation recomendati on.

17. The position of Human Resources Vice-President was
vacant during the summer of 1997, and the Enpl oyee Di scipline
Report was not signed by anyone fromthe Coll ege's Human
Resources Departnent. Jerry Inman, Human Resources Conpensati on
and Enpl oyee Records Manager, initiated a Personnel Action Notice
(PAN) to place the term nation recommendati on on the agenda for
the neeting of the College's Board of Trustees schedul ed for the
Septenber 17, 1997.

18. On August 1, 1997, Dr. Omendol yn Stephenson becane the

President of the College. She satisfied herself that the pending



proceedi ngs for Disnuke's term nation were appropriate and
proceeded with them (She al so proceeded with action to
term nate anot her enpl oyee for threatening violence.)

19. Di snmuke thought the Board neeting on Septenber 17,
1997, was her formal term nation hearing, and she canme prepared
to defend herself. Instead, she was infornmed: that she already
had had her "preterm nation hearing"; that she could nmake a
presentation to the Board prior to its decision on the
term nation recommendati on but only woul d have an opportunity for
a full-blown, formal hearing if the Board of Trustees approved
t he recommendation for her term nation; and that one option would
be to request hearing before the Division of Adm nistrative
Hearings (DOAH) under Chapter 120, Florida Statutes (1997). The

Board voted to term nate Di snmuke. (The Board nmenber who seconded



the nmotion to ternm nate D smuke commented that it was "the
only way to get to a post-term nation hearing.")

Di snmuke' s Def enses

A.  Denial.

20. Disnuke's first defense was that she never made the
statenents attributed to her. As part of this defense, Disnuke
suggested that the wi tnesses (including Scaglione, whom Di snmuke
considered to be her one good friend in Financial Services until
June 30, 1997), conspired with Barbara DeVries to fabricate
grounds to termnate her. This defense is rejected as being
untrue. First, it is clear that D snmuke was very angry as a
result of what she viewed to be the unfair inpact of the results
of the Coopers and Lybrand study on her personally. This
perceived injustice had the effect of reviving all of her earlier
grievances and ani nosities against the College and her
supervisor. The statenents attributed to D snuke are consi stent
W th her past behavior under simlar circunmstances. Disnuke has
a history of using threats of violence to get attention and to
get her way.

21. Disnuke herself insisted on calling Carolyn Speed-
Green, the Assistant to the President for Institutional Equity,
to testify and sponsor a report Speed-Geen wote during the
Coll ege's efforts to resolve Disnmuke's acrinonious dispute with
her former supervisor in Financial Aid in 1994. The report
i ncluded a copy of a letter Disnuke wote to the President of the

Col | ege stating that Di snmuke drove to work one day with a gun and

10



the intention of shooting her supervisor before she "returned to
reality,"” but changed her m nd because she could go to jail for
that and decided to call in sick. Speed-Geen's report also
referenced evidence that D snuke had nmade a simlar statenent
(that she "started to shoot" the supervisor) in a neeting with

t he supervisor three years earlier.

22. Disnmuke clainmed that the incident related in the letter
to the President in 1994 and in the earlier statenent to her
supervi sor were fabricated to get attention and the response she
desired fromthe Coll ege. Another wtness called by D snuke,
Sandra Rodriguez (f/k/a Sandra Castro) testified that, within a
few weeks after D snuke began work in Financial Services, D snuke
told the wtness that Disnmuke actually cane to work with a gun
and with the intention of shooting her supervisor. But the
apparent adm ssion could have been another fabrication for
effect.

23. Even in her own testinony at the final hearing in this
case, Dismuke nade a veiled threat of violence. After describing
how desperate she would be if she did not get her job back with
back pay, she made a plea that it was "tinme that sonmeone took the
initiative to stop all this madness. Once |'mout on the street,
| don't know how I'mgoing to act. They're all saying that |I'm
violent. They're all saying that I'mcrazy. Wen |I'mout on the
street honel ess and hungry with ny two grandchildren, who's to
say if I won't becone violent."

B. "Threat Against Another."

11



24. As previously nentioned, the College's Rule 6HX- 10-
1. 017 prohibits "[t]hreats to do bodily harm. . . against
anot her while at Hillsborough Community Coll ege.” D snuke's
next, alternative defense was that, if found to have uttered the
statenents attributed to her, her threats were not "agai nst
anot her" and did not violate Rule 6HX-10-1.017.

25. It does seemthat Scaglione m sunderstood Di snmuke's
intent in thinking that D snuke was threatening to shoot him
Rat her, it seens that her statenent was neant to inply that she
woul d be shooting soneone el se but that Scaglione should wear a
bul | et-proof vest to avoid being injured by a stray bullet. But
regardl ess which was D snmuke's intent, her statenent threatened
not only Scaglione but also all of the enployees in her work
ar ea.

26. Disnuke does not seemto appreciate the seriousness of
the threats enbodied in the words she uttered. Cearly, severa
of her co-workers, including DeVries, felt threatened by
D smuke's statenents, and their feelings were not unwarranted.

C. Alleged Selective Enforcenent.

27. Disnuke al so argues that the College treated her
unfairly because another enpl oyee, Sl aden McLaughlin, was not
termnated for threatening a co-worker, Mattie Brown. According
to Brown, Brown went to MLaughlin's work-station to get
i nformati on she needed to troubl e-shoot a tel ephone problem and
McLaughlin told her to | eave because he did not want to talk to

her about it. Wen she persisted, MLaughlin "viciously" rose

12



fromhis chair and told her to get her "uppity ass" out of his
office. According to McLaughlin, he just got angry at the manner
of Brown's persistence and told her not to act like a "smart
ass." Either way, it was not clear fromthe evidence that

McLaughlin threatened Brown with violence or bodily harm He

13



certainly did not threaten to shoot her. There is no conparison
to Disnuke's threats.

28. In addition, contrary to D snuke's defense, she was not
the only enployee term nated at the Board's Septenber 17, 1997,
meeting for violating Rule 6HX-10-1.017. See Finding 18, supra.

D. Alleged Violation of Progressive Discipline.

29. Disnuke al so argued that the Coll ege should not be
permtted to term nate her because it did not followits
progressive discipline procedure.

30. It is clear that while the College's Adm nistrative
Procedure 2.043 provides for progressive discipline, the
procedure also affords supervisors discretion to skip one or nore
steps in the procedure. Specifically, inmediate termnation is
authorized "if an enployee's performance . . . is serious enough
to warrant such actions.” Term nation for D snmuke's threatening
statenments was not an abuse of discretion

E. Alleged Procedural Violations.

31. Disnuke al so argued that, under Adm nistrative
Procedure 2.049, she was entitled to recei pt of a Personnel
Action Notification (PAN) fromthe President via the Associate
Vi ce- Presi dent of Personnel Services but that she only received
an unsi gned copy of the Enpl oyee Discipline Report from DeVri es.

32. Admnistrative Procedure 2.049 was not introduced in
evidence. Admnistrative Procedure 2.043, which was introduced
in evidence, provides in pertinent part:

A recomendation for term nati on nust be
i ncl uded on an Enpl oyee Di scipline Report

14



formfor review and approval by the unit
adm nistrator, the Canpus/District-level Vice

15



Presi dent, and the Executive Vice President
(where applicable) and the President.

The Associate Vice President for Human
Resources wll notify the enpl oyee that the
President is recommendi ng his/her term nation
by certified mail, return receipt requested,
with a copy of the Enployee Discipline Report
form
33. It was not clear fromthe evidence that D snmuke did not
receive a PAN, the evidence was that Jerry |Inman, Hunan Resources
Conpensati on and Enpl oyee Records Manager, initiated the PAN for
D smuke's termi nation during a vacancy in the position of
Associ ate Vice President for Human Resources. The purpose of the
PAN was to place the term nation recommendati on on the agenda for
the neeting of the College's Board of Trustees schedul ed for the
Septenber 17, 1997. It was not clear fromthe evidence that
D snmuke did not receive her copy of the PAN
34. It also was not clear fromthe evidence that D snuke
did not receive a copy of the signed Enpl oyee Di scipline Report.
The copy she received fromDeVries on July 10, 1997, was not
signed, but the original was signed by several College officials
after Disnmuke refused to sign it.
35. Disnmuke al so conpl ai ned that several Coll ege
adm ni strators other than the Coll ege President recommended her
termnation. D snuke argued that only the Coll ege President was
authorized to do so. Cearly, the ultimte recomendation for
term nation placed before the Coll ege Board of Trustees nor nal

conmes fromthe president (or acting president), as occurred in

this case. However, just as clearly, the College President is

16



entitled to obtain recomendations from other adm nistrators as
part of the president's decision-making process. |In this case,
Acting President Hockaday initially recommended term nation based
on the recommendati ons of other College adm nistrators, and

Presi dent Stephenson did the sane. There was no procedural
infirmty in either term nation recomrendati on.

F. Al eged Doubl e Jeopardy.

36. Disnuke also argued that it was unfair "double
j eopardy” to suspend her and term nate her for the sane offense.
To the contrary, the evidence was clear that D snmuke was
suspended with pay pending the Board's decision on the Coll ege
President's recomendation of termnation. This was in
accordance with the College's Adm nistrative Procedure 2.043.
The suspension with pay and the term nation were both part of the
inmposition of a single discipline. There was no "double
| eopardy. "

G No Rules on Term nation Heari ngs.

37. There was no evidence of any rules providing for or
governing either the July 15, 1997, hearing or the hearing before
the Board of Trustees on Septenber 17, 1997.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

38. The parties agree that this is a proceedi ng under
Section 120.57(1), Florida Statutes (1997). Section 120.569(1),
Florida Statutes (1997), provides:

The provisions of this section apply in all
proceedi ngs in which the substanti al

interests of a party are determ ned by an
agency, unless the parties are proceedi ng

17



under s. 120.573 or s. 120.574. Unless

wai ved by all parties, s. 120.57(1) applies
whenever the proceeding involves a disputed
i ssue of material fact.

18



39. The parties also agree that the issue for determ nation
inthis case is whether the Coll ege had "just cause" for
term nating the Respondent, Corine Di snuke.

40. The Col |l ege had the burden to prove "just cause." The
standard of proof in a proceeding involving term nation of

enpl oynent is a "preponderance of the evidence." See MNeill v.

Pi nell as County School Bd., 678 So. 2d 476, 477 (Fla. 2d DCA

1996); Dileo v. School Bd. of Dade County, 569 So. 2d 883 (Fl a.

3d DCA 1990); Allen v. School Bd. of Dade County, 571 So. 2d 568

(Fla. 3d DCA 1990). The College had to prove "just cause" by a
pr eponder ance of the evidence.

41. In this case, it is clear that the College net its
burden of proof. The facts are clear that the Coll ege had "just
cause" to term nate D snuke's enpl oynent under the College's Rule
6HX-10-1.017. It also was clear that none of Disnuke's defenses
had nerit.

42. As for the apparent absence of rules providing for or
governing either the July 15, 1997, hearing or the hearing before
the Board of Trustees on Septenber 17, 1997, the absence of such
rul es does not prohibit the holding of those hearings. |If the
former hearing had not been held, D snmuke's Enpl oyee Discipline
Report woul d have been forwarded directly for a PAN. The latter
hearing was required for the Board of Trustees, a public body, to
take action on the term nation reconmendati on. Any i nadequaci es
in those proceedi ngs were cured by this post-term nation hearing

under Section 120.57(1), Florida Statutes (1997).

19



43. The actual purpose of the July 15, 1997, hearing
probably was to serve as a preterm nation hearing under federa
constitutional procedural due process requirenents. As stated in

St ephens v. CGeoghegan, 702 So. 2d 517, 526 (Fla. 2d DCA 1997):

In 1985, the United States Suprene Court

di scussed an enpl oyee's procedural due
process rights [footnote omtted] in the
context of a discharge. Ceveland Bd. of
Educ. v. LoudermlIl, 470 U S. 532, 105 S.Ct
1487, 84 L.Ed.2d 494 (1985). It noted that
an enpl oyee who is threatened with the | oss
of a job in which he has a property right
[footnote omtted] is entitled to procedural
due process, and further discussed what was
necessary to preserve this right before
termnation. The Louderm || Court observed
that an el aborate pretermnation hearing is
not required. It held that, before

di scharge, the enpl oyee nust have notice of

t he charges against him He nust be given an
expl anation of the enployer's evidence and an
opportunity to present reasons, either in
person or in witing, why the proposed action
shoul d not be taken. 470 U. S. at 546, 105
S.Ct. at 1495, 84 L.Ed.2d at 506. The
Court's holding rested in part on the fact
that the pertinent state | aw provided an

enpl oyee with a full post- term nation

heari ng.

44. Assum ng that D snmuke had a property interest in her
enpl oynent, the July 15, 1997, hearing net the requirenents of
Louderm |I|l. Notw thstanding the absence of rules governing the
preterm nation hearing, D snuke was given "an expl anation of the
enpl oyer's evidence and an opportunity to present reasons, either
in person or in witing, why the proposed action should not be
taken." She chose not to make a presentation at that hearing,
per haps wongly thinking she could do so at the Septenber 17,

1997, hearing before the Board of Trustees. |In any event, this

20



proceedi ng under Section 120.57(1), Florida Statutes (1997),
provi ded D snmuke with a full post-termnation hearing. It is

concl uded that the absence of rules governing the July 15 and

21



Septenber 17, 1997, hearings did not result in a violation of
Di snuke' s procedural due process rights.

45. Even if the absence of rules governing the July 15 and
Septenber 17, 1997, hearings could be construed to have resulted
in a violation of D smuke's procedural due process rights, it was

held in Simons v. Departnent of Natural Resources, 513 So. 2d

723, 724 (Fla. 1st DCA 1987):

[T]his is not the place to vindicate the
viol ati on of such due process rights, at

|l east in the context of this case. The fact
is that the appellant was eventually given a
full and conplete post-term nation hearing
which we find properly resulted in an order
approving the term nation.

The rationale in Simons applies to this case. This post-
term nation hearing under Section 120.57(1), Florida Statutes
(1997), is not the place to litigate federal due process clains.

RECOMVENDATI ON

Based upon the foregoi ng Findings of Fact and Concl usi ons of
Law, it is

RECOVMENDED t hat the Board of Trustees of the Hillborough
Community College enter a final order termnating the enpl oynent
of the Respondent, Corine Di snuke.

DONE AND ENTERED this 13th day of July, 1998, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Florida.

J. LAVWRENCE JOHNSTON

Adm ni strative Law Judge

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

1230 Apal achee Par kway
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Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-3060
(850) 488-9675 SUNCOM 278-9675
Fax Filing (850) 921-6847

Filed with the Cerk of the
Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 13th day of July, 1998.

COPI ES FURNI SHED

Maria N. Sorolis, Esquire

Allen, Norton & Blue, P. A

324 South Hyde Park Avenue, Suite 350
Tanpa, Florida 33606

Corine Disnuke, pro se
10312 Penny Tree Pl ace
Tanpa, Florida 33624

Dr. Onendol yn H. Stephenson, President
Hi | | sborough Conmunity Coll ege

Post O fice Box 31127

Tanpa, Florida 33631

NOTI CE OF RIGHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

Al parties have the right to submt witten exceptions wthin 15
days fromthe date of this Recormmended Order. Any exceptions to
this Recomended Order should be filed with the agency that wll
issue the final order in this case.

23



