STATE OF FLORI DA
Dl VI SION OF ADM NI STRATI VE HEARI NGS
ZORAI DA M OLI VERA,
Peti ti oner,
VS. Case No. 00-4433
CI TY OF HALLANDALE,

Respondent .

N N N N N N N N N N

RECOVMENDED ORDER

The parties having been provided proper noti ce,
Adm ni strative Law Judge John G Van Lani ngham of the Division
of Adm nistrative Hearings convened a formal hearing of this
matter by video tel econference on April 23, 2001. The parties,
counsel, and wi tnesses appeared in Fort Lauderdal e, and the
Adm ni strative Law Judge presided in Tal |l ahassee.

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: Mark J. Berkowitz, Esquire
The Justice Buil ding
524 South Andrews Avenue, Suite 200N
Fort Lauderdal e, Florida 33301

For Respondent: Mark A. Goldstein, Esquire
Cty of Hallandale
400 Sout h Federal H ghway
Hal | andal e Beach, Florida 33009

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUES

The issues in this case are: (1) Wether Petitioner filed

her charge of discrimnation wth the Florida Conm ssion on
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Human Rel ations within 365 days after the alleged discrimnatory
act; and (2) Whether Respondent unlawfully discrim nated agai nst
Petitioner in connection with Petitioner’s enpl oynent by
Respondent on the basis of her national origin, gender, or
pregnancy.

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

On May 6, 1996, Petitioner Zoraida Oivera (“divera”), a
Cuban- Anerican female, filed a charge of discrimnation with the
Fl ori da Comm ssion on Hunan Rel ations (“FCHR’) that accused her
former enployer, Respondent City of Hallandale (the “GCity”), of
having forced her to resign the position of O fice Mnager,
effective April 24, 1995, for unlawful reasons. Specifically,
Qivera clained that the Cty had term nated her enpl oynent,
whi ch had begun in March 1993, because of her national origin.

The FCHR investigated Oivera' s allegations and, in August
and Sept enber 2000, issued letters stating that it could find no
reasonabl e cause to believe that an unlawful enpl oynent practice
had occurred. Thereafter, Oivera tinely filed a Petition for
Relief with the FCHR contending that the Cty had discrim nated
agai nst her on the bases of national origin, gender, and
pregnancy. On Cctober 27, 2000, the FCHR transferred the matter
to the Division of Adm nistrative Hearings for further
proceedings. The City filed an Answer on Novenber 14, 2000, in

which it denied having discrimnated in any manner agai nst



Oivera. The City also asserted the statute of limtation as an
affirmati ve defense.

At the final hearing on April 23, 2001, Oivera testified
on her own behalf and called no other witnesses. The City
presented the testinony of Jill Silverboard (fornmerly known as
Jill Scroggs), who is presently the Assistant City Manager for
the Gty of Destin and was, at all tinmes material to this case,
the Deputy City Manager for the City of Hallandal e; together
with that of the followng Cty enployees: R J. Intindola, Cty
Manager; Christy Dom nguez, Assistant Director of Gowth
Managenent; Bal oidi Al bornoz, Ofice Manager; and Dani a
Mel endez, a secretary in the City Manager’s office.

In addition to the testinony of these w tnesses, the
parties stipulated to the adm ssion in evidence of all exhibits
t hat were disclosed by both sides on their respective pre-
hearing exhibit lists and submitted to the adm nistrative | aw
judge. Accordingly, Petitioner's Exhibits 1, 2, 4-6, 8-17, and
20-23 were received into evidence, as were Respondent's Exhibits
1-15.1

The final hearing transcript was filed wth the Division of
Adm ni strative Hearings on May 2, 2001. The City tinely filed a
Proposed Recommended Order, and the Adm nistrative Law Judge
considered this subm ssion carefully in the preparation of this

Recomended Order. Qdivera's Proposed Recomended Order was



filed late, without |eave, after this Recommended Order had been
witten. Nevertheless, the Adm nistrative Law Judge revi ewed
Aivera's post-hearing papers and ascertai ned that no i ssues of
material fact or pertinent points of |aw had been overl ooked.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

The evidence presented at final hearing established the
facts that follow

1. Jdivera is a Cuban-Anerican female. The Gty hired
her, effective March 8, 1993, to work as a secretary in the Cty
Manager’s office. After one week, Oivera was pronoted to the
position of O fice Manager, a nore demanding job that entailed
much greater responsibilities.

2. The evidence regarding Aivera s performance as O fice
Manager is in conflict. Her supervisors believed that Aivera
was a nmargi nal enpl oyee who failed to discharge her duties
satisfactorily. The City has placed in evidence a nunber of
cont enpor aneous mnenor anduns and ot her docunents that nenorialize
one or another of Aivera s perceived performance deficiencies.

3. In contrast, Oivera believed she was perform ng well,
and that her supervisors’ conplaints about her were, for the
nost part, false, exaggerated, or unfair —and worse, a pretext
for unlawful discrimnation. (Oivera admtted that she had had
problems with tardi ness during her first year of enploynent, but

all agreed that Aivera had corrected this particular



deficiency.) 1In short, Aivera perceived that she had been
singled out for disproportionately harsh treatnment and had been
made the scapegoat when others failed to do their jobs.

4. Mre omnously, Oivera accused the Gty Manager
R J. Intindola, of constantly having made raci st comments about
Bl acks and Cubans. She clainmed that M. Intindola uttered
racial slurs with such frequency that the workpl ace becane
hostile. Further, Oivera asserted that her conplaints about
M. Intindola s behavior fell on deaf ears.

5. As with the issues pertaining to Oivera s job
performance, the evidence regarding M. Intindola s conduct is
in conflict. WM. Intindola hinself denied having uttered the
slurs that divera put on his lips, yet he admtted that “one
time,” in Aivera' s presence, he had referred to anot her
enpl oyee, Christy Dom nguez, as a “crazy Cuban.” M. Intindola
cl ai med that everyone present knew that he was ki ddi ng and
| aughed at the repartee between himand Ms. Dom nguez.

6. No one who testified at hearing corroborated Aivera' s
account of M. Intindola s conduct. Indeed, Ms. Dom nguez, who
has been enployed with the Gty since May 1974, di scl ai ned
havi ng wi t nessed any di scrim natory behavior in the workplace
there, despite having been the subject of the one possibly

derogatory comrent that M. Intindola indisputably nade.



7. On or around April 24, 1995, divera was asked to
resign her enploynent with the City to avoid being fired, which
woul d be the consequence of her refusal. Faced with this
choice, Oivera submtted a letter of resignation dated
April 24, 1995. Thereafter, she received severance pay equal to
t wo- nont hs’ sal ary.

8. Sone tinme later, nost |likely during the first few weeks
of March 1996, Oivera filed both a Charge Questionnaire and an
Affidavit (collectively, the "Federal Forns") wth the United
St at es Equal Enpl oynent Opportunity Comm ssion ("EEOCC'). In the
Federal Forms, Oivera alleged that the Gty had discrimnated
agai nst her, primarily on the basis of her national origin.

9. The EECC notified Oivera by letter dated March 22,
1996, that, because her charge had not been tinely filed under
Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, the comm ssion had
forwarded the Federal Forms to the FCHR

10. On May 6, 1996, according to a date stanp on the face
of the docunent, the FCHR received a Charge of Discrimnation
t hat appears to have been signed by Aivera on April 14, 1996.
In this Charge of Discrimnation, Oivera again alleged that the
City had discrimnated against her on the basis of national
origin, in violation of her rights under the Florida Human

Ri ghts Act.



U tinmate Factual Determ nations

11. The evidence in this record is not sufficient for the
trier to ascertain whether, as a matter of objective historica
fact, Aivera adequately performed on the job or not. Suffice
it say that a preponderance of evidence fails to establish
anyt hi ng except that Oivera, on the one hand, and her
supervisors, on the other, sincerely believed the opinions they
expressed on this subject.

12. In other words, Aivera honestly believes that she
performed conpetently and was di scrim nated agai nst. Her
supervisors at the Gty, in turn, honestly believe that Aivera
did not neasure up to the O fice Manager’s position and needed
to be let go for that legitimate reason and no ot hers.

13. The upshot of this inconclusiveness is that Aivera
has failed to denonstrate, by a preponderance of evidence, that
the City violated her civil rights. divera s conviction that
she was the victimof unlawful discrimnation, no matter how
sincerely and firmly held, is not proof of the fact, at |east
not wi thout nore than the evidence in this record establishes.

14. By the sane token, the evidence does not exactly
exonerate the City, in the sense of proving that its hands were
conpletely clean or that it acted honorably in respect of
Oivera. Rather, nore likely than not, M. Intindola did on

occasi on make of fhand comments about Cubans at whi ch sone



persons could take of fense. A preponderance of evidence fails
to show, however, that he uttered these remarks with a
discrimnatory intent; that divera (or anyone el se) suffered
any material harmor humliation as a result of hearing them or
that he did so with such frequency or in such fashion that his
conduct coul d be called extrene.

15. In sum while it is fair to infer, and the trier so
finds, that M. Intindola was not always as sensitive to the
feelings of others as, in hindsight, he probably should have
been, there is neverthel ess insufficient evidence to support a
finding that he acted willfully or that M. Intindola’'s
occasionally insensitive behavior was so consistently and
frequently repeated as to becone a condition of Aivera s
enpl oynent with the Cty.

16. Likew se, the greater weight of evidence fails to
establish that the environnment in which Aivera worked was a
hostil e or abusive one. On this record the trier cannot say
that, nore likely than not, the workplace was perneated with
discrimnatory intimdation, insult, and ridicule. Further, the
evi dence does not establish that Qivera was treated differently
than simlarly situated enpl oyees who were neither Cuban-
American, femal e, nor pregnant.

17. In the final analysis, then, considering the totality

of the circunstances, the evidence presented at hearing



denonstrates no nore than that the City term nated the

enpl oynent of an at-will enployee for performance-rel ated
reasons unrelated to her national origin, gender, or nedical
condition (pregnancy).

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

18. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has personal
and subject matter jurisdiction in this proceeding pursuant to
Sections 120.569 and 120.57(1), Florida Statutes.

Statute of Limtation

19. Under Section 760.11(1), Florida Statutes, any person
aggrieved by an unlawful enploynment practice may file a
conplaint with the FCHR within 365 days after the all eged
violation. Failure to do so bars the claimunder state |aw

See Kourtis v. Eastern Airlines, 409 So. 2d 139, 140 (Fla. 4th

DCA 1982). The statute directs, further, that "[o]n the sane
day [a] conplaint is filed with the [FCHR], the [FCHR] shall
clearly stanp on the face of the conplaint the date the
complaint was filed with the [FCHR]." See Section 760.11(1),
Florida Statutes.?

20. Because the latest act of discrimnation about which
A ivera conplains occurred on April 24, 1995, and because her
Charge of Discrimnation was received by the FCHR on May 6, 1996
—nearly two weeks after the 365-day period had run —there is a

serious question whether Oivera’ s claimis tinme-barred.



21. The rule that governs conplaints alleging violations
of Sections 760.01 through 760.10, Florida Statutes, provides
that a "conplaint may be filed at the office of the [FCHR]. The
date of filing shall be the date of actual receipt of the

conplaint by the Cerk or other agent of the [FCHR]." Rule 60Y-

5.001(3), Florida Adm nistrative Code (enphasis added). Thus,
Aivera's conplaint would have been tinely brought if it were
recei ved by an agent of the FCHR on or before April 24, 1996.

22. The Federal Forns that Oivera filed wwth the EECC
before April 24, 1996, conplied, in formand content, with the
requi renents prescribed in Rules 60Y-5.001(5) and 60Y-5.001(6),
Fl ori da Adm nistrative Code, for conplaints under the Florida
Cvil Rights Act. Therefore, if the EECC were an agent of the
FCHR for the purpose of receiving conplaints brought by persons
aggrieved by all eged enploynent discrimnation —which is a
question of fact® —then Oivera's clai mwould have been tinely
filed.*

23. At hearing, Oivera argued, as she had previously in
opposition to a notion to dismss, that under a work-sharing
agreenent between the EECC and the FCHR, her filing a charge of
discrimnation with the EEOCC constituted filing with the FCHR
Oivera did not attenpt at hearing to introduce the work-sharing
agreenent in evidence, however, so its terns and conditions

cannot be considered.® Further, Oivera failed to adduce any
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ot her substantial conpetent evidence upon which a finding of
agency m ght have been made. As a result, there is no factua
foundation in this record to support a conclusion that Aivera's
conplaint was tinmely filed with the FCHR by virtue of the EECC s
havi ng recei ved the docunent within the 365-day limtation

peri od.

24. As an additional consideration, the evidence shows
that Aivera did not conply strictly with the rule announced in

Desai v. Tire Kingdom Inc., 944 F. Supp. 876 (MD. Fla. 1996).

In that case, the court held that a charge of discrimnation
filed with the EEOC will be deenmed to have been sinultaneously
filed with the FCHR if the conpl ainant indicates on the filing
formthat she wants her charge to be dually filed with the state

agency. 1ld. at 880; see also GIllis v. Sports Authority, Inc.,

123 F. Supp. 2d 611, 615-616 (S.D.Fla. 2000), and 2000 W. 1772520
(S.D.Fla. July 7, 2000)(rel ated subsequent order in Gllis)

Dawki ns v. Bellsouth Tel ecommuni cations, Inc., 53 F. Supp.2d

1356, 1359-60 (M D.Fla. 1999), aff'd, 247 F.3d 245 (11th G r
2001) .

25. (Qivera did not initially manifest an intent, on the
Federal Fornms, that her charge be dual-filed with the FCHR
Despite that, however, the EEOC forwarded A ivera's Federal

Forms to the FCHR and notified her of that fact by letter dated
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March 22, 1996. Therefore, even though the EECC apparently
acted on its own initiative, Oivera did have reason to believe,
before tine ran out, that her conplaint (i.e. the Federal Forns)
had been or would be filed with the FCHR  Perhaps within the
limtation period, in sonme manner, she objectively nmanifested an
intent that this dual-filing be acconplished on her behalf.

26. Wiile the undersigned mght be inclined, if the |ega
slate were clean, to conclude that a conpl ainant's denonstrabl e,
tinmely intent to dual-file, rather than nerely whether she
initially checked a box on a form should be determ native of
whet her the charge is deened dually filed, arigid rule to the
contrary seenming to elevate form over substance, there appears
presently to be no | aw supporting flexibility in this regard.
Moreover, in any event, Oivera failed to establish at hearing
either that, in March 1996, she affirmatively had expressed an
intent that the EEOCC file her Federal Forms with the FCHR, or
that she had fornmed —and objectively manifested —this intent
at any tinme prior to the expiration of the one-year |imtation
peri od.

27. Thus, divera s claimof discrimnation against the
City, being barred by the statute of limtation, nust fail.

The Merits of divera’'s Claim

28. Additionally, and in the alternative, as set forth in

t he precedi ng Findings of Fact, the trier has determ ned as

12



matter of ultinmate fact that Qivera failed to establish by a
preponder ance of evidence any form of actionable, unlawful
discrimnation. These factual findings, however, were
necessarily informed by the adm nistrative |aw judge's
application of the law. An exam nation of the pertinent |ega
principles, therefore, will illum nate the dispositive findings
of ultimate fact.

29. It is unlawful for an enployer to discharge or
ot herwi se di scrimnate against an enployee with respect to
conpensation, terns, conditions, or privileges of enploynent,
based on the enpl oyee’'s race, gender, or national origin.
Section 760.10(1)(a), Florida Statutes.

30. Federal discrimnation |aw may properly be used for
gui dance in evaluating the nmerits of clainms arising under

Section 760.10, Florida Statutes. See Brand v. Florida Power

Corp., 633 So. 2d 504, 509 (Fla. 1st DCA 1994); Florida Dept. of

Community Affairs v. Bryant, 586 So. 2d 1205, 1209 (Fla. 1st DCA

1991) .

31. In McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Geen, 41| US. 792,

802-03 (1973), the Suprene Court of the United States
articul ated a burden of proof scheme for cases involving
al l egations of discrimnation under Title VII. That decision is

persuasive in this case, as is St. Mary’'s Honor Center v. Hicks,

13



509 U. S. 502, 506-07 (1993), in which the Court reiterated and

refined the McDonnel|l Dougl as anal ysi s.

32. Pursuant to this analysis, the plaintiff (Petitioner
here) has the initial burden of establishing by a preponderance
of the evidence a prinma facie case of unlawful discrimnation.

If the plaintiff succeeds in naking a prinma facie case, then the
burden shifts to the defendant (Respondent here) to articul ate
sone legitimte, non-discrimnatory reason for its conpl ai ned- of
conduct. If the defendant carries this burden of rebutting the

plaintiff's prima facie case, then the plaintiff nust

denonstrate that the proffered reason was not the true reason

but nmerely a pretext for discrimnation. MDonnell Douglas, 411

U. S. at 802-03; Hicks, 509 U S at 506-07.

33. In Hicks, the Court stressed that even if the trier of
fact were to reject as incredible the reason put forward by the
defendant in justification for its actions, the burden
neverthel ess would remain with the plaintiff to prove the
ul ti mate question whether the defendant intentionally had
di scrim nated against her. Hicks, 509 U S. at 511. "It is not
enough, in other words, to dis believe the enployer; the

factfinder nmust believe the plaintiff's explanation of

intentional discrimnation." 1[|d. at 5109.
34. In this case, Oivera failed to establish a prim
facie case of unlawful, intentional discrimnation.

14



35. divera' s clains that she was subjected to a hostile
wor k environment, was constructively discharged, and suffered
fromdi sparate treatnment are al so not supported by either the
evi dence or the | aw

36. A discrimnatorily hostile work environnent occurs
when the workplace is perneated with discrimnatory
intimdation, ridicule, and insult that are sufficiently severe
or pervasive to alter the conditions of enploynent and create an

abusi ve working environnment. Harris v. Forklift Systens, Inc.,

510 U.S. 17, 21 (1993).

37. The civil rights laws are not intended to serve as a
general civility code. Therefore, sinple teasing, offhand
comments, and isolated incidents (unless extrenely serious) wll
not satisfy the requirenent that the all eged harassnent, as
judged fromthe perspective of a reasonable person in the
plaintiff's position and taking account of all the
ci rcunst ances, be severe or pervasive to be actionable. Oncale

v. Sundowner O fshore Services, Inc., 523 U S. 75, 80-81 (1998).

To be actionable, in short, the conduct conplai ned of nust be

"extrenme." Faragher v. City of Boca Raton, 524 U S. 775, 788

(1998); see also Gark County School District v. Breeden

us _ , 121 s.Ct. 1508, 1510 (2001).
38. (Qivera sinply failed to prove any conduct that was so

severe or pervasive as to create a hostile work environnent.
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39. To succeed on a claimof constructive discharge, the
enpl oyee nust establish that her working conditions were so
intolerable that a reasonable person in the sane position woul d

be conpelled to resign. Kilgore v. Thonpson & Brock Managenent,

Inc., 93 F.3d 752, 754 (11th Cr. 1996).

40. \Wiere, as here, a plaintiff has failed to show the
severe or pervasive conduct necessary to support a hostile work
environment claim it follows necessarily that her proof falls
short of the higher mark for constructive discharge. Brooks v.

Cty of San Mateo, 229 F.3d 917, 930 (9th Cir. 2000). Because

Oivera failed to establish that she was subjected to a hostile
wor k environnment, her claimthat she was constructively
di scharged al so nust fail

41. Finally, divera offered no persuasive evidence,
either direct or circunstantial, sufficient to denonstrate that
the City had a discrimnatory intent, thereby doom ng her

di sparate treatnent claim See Denney v. The City of Al bany,

247 F.3d 1172, 1182 (11th Gr. 2001).

RECOMVENDATI ON

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Concl usi ons of
Law, it is RECOMVENDED that the FCHR enter a final order

dismssing Aivera's Petition for Relief.
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DONE AND ENTERED this 12th day of June, 2001, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Florida.

JOHN G VAN LANI NGHAM

Adm ni strative Law Judge

Di vi sion of Admi nistrative Hearings
The DeSot o Bui | di ng

1230 Apal achee Par kway

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

wwv. doah. state. fl. us

Filed with the Clerk of the
Di vi sion of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 12th day of June, 2001.

ENDNOTES

'/ The Adnministrative Law Judge had some difficulty matching up
t he docunents that divera submtted, which were not marked wth
identifying nunbers prior to being tendered to the undersigned,
with the descriptions set forth in Petitioner's Exhibit List.

As wel |, sone docunents appeared to be mssing fromthe set of
Petitioner's Exhibits supplied at the tinme of hearing.
Consequently, the Adm nistrative Law Judge convened a post-
hearing tel ephone conference on June 6, 2001, to notify the
parties of these problens. Follow ng that conference call,
pursuant to the undersigned' s instructions, Oivera submtted
several docunents (Petitioner's Exhibits 6, 8, 13, and 14) which
have been admtted in evidence and consi dered by the fact-
finder. She also withdrew two other exhibits (Petitioner's
Exhibits 18 and 19) and inforned the undersigned that
Petitioner's Exhibits 3 and 7 do not exist as described in
Petitioner's Exhibit List.

2/ \Wile the requirement that conplaints be contenporaneously
date-stanped clearly is intended to facilitate the resol ution of
di sputes over tineliness, the statute pointedly does not provide
that the FCHR s date stanp concl usively establishes the filing
dat e.
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3/  The existence of an agency relationship is generally a
question of fact to be determned by the trier of fact. See

Noel v. North Broward Hospital District, 664 So. 2d 989, 991
(Fla. 4th DCA 1995).

4 The City urged that the decision of the United States
District Court in Waver v. Florida Power & Light, 1996 W
479117 (S.D.Fla. July 16, 1996), aff'd without op., 124 F.3d 221
(11th GCir. 1997), be followed. That case is factually anal ogous
on the statute of limtation issue but ultimately is

unper suasi ve because the court failed to account for Rule 60Y-
5.001(3), Florida Adm nistrative Code. Instead, in finding that
the plaintiff there had failed to exhaust her adm nistrative
renedi es because she had not tinely filed a conplaint with the
FCHR, the court relied heavily on Rule 60Y-4.004(1), which
provides that "'[f]iling" or '"file" with the [ FCHR], neans
actual receipt of a docunent by the Cerk of the Comm ssion at
its office. . . ." Rule 60Y-4.004(1) supported the court's
conclusion, but it expressly does not apply to conplaints filed
pursuant to Section 760.11(1), Florida Statutes. See Rule 60Y-
4.001(2), Florida Adm nistrative Code ("This chapter [i.e.
Chapter 60Y-4] shall not apply to Conplaints. . . .").

Further, in granting the defendant's notion for summary
judgnent, the court in Waver found that even if the plaintiff's
adm ni strative conplaint had been tinely filed wwth the FCHR
summary judgnent still would |ie because she had failed to show
the exi stence of a genuine fact dispute concerning each el enent
of her state-law sex discrimnation claim |d. at *12-*13.

Thus, the Eleventh Gircuit's affirmance, w thout published
opi ni on, does not necessarily constitute approval of the tria
court's decision that the plaintiff's adm nistrative conpl ai nt
was untinely.

°/ Oivera attached to her late-filed Proposed Recormended Order
a docunent that purports to be the Wrkshari ng Agreenment between
the FCHR and the EEOCC for fiscal year 1996. At a post-hearing

t el ephone conference on June 6, 2001, see note 1, supra, Oivera
suggested that the Admi nistrative Law Judge coul d take offici al
recognition of the purported contract between the FCHR and the
EECC. divera's request, however, was neither tinely nor
properly made, see 120.569(2)(i), Florida Statutes, and in any
event the request is declined because the agreenent is not an
appropriate subject of official recognition. Accordingly, being
outside the evidentiary record, this instrunment cannot be the
basis of any findings of fact.
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COPI ES FURNI SHED

Mark J. Berkow tz, Esquire

The Justice Buil ding

524 Sout h Andrews Avenue, Suite 200N
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301

Mark A. Gol dstein, Esquire
City of Hallandal e

400 Sout h Federal H ghway
Hal | andal e, Florida 33009

Azi zi M Dixon, Agency Cerk

Fl ori da Conm ssion on Hunan Rel ati ons
325 John Knox Road

Suite 240, Building F

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32303-4149

Dana A. Baird, General Counse

Fl ori da Comm ssion on Hunan Rel ati ons
325 John Knox Road

Suite 240, Building F

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32303-4149

NOTI CE OF RIGHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

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