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RECOMMVENDED ORDER

A formal hearing was conducted in this case on April 18
t hrough 19, 2000, in Tall ahassee, Florida, before the D vision
of Adm nistrative Hearings, by its Adm nistrative Law Judge,
Suzanne F. Hood.
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STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

The issue is whether Respondent's enploynment with
Petitioner should be term nated for violation of Rule 6C3-

10. 103, Florida Adm nistrative Code.



PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

By letter dated August 6, 1999, Petitioner Florida A & M
University (Petitioner), advised Respondent Janmes Strickl and
(Respondent) that he would be dism ssed from enpl oynent for
viol ation of Rule 6C3-10.103, Florida Adm nistrative Code. On
August 23, 1999, Respondent requested a formal adm nistrative
hearing to contest allegations that he had violated Petitioner's
rul e agai nst sexual harassnment. Petitioner referred this matter
to the Division of Admi nistrative Hearings on Septenber 14,

1999.

A Notice of Hearing scheduled the case for hearing on
January 12 through 14, 2000. After a couple of continuances,
the case was heard as reschedul ed on April 18 through 19, 2000.

Petitioner presented the testinony of five wtnesses and
of fered 43 exhibits, which were accepted into evidence.
Respondent testified on his own behal f and presented the
testinony of four additional wtnesses; he offered five
exhi bits, which were accepted into evidence.

On April 20, 2000, Respondent filed a Consented Mdtion to
Reopen and Suppl enent Record. A copy of the deposition
testimony of Janes Carlton WIllianms was filed that sanme day. An
order granting the notion was issued on April 21, 2000.

The court reporter filed a copy of the Transcript on May 5,

2000.



On May 30, 2000, Respondent filed an Unopposed Mdtion for
Extension of Time for Filing Post Hearing Docunents. This
nmoti on was granted by order dated June 6, 2000.

The parties filed their proposed findings of fact and
concl usi ons of |aw on June 7, 2000.

On June 7, 2000, Respondent also filed a Motion to Strike
certain lines fromthe deposition testinony of Yol ando G bson,
Petitioner's Exhibit No. 33. Petitioner filed a response to
this nmotion on June 14, 2000. An order dated June 20, 2000,
granted the notion.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. Respondent has been a nenber of Petitioner's faculty
for 30 years. He teaches in the Departnent of Biology and in
t he Physical Therapy Program Over the years, Respondent taught
conparative anatony, devel opnental anatony, pathophysi ol ogy,
bi ol ogy and ot her courses in the graduate and undergraduate
bi ol ogy prograns.

2. Yol anda G bson (G bson) attended school at Florida A &
M University from1995 to 1999. She enrolled in Respondent's
conparative anatony |ecture class and conparative anatony | ab
class in the fall of 1995.

3. Gbson received a mdtermexam grade of 93 in the
conparative anatony |ecture class. |n Decenber 1995, G bson was

officially excused fromtaking the final examin the conparative



anatony lecture class due to illness. Respondent subsequently
assi gned her an inconplete ("I") grade for the |ecture class.

4. G bson had a "B" grade average going into the fina
exam for the conparative anatony |lab class. However, she failed
to take the exam G bson's testinony to the contrary is not
persuasi ve. Respondent assigned her an "I" grade for the |ab
cl ass even though she did not have an excuse for m ssing the
final exam

5. On February 3, 1996, Respondent gave G bson a make-up
exam for the conparative anatony | ecture class. She took the
make- up examin Respondent's office along with one ot her
student, Soyini Mdellan.

6. Respondent reviewed G bson's nmake-up exam and graded
the objective portion. Based on Respondent's initial review, it
was obvi ous that G bson had performed poorly on the make-up
exam Respondent intended to go back and carefully grade the
essay portions of the exam but neglected to do so right away.
Subsequent |y, Respondent m splaced G bson's nake-up exam

7. Respondent submtted a change-of-grade formfor at
| east five students who took a nake-up examin spring of 1996
for the conparative anatony |ecture class. G bson was not one
of those students.

8. Later in the spring of 1996, G bson asked Respondent

about the grade on her nake-up examin the conparative anatony



| ecture class. Respondent did not tell her that she had nade an

"F." Rather, as was his custom Respondent inforned G bson that
she "did not do well" on the exam and suggested that she "sit
in" on the course again and retake the final.

9. Respondent had a regular practice of permtting
students with an inconplete grade who did not do well on a nake-
up examto sit in on a subsequent class and retake the final
exam nation rather than assign thema grade of "F." He also
routinely allowed students who did poorly on a final exam nation
to take a grade of "I" in lieu of a failing grade in an attenpt
to raise that grade by sitting in on the class in a subsequent
term Respondent's practice in this regard was inproper and
resulted in an excessive nunber of inconplete grades. However,
Respondent has not been accused of violating Petitioner's
grading policy relative to any student other than G bson.

10. When Respondent reviewed the objective section of
G bson's nmake-up examin the conparative anatony | ecture cl ass,
he was aware that G bson wanted to be admtted to the physica
t herapy program She had asked himto wite a letter of
recommendation for her adm ssion. Respondent was wlling to
wite the letter in part as a favor to his | ab assistant, Larry
Barnes, who was a good friend of G bson's. Respondent had

hel ped M. Barnes gain adm ssion to the program



11. The physical therapy program has stringent adm ssion
requi renents. Respondent and G bson knew t hat she coul d not
obtain adm ssion to the programw th the grade and m ni nmal skill
refl ected on her conparative anatony | ecture nake-up exam
Theref ore, Respondent suggested that G bson sit in on the class
in a subsequent term not only to prevent her from having a
failing grade on her record, but also to ensure her know edge of
the material and her success in the programif she gai ned
adm ssion. Respondent's recommendati on woul d have been the sane
if he had been aware that G bson's overall grade in the lecture
cl ass had been a "D' instead of an "F."

12. G bson nade no effort to nake-up the conparative
anatony lab examin the spring of 1996. Respondent and G bson
knew that she had a grade of "I" in that class, but neither one
rai sed the subject of a make-up examw th the other

13. As a result of Respondent's failure to turn in a nake-
up grade in the lecture and |lab classes within the tinme required
under Petitioner's grading policies, Gbson's "I" grades becane
"F" grades in both classes.

14. In the sumer of 1997, Respondent permtted G bson to
sit in on his conparative anatony |ecture and |ab courses
W thout registering for the classes. Respondent al so suggested,
at the urging of M. Barnes, that G bson becone one of his

| aboratory assistants. Respondent made this suggestion in the



hope that the experience would assist G bson in her adm ssion to
t he physical therapy program

15. G bson was not happy about having to sit in on the
cl asses again, but she accepted Respondent's offer of becom ng a
| aborat ory assi stant because of the opportunity of obtaining
financial aid. Respondent's subsequent attenpts to secure
financial aid or pay for G bson in exchange for her services as
a |lab assistant were unsuccessful. However, it is not uncommon
for a student to act as a teaching assistant or a | ab assistant
solely for the benefit of the experience.

16. Wen G bson agreed to sit in on Respondent's sumrer
cl asses and to act as one of his |lab assistants, she had no
reason to think that Respondent had any sexual interest in her.
Respondent did not put any conditions on getting her grades
changed by sitting in and taking the exans.

17. During the sumrer term G bson and Carlton WIIians
served as Respondent's | aboratory assistants. Respondent
i ntroduced G bson and M. WIllianms as |ab assistants at the
begi nning of the lab class. G bson acted as a | ab assi stant
t hroughout the summer, although her participation and attendance
were sporadic fromthe mddle to the end of the |ab class. Sone
of her absences were due to her nother's illness, which required

G bson to |l eave town for part of the sumrer.



18. At the beginning of the conparative anatony lecture in
the sumrer of 1997, Respondent called on G bson to answer
guestions in class. He did so to assist G bson in |earning the
material. He wanted her to be prepared for the conpetition she
woul d face if admtted to the physical therapy program His
guestions were not neant to single her out or to be unfair.

19. In the sumer of 1997, G bson began working at the
nmobi | e concessi on stand operated by Henry Norton on or near
Petitioner's canpus. Respondent has known M. Norton for
approximately 20 years. M. Norton was nmarried at one tine to a
friend of Respondent's. At all tinmes relevant here, M. Norton
wor ked for Petitioner at Palnetto North, a residence hall.

G bson becane aware of the relationship between M. Norton and
Respondent after summer cl asses began.

20. Respondent admts that he had several conversations
with M. Norton about G bson during the sunmer. These
conversations were limted and related to one of the foll ow ng:
(a) Respondent's need to get in touch with G bson about her |ab
duties; (b) Respondent's agreenent to tutor G bson and her
roommat e; and (c) Respondent's consent to | oan G bson noney to
pay her rent or car paynent.

21. Because G bson was his | ab assistant, Respondent had a
need to contact her fromtine to time regarding preparation for

and review of the material for the | ab course. Respondent knew



G bson worked for M. Norton. Sonetinmes Respondent woul d
contact M. Norton at work in an effort to contact G bson.

O her tinmes Respondent would either call G bson's hone, |eaving
her nessages, or page her on her pager. On one occasion,
Respondent called G bson at her nother's honme in Ft. Pierce,
Florida, to discuss class business, including G bson's class
per f or mance.

22. During the summer of 1997, Respondent tutored G bson
and her roommate in another professor's anatony and physi ol ogy
class. These sessions were usually conducted in the student
| ounge at Palnmetto North in the evenings. Respondent did not
initiate the tutoring sessions, but agreed through conversations
with M. Norton to neet the students at the residence hall.

23. Respondent also agreed to tutor G bson and her
roommate at |unch or dinner on several occasions during the
summer. Respondent reviewed old anatony and physiol ogy tests
during sone of these engagenents; other dinner neetings were
nmore in the nature of a social relationship between students and
teacher. However, Respondent never sought to have |unch or
dinner wwth G bson as a date for purposes of establishing a
romantic rel ationship.

24. Respondent did not invite G bson to have dinner with
himat his hone. On one occasion G bson and her nother went by

Respondent's hone for a visit.



25. M. Norton and G bson showed Respondent how to contact
G bson on her pager. At that tinme, G bson was under the
m st aken i npression that Respondent had purchased the pager for
her. Persuasive evidence indicates that M. Norton and not
Respondent purchased the pager for G bson.

26. Respondent nmay have referred G bson to his dentist in
the sumrer of 1997. There is no persuasive evidence that
Respondent paid her dental bill.

27. Respondent did not give G bson noney to have her hair
done. The only conpetent evidence in the record indicates that
G bson received that noney fromM. Norton. G bson's
under st andi ng that Respondent gave the noney to M. Norton to
give to her was incorrect.

28. Sonetines Respondent goes to the dog track. On one
occasion, one of his male students drove himthere. However,
the greater weight of the evidence shows that Respondent did not
go to the dog track with G bson.

29. Respondent did not kiss or attenpt to kiss G bson in
Jones Hall or at any other location. G bson's testinony to the
contrary is not credible.

30. Respondent did not offer to give G bson an unlimted
charge card. G bson's testinony that Respondent confirned this

offer in person is not persuasive. The sanme is true regarding

10



G bson's testinony that Respondent paid for gas in her car and
for an oil change.

31. At the end of the summer, Respondent becane aware in
his conversations with M. Norton that G bson needed noney to
pay her rent and/or car paynent. Respondent felt guilty and
obligated to hel p G bson because she had worked as a | ab
assi stant and he had not been able to secure financi al
assi stance for her through the work/study program

32. Respondent | oaned or gave G bson $300.00 on two
occasi ons: August 3, 1997, and August 7, 1997. On each
occasi on G bson gave Respondent her deposit slips so that he
coul d make the deposits directly to her bank account.
Respondent did not make these deposits with the intent of
establishing an i nappropriate sexual relationship with G bson.

33. On at | east one other occasion, Respondent |oaned a
mal e student some noney. The nale student subsequently repaid
t he | oan.

34. Respondent al so has given noney to Brendetta Dougl as,
one of his former students, in exchange for her assistance in
monitoring his diabetes. M. Douglas was a student of
Respondent’'s in 1995. She began assisting with Respondent's
medi cal condition in 1997. At that tinme, M. Douglas was not

one of Petitioner's full-time students. The relationship

11



bet ween Ms. Dougl as and Respondent continues today. It is not
now and never has been sexual ly notivated.

35. @ bson opened her bank account with approxi mately
$100.00 in cash. Respondent did not give the cash to G bson
directly or indirectly through M. Norton.

36. G bson did not take the mdtermor final examin the
conparative anatony |ecture course during the sumrer of 1997
She chose instead to focus on the anatony and physiol ogy cl ass
for which she was officially enrolled. She did not have tine to
study for her conparative anatony |ecture course after m ssing
cl asses to care for her nother.

37. G bson took the final examin the conparative anatony
lab class in the sumer of 1997. She earned a "B" in that
cl ass. Respondent intended to submt a formto change her "F"
grade in the 1995 lab class to a "B" grade. Because G bson was
not officially registered in the 1997 | ab course, Respondent did
not submt G bson's nane and grade on the regul ar grade sheet.
He forgot to submt a separate grade formto change G bson's
grade at that tine.

38. The matter of G bson's grade in the |lab class slipped
Respondent’'s mind until after she filed her conplaint.
Respondent subm tted individual grade change forns for G bson's

| ab grade in January 1999 and Novenber 1999 w t hout success.

12



39. In January 2000, Respondent tried a third tine to
change G bson's | ab grade. However, he m stakenly indicated he
was changing a grade for the Sumrer 1997 course for which G bson
was not registered. Respondent's efforts failed again.

40. Respondent becane G bson's faculty advisor in the
summer of 1997. In that role, Respondent suggested that G bson
take his devel opnental anatony course in the fall of 1997.
Respondent made this suggestion in an effort to ensure that
G bson had the proper academ ¢ background for adm ssion to and
success in the physical therapy program

41. At the beginning of the 1997 fall term G bson
i ndi cated to Respondent that she wanted to drop his
devel opnent al anatony course. During that conversation, G bson
stated that M. Norton was not Respondent's friend because M.
Norton wanted to use G bson to obtain noney from Respondent.

G bson noticed a surprised expression on Respondent's face as he
replied, "Why? He can cone to nme for that." At no tinme in this
or any other conversation did Respondent acknow edge that he was
wi t hhol di ng G bson's grades for sexual favors or that everything
M. Norton was telling G bson was true. Respondent never told

G bson that she needed to do anything to get her grades changed
other than to sit in on his classes and take the exam nations

agai n.
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42. Subsequently, G bson dropped the devel opnental anatony
course and changed her major to psychol ogy. She never returned
to Respondent's office or otherw se contacted hi mabout her
grades in conparative anatony |lecture and | ab.

43. In January 2000, Respondent renewed his efforts to
find G bson's February 1996 make-up exam for the 1995
conparative anatony lecture class. Wth the help of M.

Dougl as, Respondent finally |ocated the make-up exans taken by
G bson and her classmate, Ms. McCellan, on February 3, 1996

44, After conpleting the grading process, Respondent
determ ned that G bson had failed the exam He gave the test to
anot her professor who confirnmed G bson's grade on the test.

G bson accunul ated only 94 points out of 199 total points for a
score of 47 percent. Her make-up examscore is an "F" under the
appl i cabl e grading scale. Her overall grade should have been
62, a passing grade equivalent to a "D."

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

45, The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has
jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this
proceedi ng. Sections 120.569 and 120.57(1), Florida Statutes.

46. In order to prevail, Petitioner must prove by a
preponderance of the evidence that Respondent's actions

constitute proper cause for dism ssal under Rule 6C3-10. 103,

14



Florida Adm nistrative Code. Allen v. Dade County School Board,

571 So. 2d 568 (Fla. 3rd DCA 1990).

47. Rule 6C3-10.103, Florida Adm nistrative Code,
aut hori zes Petitioner to dism ss enployees who have engaged in
acts of sexual harassnent against its students; it states as
follows, in pertinent part:

(6) Definition of Discrimnation and
Har assnent .

(b) Harassnment shall include:

1. Any slurs, innuendos [sic] or other
verbal or physical conduct reflecting on an
i ndividual's race, ethnic background, gender
or handi cappi ng condition which has the
purpose or effect of creating an
intimdating, hostile or offensive
educational or work environnment; has the
pur pose or effect of unreasonably
interfering with the individual's work or
school performance or participation; or

ot herw se adversely affects an individual's
enpl oynment or educati onal opportunities.

2. The denial of or the provision of aid,
benefits, grades, rewards, enploynent,
faculty assistance, services, or treatnent
on the basis of sexual advances or requests
for sexual favors.

3. Sexual advances, requests for sexual
favors, and other verbal or physical conduct
of a sexual nature when subm ssion to such
conduct is nmade either explicitly or
inplicitly a termor condition of an

i ndi vidual's enpl oynent or educati onal
career; subm ssion to or rejection of such
conduct is used as a basis for educational
or enpl oynent decisions affecting the

i ndi vidual ; or such conduct has the purpose
or effect of unreasonably interfering with
an individual's work or educati onal

15



performance or creating an intimdating,
hostile or offensive working or educational
envi ronnent .

48. The instant case is a quid pro quo sexual harassnent

case in which Respondent is charged with w thhol ding G bson's
grades in an attenpt to gain her sexual favors. Petitioner has
not met its burden of proving that Respondent's w thhol di ng of
G bson's grades was sexually notivat ed.

49. There is no dispute that G bson's initial grade of "I"
in the conparative anatony |l ecture class was |egitinate.
Subsequently, she failed the nmake-up exam nati on and earned a
final grade of "D." Respondent should have recorded that grade
in atinely fashion, but there is no persuasive evidence that
his failure to do so was sexually notivated. |[nstead,
Respondent becane focused on hel pi ng G bson, at her request,
gain adm ssion to the physical therapy program Having
commtted to this course of action, and follow ng his inproper
but routine practice of allow ng students to inprove their
grades by retaking a final after sitting in a subsequent cl ass,
Respondent had no reason to submt a grade change formprior to
G bson's sitting in on the course again

50. G bson's testinony that she repeatedly asked
Respondent to change her grades after she took the February 1996
make-up final exam and before the sumer of 1997 is not

credible. G bson did not change her goal of gaining adm ssion

16



to the physical therapy programuntil the fall of 1997. At that
time, she changed her major to psychol ogy.

51. G bson agreed to sit in on the conparative anatony
| ecture class again in the sumrer of 1997. G bson did not take
the mdtermor final exam Respondent cannot be faulted for
failing to request a grade change in the |ecture class at that
tine.

52. As to G bson's conparative anatony | ab grade, she
never took the final examin 1995 and did not attenpt to take a
make-up final in 1996. Respondent shoul d have given G bson an
"F" grade in 1995 because she did not have an excuse for not
taking the exam |Instead, Respondent gave G bson an "I" grade,
which later turned into an "F."

53. Respondent subsequently agreed to let G bson sit in on
a subsequent conparative anatony |lab class and to change her
1995 lab grade if she passed the course. This decision was
contrary to Petitioner's grading policy, but was consistent with
Respondent's policy of helping his students achieve their career
goal s.

54. Respondent has never denied that G bson earned a "B"
in the conparative anatonmy |lab class in the sumer of 1997. He
was negligent in not turning in a grade change formin a tinely
fashion. Wen he discovered his oversight, Respondent tried

unsuccessfully to correct his m stake.
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55. There is no evidence that any of Respondent's actions
before the sumer of 1997 was in any way sexual ly notivated.

G bson had no reason to suspect that Respondent was inproperly
wi t hhol di ng her grades until she began working for M. Norton
after sumrer school began in 1997. By that tinme, G bson was
sitting in on the lecture and | ab cl asses and working as one of
Respondent's | ab assistants. Respondent and G bson believed
that she woul d gai n val uabl e work experience and a financi al
benefit.

56. The situation began to change after M. Norton cane
into the picture. At that tine, G bson began to assune that
Respondent was being nice to her in order to gain her sexual
favors. This m staken belief was based on fal se statenents nade
by M. Norton to G bson regardi ng Respondent's intentions.

There is no evidence that Respondent was aware of the things M.
Norton was saying until the fall of 1997 when G bson dropped
Respondent' s devel opnental anat ony cl ass.

57. In the summer of 1997 Respondent had legitinmate
reasons to contact G bson by phone, on her pager, and at M.
Norton's concession stand. At tines he needed to talk to G bson
about her lab duties. At other tinmes Respondent needed to
di scuss arrangenents for anatony and physiol ogy tutoring
sessions with G bson and her roommate. Respondent's efforts to

contact G bson were not sexually notivated.
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58. Respondent graciously agreed to assist G bson and her
roommate by tutoring themin anatony and physi ol ogy, a core
subj ect for the physical therapy program Mst of these
sessions took place on canpus in a residence hall where M.
Norton worked. Perhaps it was not wi se for Respondent to neet
G bson and her roommate for tutoring sessions during lunch and
di nner. However, Respondent's only objective was to help his
students academcally. Respondent's conduct during these
sessi ons was never inappropriate and never inplied that he
desired anything other than a student/teacher relationship with
G bson. Respondent certainly never attenpted to kiss G bson

59. Respondent freely adnits that he gave G bson $600. 00
in August of 1997. He did so only because he had been unable to
obtain work/study funds for her. He felt obligated to help her
and did so wwth no ulterior notive or inproper purpose.

60. There is no credible evidence that Respondent gave
G bson noney or gifts other than the $600. 00, which he deposited
into her bank account. There is evidence that M. Norton gave
G bson cash noney and paid for the pager

61. Wen G bson went to Respondent's office in the fall of
1997 to drop her devel opnental anatony class, she was not sure
whet her Respondent was aware of the statenments all egedly nade by
M. Norton. Respondent expressed genuine surprise when G bson

described M. Norton's alleged statenents and conduct. Even in
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t hat conversation, no discussion of w thholding grades for sex
occurred.

62. G bson's conclusion that Respondent w thheld her
grades to gain sexual favors is based entirely on the all eged
statenments by M. Norton. M. Norton did not testify at the
hearing. His alleged statenents are inadm ssi bl e hearsay.
Section 120.57(1)(c), Florida Statutes. Mreover, to the extent
t hat M. Norton's statenents are adm ssible, they are contrary
to the greater weight of the evidence.

63. There was no conspiracy or agency between Respondent
and M. Norton. Respondent never told G bson that everything
M. Norton was saying was true. There i S no non-hearsay
evidence in the record to establish precisely what M. Norton
was telling Gbson. If M. Norton was telling G bson that
Respondent woul d take care of her if she granted Respondent
sexual favors, Respondent was unaware of it.

64. This case contains conflicts in the evidence,

i nconsi stency in wtness testinony and recoll ections, and sone
unexpl ai ned events. On balance, it is nore likely that
Respondent and G bson were victins of M. Norton's schem ng.

65. Respondent is the proverbial absentm nded professor.
He is a kindhearted old gentleman who can be mani pul at ed by
others. H's generosity and commtnent to hel ping his students

by allowing themto sit in on his classes and retake exans when
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they are not entitled to do so contributed to the suspicion of
his guilt in this case. However, there is no credi ble evidence

that Petitioner violated Rule 6C3-10.103, Florida Adm nistrative

Code.
RECOMVENDATI ON
Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Concl usi ons of
Law, it is
RECOMVENDED:
That Petitioner enter a final order reinstating Respondent
with back pay and all |ost enploynent benefits, plus interest

where applicable, fromthe date of | oss.
DONE AND ENTERED this 24th day of July, 2000, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Florida.

SUZANNE F. HOCD

Adm ni strative Law Judge

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

1230 Apal achee Par kway

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-3060
(850) 488-9675 SUNCOM 278- 9675
Fax Filing (850) 921-6847

www. doah. state. fl. us

Filed with the derk of the

Di vi sion of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 24th day of July, 2000.

21



COPI ES FURNI SHED

Bi shop C. Holifield, Esquire
Avery D. McKni ght, Esquire
Florida A & M University

O fice of the General Counse
300 Lee Hall

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32307

Thomas W Brooks, Esquire
Meyer & Brooks, P.A

2544 Bl airstone Pines Drive
Post O fice Box 1547

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32302

M chael H. d enick, General Counsel
Depart ment of Education

The Capitol, Suite 1701

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0400

The Honorabl e Tom Gal | agher
Commi ssi oner of Education
Departnent of Education

The Capitol, Plaza Level 08

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0400

NOTI CE OF RIGHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

Al parties have the right to submt witten exceptions within
15 days fromthe date of this Recomended Order. Any exceptions
to this Recomended Order should be filed with the agency that
will issue the Final Oder in this case.
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