STATE OF FLORI DA
Dl VI SI ON OF ADM NI STRATI VE HEARI NGS
TERESA CAVANAUGH
Petitioner,
VS. Case No. 03-2736

SPRI NT- FLORI DA, | NC.

Respondent .

N N N N N N N N N N

RECOVMENDED ORDER

Thi s cause canme on for final hearing, as noticed, before
P. Mchael Ruff, duly-designated Adm nistrative Law Judge of the
Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings. The hearing was conducted
in Ccala, Florida, on Novenber 14, 2003. The appearances were
as follows:

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: Teresa Cavanaugh, pro se
3010 Northeast Seventh Lane
Ccal a, Florida 34470

For Respondent: Patrick M Ml downey, Esquire
Akerman Senterfitt
Post O fice Box 231
Ol ando, Florida 32802-0231

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

The issue to be resolved in this proceedi ng concern whet her
t he Respondent has been di scrim nated agai nst on account of her

handi cap or disability in connection with her term nation of



enpl oynment, in alleged violation of Section 760.10, Florida
St at ut es.

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

This cause arose when the Petitioner, Teresa Cavanaugh,
filed a charge of discrimnation with the Florida Comm ssion on
Human Rel ati ons (FCHR) on Cctober 16, 2001. Ms. Cavanaugh fil ed
an anended charge with FCHR on Novenber 16, 2001, and in the
anended charge all eged that the Respondent, Sprint Florida, Inc.
(Sprint) wongfully term nated her enploynent because of her
purported nmental disability, which she identified at hearing as
“depression, anxiety, bipolar, manic depressive . . . and
borderline personality disorder.”

On June 18, 2003, the Comm ssion infornmed Ms. Cavanaugh
that it had determi ned that there was no reasonabl e cause to
bel i eve an unl awful enpl oynent practice had occurred. In
response to that determ nation Ms. Cavanaugh filed a Petition
for Relief on July 23, 2003. The Petition contains allegations
that Sprint term nated Ms. Cavanaugh because of her disability
and nmade three unlawful inquiries into her disability status.
The matter was transferred to the Division of Adm nistrative
Hearings and ultimately to the undersi gned Adm nistrative Law
Judge.

The cause canme on for hearing, as noticed, on Novenber 14,

2003, in Ccala, Florida. Ms. Cavanaugh testified on her own



behal f, and had 44 exhibits admtted into evidence. Sprint
called five witnesses and had ten exhibits admtted into
evidence, as well as a transcript of Ms. Cavanaugh’s deposition,
t aken on Septenber 18, 2003, with disposition exhibits attached
thereto. Upon conclusion of the proceedings, the parties were
gi ven an opportunity to file proposed recommended orders after a
transcri pt was obtained. The Proposed Reconmended Orders were
filed and have been considered in the rendition of this
Recomrended Order.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The Petitioner, Teresa Cavanaugh, was enpl oyed by
Sprint from 1985 through 2000. During 1999 and 2000,
Ms. Cavanaugh hel d the position of Technical Analyst |, assigned
to the Carrier Market’'s departnent at Sprint’s National Access
Service Center in Leesburg, Florida. 1In this position,
Ms. Cavanaugh was responsi ble for assuring that orders for the
use of Sprint’s local telephone Iines by Iong distance carriers
such at AT&T were processed correctly.

2. M. Cavanaugh’s imredi ate supervisor in this position
was Robert Whittaker, the Custoner Access Manager
M. Whitaker’s imedi ate supervisor was Jackie Picard, the
Nat i onal Custoner Service Manager

3. On August 26, 1999, the Petitioner was arrested in

Marion County, Florida and charged with two third-degree



fel oni es invol ving obtaining a control |l ed substance by fraud and
possession of a controlled substance.

4. The Petitioner informed Sprint’s house counsel, Susan
St ucker, of her arrest on August 31, 1999. M. Cavanaugh
explained the arrest to Ms. Stucker and Ms. Stucker informnmed
Ms. Cavanaugh that she needed to report the arrest to her
supervisor. M. Stucker also told the Petitioner that as |ong
as the arrest was not related to work, she would be permtted to
continue working for Sprint until such tinme as there was a
di sposition of the charges. After speaking with Ms. Stucker,
the Petitioner informed M. Whitaker of her arrest.

5. The Petitioner testified that Ms. Stucker informed her
in the above-described conversation, that her job would not be
affected as | ong as adjudication was withheld with respect to
the crimnal charges. Ms. Stucker, however, denied telling that
to Ms. Cavanaugh and instead testified that she woul d never have
made such a statenent because, pursuant to Sprint’s unwitten
policy, convictions for or pleas to felony charges are
term nabl e of fenses, regardl ess of whether adjudication is
w thheld. M. Stucker also told the Petitioner that Sprint’s
policy was to that effect in a subsequent conversation. This
dispute in testinony is resolved in favor of that given by
Ms. Stucker because of the respective deneanor of the w tnesses

and Ms. Stucker’s undisputed testinony that on at |east two



ot her occasi ons she approved term nati ons of persons who pled

nol o contendere to felony charges. Her testinony was

corroborated by docunentation regarding the nol o contendere plea

of one of the persons whose enploynent was term nated, WIson
Hinson. |In fact, as with Ms. Cavanaugh, M. Hi nson’s records
denonstrate that the court wi thheld adjudication of guilt
regardi ng the charges against him

6. Several weeks |ater, on Friday, Septenber 17, 1999, the
Petitioner sent an e-mail to M. Witaker expressing that she
was "losing control of her mind,"” was "spinning out of control,"
felt "hel pl ess and desperate,” was "going over the edge," and
needed "sone serious help."” The Petitioner indicated al so that
she had an "overwhel m ng sense of hel pl essness and
hopel essness.” M. Cavanaugh stated in her e-mail, and in
testinmony at the hearing, that prior to this incident, she never
had felt this way. She further testified that she had no prior
hi story of mental ill ness.

7. After reading the Petitioner's e-nmail, M. Wittaker
becanme concerned that Ms. Cavanaugh could be a threat to herself
or to co-workers. Based upon this concern, he shared the e-nai
with Ms. Picard, and both M. Whittaker and Ms. Picard informned
t he Human Resources Departnent of Sprint of its contents.

M. Whitaker, Ms. Picard and Col by G lson, the Manager of

Enpl oyee Rel ations, devel oped a plan whereby the Petitioner



woul d be placed on paid "crisis |leave" and referred to Sprint's
Enpl oyee Assi stance Program (EAP) for evaluation as to her
ability to safely perform her job.

8. M. Wiittaker inforned the Petitioner that she was
bei ng placed on | eave and referred to EAP on the norning of her
next schedul ed work day, Mnday, Septenber 20, 1999. After
meeting with M. Wittaker, the Petitioner was placed on | eave
and evaluated by the EAP. The Petitioner infornmed the
psychi atri st who was eval uating her as part of the EAP process
that her nood had inproved after being placed on | eave. The
Petitioner was cleared to return to work on a part-tinme basis in
| at e Decenber 1999 or early January 2000. She was allowed to
return to a full-tinme schedule in late January 2000.

9. On or about June 27, 2000, the Petitioner, on her own
initiative, comenced a short-termdisability | eave. Because
the | eave was for an alleged nental condition, the Petitioner
was asked to undergo an i ndependent nedical exam nation (I M)
pursuant to Sprint's standard policy of verifying | eaves for
conditions that are difficult to review through objective
medi cal evidence (e.g., nental conditions and soft tissue
injuries). The Petitioner underwent the I ME, which confirned
her need for | eave. The Petitioner then remained on | eave until
Cct ober 17, 2000, at which tine she returned to work on a part-

tinme basis. She resuned a full-tine schedul e approxinately one



week | ater, on Cctober 23, 2000, with no restrictions on her
ability to work.

10. Due to the amount of |eave the Petitioner had taken to
date, during Septenber and Cctober 2000, Sprint's Benefits
Departnent in Kansas City sent the Petitioner two letters
inform ng her regarding the availability of long-termdisability
benefits and disability retirenment benefits, respectively,
shoul d she wish to apply for them These letters were sent out
pursuant to the Benefits departnent's standard practice of
noti fyi ng enpl oyees who have been out conparabl e periods of tine
of the availability of such benefits so as to mnimze the
potential |apse in benefits should an enpl oyee exhaust all of
his or her short-termdisability |eave.

11. After her return fromleave, on or about October 31,
2000, the Petitioner told M. Wiittaker that she was taking what
she believed to be a very strong prescription that had been
given to her by her doctor. M. Wittaker consulted wth
M. Glson as to whether he needed to take any action in
response to this information. M. Glson informed M. Wittaker
that he should require the Petitioner to provide a note from her
doctor indicating whether or not she could continue at work
whil e taking the nedication. M. Wittaker followed
M. Glson's directions and requested that the Petitioner

provide a note fromher doctor. She submtted such a note to



M. Whittaker on Novenber 2, 2000. According to that note, the
Petitioner was cleared to work with no limtations or
restrictions, "as long as she participates in treatnent and

mai ntai ns conpliance with nedications and schedul ed

appoi ntnments." The Petitioner has not established how any naj or
life activities have been substantially limted by any all eged
mental condition.

12. On or about Novenber 29, 2000, the Petitioner inforned
M. Whittaker that her probation officer would be calling himto
verify that she worked at Sprint and was coming to work on a
regul ar basis. According to Whittaker, at no tinme prior to that
conversation had the Petitioner informed himof any final
di sposition of the felony charges fil ed agai nst her.

M. Wittaker informed M. G lson of this conversation, and

G lson then asked Stacy Smith, a security investigator, to
contact the court in Marion County to determ ne whether there
had been any final disposition of the charges | odged against the
Petitioner in August 1999.

13. M. Smith, who as part of his regular job duties had
been tracking the proceedi ngs agai nst the Petitioner and ot her
Sprint enpl oyees subject to crimnal charges, contacted the
Marion County Cerk's office which provided docunents show ng

that, in Cctober 2000, the Petitioner pled nolo contendere to

the two felony charges. The docunents M. Smth received al so



showed that the court had w thheld adjudication on the basis of
that plea. The information M. Smth received fromthe court
ultimately was provided to M. G lson, Ms. Stucker
M. Wittaker and Ms. Picard.

14. Based upon Sprint's unwitten policy regarding
term nations for felony convictions or pleas, M. Wittaker
recommended the term nation of the Petitioner's enpl oynent.
Ms. Picard concurred with M. Wittaker's recomendation, as did
Picard' s i mmedi ate supervisor, Krystal Barr.

15. M. Wiittaker's recommendati on was revi ewed by
Ms. Stucker, M. Glson, and David Sapenoff, M. Glson's
i mredi at e superior. Each of these individuals concurred in the
decision to term nate the Petitioner’s enpl oynent.

16. On the basis of M. Whittaker's recomendation, and
t he above-nentioned concurrences, the Petitioner's enploynent
was term nated on Decenber 14, 2000. Although the Petitioner
clainms that she was never told the basis for her term nation
both M. Witaker and Ms. Picard testified that the Petitioner
was told that she was term nated because of her felony plea.
This dispute in testinony is resolved in favor of that of
M. Whittaker and Ms. Picard, given both the respective deneanor
of the witnesses and the fact that the records of the Florida
Department of Labor and Enpl oynent Security indicate that the

Petitioner stated in an interview, regarding her entitlenent to



unenpl oynent conpensation benefits, that she was term nated
because of her felony conviction.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

17. The Division of Admi nistrative Hearings has
jurisdiction of the subject matter of and the parties to this
proceeding. 8 120.57(1), Fla. Stat. (2003).

18. The burden of proof in this proceeding is on the
Petitioner, who nmust establish by a preponderance of evidence
that her termnation from enpl oynent constituted unl awf ul
di scrimnation within the purview of Chapter 760, Florida

Statutes. See Florida Departnent of Transportation v. J.WC.

Conpany, 396 So. 2d 778, 788 (Fla. 1st DCA 1981); Balino v.

Departnent of Health and Rehabilitative Services, 348 So. 2d

349, 350 (Fla. 1st DCA 1977). 1In a proceeding wherein a
Petitioner asserts an unlawful enploynent practice, although the
burden of going forward with the evidence may shift, the
ultimte burden of persuasion to establish proof of an unl awf ul

enpl oynment practice remains on the Petitioner. St. Mary’s Honor

Center v. Hicks, 509 U 'S. 502 (1993).

19. Because the Florida Cvil R ghts Act (FCRA) is
patterned after federal civil rights |aw, federal case |aw
interpreting the federal civil rights statutes applies to
interpreting the provisions of Chapter 760, Florida Statutes,

the FCRA. See G een v. Burger King Corporation, 728 So. 2d 369,

10



370-71 (Fla. 3rd DCA 1999); School Board of Leon County v.

Hargi s, 400 So. 2d 103, 108 n. 2 (Fla. 1st DCA 1981); see also

Geene v. Senmnole Electric Cooperative, Inc., 701 So. 2d 646,

647 (Fla. 5th DCA 1997) (FCRA “should be construed in conformty
wth" the federal Anmericans with Disabilities Act of 1990 [the
"ADA"], 42 U.S.C. 8§ 12101 et seq., and related regul ations).

20. Intentional discrimnation can be proven by two neans,
either by direct evidence of discrimnatory intent or through

circunstantial evidence. See MDonnell-Dougl as Corporation v.

Green, 411 U S. 792, 804 (1973). In the instant case, the
Petitioner has failed to produce direct evidence of bias. See

Jones v. Bessener Carraway Medical Center, 151 F.3d 1321, 1323

(11th Gr. 1998) ("This court has nmarked severe limts for the
kind of |anguage to be treated as direct evidence of

discrimnation"); Burrell v. Board of Trustees of Georgia

Mlitary College, 125 F.3d 1390, 1393-94 (11th Cr. 1997)

("[d]irect evidence is ‘evidence, which, if believed, proves
exi stence of fact in issue without inference or presunption ")
(citation omtted by the court).

21. In the absence of direct evidence, the Petitioner nust

put forth a prima facie case, which consists of the foll ow ng:

(a) that she is handi capped; (b) that she perforned or is able
to performher assigned duty satisfactorily; and (c) that

despite her satisfactory performance, she was term nated from

11



enpl oynent. Cdark v. Jackson County Hospital, 20 F.A L.R 1182,

1184 (FCHR 1997).

22. |If the Petitioner is able to establish a prim facie

case, the burden of production (although not persuasion) shifts
to the Respondent to show a legitimate, non-discrimnatory

reason for the adverse action taken. MDonnell -Dougl as

Corporation, supra. Sprint need not persuade the fact finder

that it was actually notivated by the proffered reason, but nust
merely set forth, through the introduction of evidence, the

reasons for its actions. Texas Departnent of Conmunity Affairs

v. Burdine, 450 U.S. 248, 254-255 (1981). Thereafter, the

Petitioner retains the burden of persuasion and nust prove "by a
preponderance of the evidence that the |legitinmte reasons
offered by [Sprint] were not its true reasons, but were a
pretext for discrimnation.” Burdine, 450 U S. at 253. 1In
determi ning pretext, the Petitioner nust denonstrate "such
weakness, inplausibilities, inconsistencies, incoherencies, or
contradictions in the enployer's proffered legitinmte reasons
for its actions that a reasonable finder of fact could find them

unwort hy of credence.” Wallace v. School Board of O ange

County, Florida, 41 F. Supp. 2d 1321, 1330 (MD. Fla. 1998).

23. Concerning the question of a prinma facie case, the

definition of handi cap has been held to be substantially the

sanme as the definition of disability set forth in the ADA

12



Green, 701 So. 2d at 647. The ADA defines disability as: (a) a
physi cal or mental inpairnent that substantially Iimts one or
nmore major life activities of such individual; (b) a record of
such inpairnment; or (c) being regarded as having such an
inmpairment. 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2).

24. Exanples of major life activities include caring for
one's self, perform ng manual tasks, wal king, seeing, hearing,
speaki ng, breathing, |earning and working. 29 CFR § 1630.2(i).
The United States Suprenme Court has stated that corrective and
mtigating nmeasures for an inpairnent should be considered in
determ ni ng whether a person is substantially Iimted in his or

her major |ife activities. See Sutton v. United Airlines, Inc.,

527 U.S. 471, 482 (1999).

25. The Petitioner has failed to identify how her all eged
mental condition substantially limted any major life activity,
nor has she provi ded evi dence showi ng how any major life

activity has been so limted. Standard v. A.B E. L. Services,

Inc., 161 F.3d 1318, 1327 (11th GCr. 1998) ("[nlerely proving
the existence of [an]. . . inpairnment, w thout addressing any
limtation on a major life activity, is not sufficient to prove
disability under the [ADA]"). The Petitioner's own doctor
stated in his Novenber 2, 2000, note to Sprint, that the

Petitioner had no limtation on her ability to work as |ong as

13



she participated in treatnment and maintai ned conpliance with
medi cati ons and schedul ed appoi nt nents.

26. The Petitioner did not provide any evidence that she
had a record of such an inpairment, especially given her
adm ssion that she had no history of nental illness prior to her

e-mai |l of Septenber 17, 1999, to her supervisor. Hilburn v.

Murata El ectronics North Anerica, 181 F.3d 1220, 1229 (1ith G

1999) (record-of-inpairnent standard satisfied only if
petitioner "actually suffered" an inpairnment that substantially
l[imted one or nore of her major life activities). The fact
that the Petitioner was on two enpl oyer—approved nedi cal | eaves
during 1999- 2000 does not create a record of inpairnment. 1d. at
1229.

27. The Petitioner presented no persuasive evidence that
Sprint regarded her as having such an inpairnment. Sprint's
requests for mental eval uations and pl acenment of Cavanaugh on
| eave do not constitute evidence that it regarded her as
suffering froma FCRA-protected handi cap, given the grounds upon

whi ch the actions were based. WlIllians v. Mtorola, Inc.,

303 F.3d 1284, 1290 (11th Cr. 2002) (perception clai mbased

upon suggested mnedi cal exam nation "fails"); Cody v. Ci gna

Heal t hcare of St Louis, Inc., 139 F. 3d 595, 599 (8th Gr. 1999)

(request for mental evaluation "not equivalent to treatnent of

t he enpl oyee as though she were substantially inpaired");

14



Johnson v. Boardnan Petrol eum 923 F. Supp. 1563, 1568 (S.D. Ga.

1996) (offer of |eave of absence showed concern for enployee's
wel | - bei ng, not treatnent of the enployee as disabled). The
inquiries triggered by the e-mail that the Petitioner sent to
M. Wittaker and her inform ng Wittaker of her concerns about
her medi cation were both | awful because they were based upon
Sprint's concern as to whet her Cavanaugh coul d safely and
effectively do the essential functions of the job in which she

was enpl oyed. See WIllians, 303 F.3d at 1291 (enpl oyer may

require enpl oyee to undergo nmental exam nations and provide
information regardi ng psychiatric health if job-related and
reflect "concern with the safety of . . . enployees"); Cody,

139 F.3d at 599 ("enployers need to be able to use reasonabl e
nmeans to ascertain the cause of troubling behavior wthout
exposi ng thenselves to ADA clains"). The nental exam nation
requested while the Petitioner was on her self-initiated | eave,
was nerely an effort to determ ne whether in fact the Petitioner
was able to performthe essential functions of her job at the
time, which is another permssible inquiry. 29 CF.R 8§

1630. 14(c); see generally, Florida Statutes Section

760. 10(8) (b), (nothing in the FCRA shall "preclude such physica
and nedi cal exam nations of applicants and enpl oyees as an
enpl oyer may require of applicants and enpl oyees to determ ne

fitness for the job or position sought or held").

15



28. Assum ng arguendo that the Petitioner was able to
prove that she suffered froma protected handi cap and ot herw se

establ i shed her prina facie case, the Respondent has articul at ed

a legitimate, non-discrimnatory reason for its termnation of

her enploynment — i.e., her nolo contendere plea to felony

charges in Cctober, 2000. The Petitioner failed to neet her
burden of show ng that this reason was a pretext for unlaw ul
di scrim nation.

29. The absence of any handi cap-rel ated bias is shown by

the fact that other individuals who have pled nolo contendere to

fel ony charges have been term nated, even when adjudi cation has
been wit hhel d based upon the plea. The Petitioner failed to
identify any all eged non-di sabl ed person who, upon pleadi ng nol o

contendere to a felony charge, was allowed to remain enpl oyed by

Sprint. Nix v. WCY Radi o/ Rahal |l Conmuni cations, 738 F.2d 1181,

1185 (11th Cir. 1984) (to show prinm facie case of

di scrimnation, plaintiff nmust show that person outside
protected class who engaged in "nearly identical" conduct was
treated nore favorably).

30. The Petitioner contends that the term nation was
unl awf ul because her arrest was nore than a year prior to her
termnation; however, the record is clear that it was her plea
regardi ng that arrest, which was not discovered until Decenber

2000, upon which Sprint based its decision. Mreover, she

16



al | eges that she consistently received good performance revi ews,
had just conpleted 15 years with Sprint, and had been allowed to
pi ck her vacation tine shortly before her termnation. None of
these all eged facts support a finding of handicap discrimnation
in light of the evidence that Sprint term nated her enpl oynent
pursuant to a consistently-applied policy and practice regarding

termnations for felony pleas. Chapnan v. Al Transport,

229 F.3d 1012, 1030 (11th Cr. 2000) ("Provided that the
proffered reason is one that m ght notivate a reasonabl e

enpl oyer, an enpl oyee nust neet that reason head on and rebut
it, and the enpl oyee cannot succeed by sinply quarreling with
the wi sdom of that reason,” nor is a fact-finder permtted to
“second-guess” the business judgnent of an enployer); see al so
Ni x, 738 F.2d at 1187 ("an enployer may fire an enployee for a
good reason, a bad reason, a reason based on erroneous facts, or
for no reason at all, as long as its action is not for a

di scrim natory reason").

31. Concerning the Petitioner’s claimthat Sprint's
notices to her of the availability of long-termdisability and
disability retirenment benefits denonstrated anti-handi cap bi as,
Sprint has put forward sufficient, credible evidence to
denonstrate that these letters were automatically sent to the
Petitioner nerely to informher of the availability of such

benefits, given the amount of tinme she had been out on | eave.

17



Thi s evidence denonstrates that Sprint was nerely attenpting to
assi st her in assuring that should she need additional benefits,
she woul d not suffer any |lapse in benefits because she had
failed to tinmely start the application process. Such a
m ni sterial act does not suggest an anti-handi cap notivati on.
32. The Petitioner attenpted to point to the three nedical
inquiries made by Sprint as evidence of anti-handicap bias.
This attenpt nust fail because Sprint provided sufficient
justification for each inquiry, as discussed above. Concerning
her clains that the three nedical inquiries constitute
i ndependent violations of the FCRA, any clains related to those
inquiries made in Septenber 1999 and August 2000 are not
actionabl e because they occurred nore then 365 days prior to the
Petitioner's filing of her charge of discrimnation with the

FCHR in Cctober 2001. National Railroad Passenger Corporation

v. Modrgan, 536 U. S. 101 (2002) (clainms regarding discrete acts
occurring outside of period for filing a charge of
discrimnation are barred). Mreover, to the extent that the
ADA' s prohibition on nedical inquiries are applicable to clains
under the FCRA, each inquiry was nmade for a job-related reason
consi stent with business necessity, as described and concl uded

above.
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RECOMVENDATI ON

Havi ng consi dered the foregoing findings of fact,
conclusions of |aw, the evidence of record, the candor and
deneanor of the witnesses and the pleadings and argunents of the
parties, it is, therefore,

RECOMVENDED:

That a final order be entered by the Florida Conm ssion on
Human Rel ati ons denying the Petition in its entirety.

DONE AND ENTERED this 9th day of February, 2004, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Florida.

P. M CHAEL RUFF

Adm ni strative Law Judge

D vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
The DeSoto Buil ding

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 wth the Cerk of the
Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 9th day of February, 2004.
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COPI ES FURNI SHED

Ter esa Cavanaugh
3010 Northeast Seventh Lane
Ccal a, Florida 34470

Deni se Crawford, Agency Cerk

Fl ori da Conm ssi on on Hunan Rel ati ons
2009 Apal achee Par kway, Suite 100

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301

Patrick M Ml downey, Esquire
Akerman Senterfitt

Post O fice Box 231

Ol ando, Florida 32802-0231

Ceci | Howard, General Counsel

Fl ori da Conm ssion on Hunan Rel ati ons
2009 Apal achee Par kway, Suite 100

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301

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 Reconmended Order. Any exceptions
to this Recommended Order should be filed with the agency that
wll issue the final order in this case.
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