STATE OF FLORI DA
Dl VI SION OF ADM NI STRATI VE HEARI NGS
GLENN SI NGER,
Petitioner,
VS. Case No. 04-0518FE
ROBERT NI EMAN

Respondent .
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RECOVMENDED ORDER

Pursuant to notice, a formal hearing was held in this case
on Novenber 2, 2004, in Mam, Florida, before J. D. Parrish, a
desi gnated Adm ni strative Law Judge of the Division of
Adm ni strative Hearings.

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: James J. Birch, Esquire
Law OFfice of Stuart R M chel son
200 Sout heast 13th Street
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33316

For Respondent: Robert N eman, pro se
9731 Sout hwest 12th Street
Penbr oke Pines, Florida 33026

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

Whet her the Petitioner, Genn Singer (Petitioner or Singer)
is entitled to attorney's fees and costs fromthe
Conpl ai nant/ Respondent, Robert N eman (Respondent or Ni eman),

pursuant to Section 112.317(8), Florida Statutes (2004).



PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

This case began on June 10, 2002, when the Respondent
executed an ethics Conpl aint against the Petitioner. The
Conpl aint all eged four incidents concerning the Petitioner and
all eged acts conmtted while Singer held a seat on the CGol den
Beach Town Council. More specifically, the Conplaint alleged
that Singer had paid a reduced amount for his building permt
because the structure was under valued for building permt
pur poses; had constructed a brick driveway wi thout a permt and
wi t hout paying for permt fees; had assaulted a tenporary
security guard enployed by the town, but the investigation was
dropped; and had entered into a verbal agreement with the
construction manager on an adj oi ning property to vote for a
variance in exchange for allow ng Singer to nove his boat over
five feet. After a staff attorney for the Florida Comm ssion on
Et hi cs (Ethics Conmm ssion) requested additional informtion
concerning the matter, the Respondent executed a Conpl ai nt
Amendrent on July 19, 2002.

The Conpl ai nt Amendnent included three allegations. The
first allegation related to the brick driveway at Petitioner’s
home. The Respondent alleged that the Petitioner did not pay an
appropriate building permt fee because the value of the work
done was greater than the value of the permt. The second

all egation clained that a contractor was given a town job



because the sane entity had given the Petitioner a reduced price
on his personal driveway. The third allegation maintained that
the Petitioner had assaulted a private security guard who did
not press charges despite an initial report that he would press
charges. The Respondent theorized that the Petitioner had
sonmehow used his position to make the investigation “go away.”
On Decenber 6, 2002, a Determ nation of Investigative
Jurisdiction and Order to Investigate was entered. On or about
Cct ober 27, 2003, the Respondent executed a Request to Wt hdraw.
That docunent stated: “lI no longer wish to pursue the Conpl ai nt
that was issued by nyself.” Nevertheless, after an
i nvestigation and on the reconmendation of the Ethic
Comm ssion’s Advocate, the Ethics Conm ssion entered a Public
Report on Decenber 9, 2003. The Public Report addressed the
merits of the Conplaint (and the Conpl ai nt Anrendnent) and
di sm ssed the matter. The Public Report found no probabl e cause
to believe that the Petitioner had violated ethics statutes.
Accordi ngly, the Respondent’s Conplaint was effectively cl osed.
On January 5, 2004, the Petitioner filed the Fee Petition
that is the subject of the instant case agai nst the Respondent.
Petitioner maintains he is entitled to attorney’s fees and costs
pursuant to Section 112.317(8), Florida Statutes. The Fee
Petition alleged that Respondent had filed the Conplaint with

the Ethics Commission with “a malicious intent to injure the



reputation of the Petitioner by filing the Conplaint with

know edge that the Conplaint contained one or nore false

all egations, or that the Conplaint was filed wth reckl ess

di sregard for whether the Conplaint contained fal se allegations
of fact material to a violation of the Florida Ethics Code.”
The case was forwarded to the Division of Adm nistrative
Hearings for formal proceedi ngs on February 12, 2004.

At the hearing, the Petitioner testified and presented
testinony from Robert Nei man, Sanuel Goren, and Linda Epperson.
The Petitioner’s Exhibits 1 through 12 were admtted into
evi dence. The Respondent also testified and offered testinony
from Rosemary Wascura. The Respondent’s Exhibits 1 through 4,
6A, 6C, and 7 were also admitted into evidence. Respondent’s
Exhi bit 6B was proffered for the record.

The transcript of the proceeding was filed with the
Di vision of Administrative Hearings on February 14, 2005. The
parties requested an extension of tinme to file proposed
recormended orders. That request was granted. Both parties
timely filed post-hearing proposals that have been fully
considered in the preparation of this Recommended Order.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. On June 10, 2002, the Respondent executed a Conpl ai nt
that was filed with the Ethics Comm ssion agai nst the

Petitioner. At the time of the filing, the Respondent was on



paid adm ni strative | eave or suspension fromthe Police
Departnent of the Town of Gol den Beach (Town). Nevert hel ess,

t he Respondent remai ned enpl oyed by the Town and at the tine of
hearing in this cause the Respondent was enpl oyed as a police
sergeant.

2. Imediately prior to filing the Conpl ai nt agai nst the
Petitioner the Respondent served as the interimpolice chief for
the Town. At all tines material to this case the Petitioner was
a council man serving on the Town’s governing council. As such,
the Petitioner was subject to the ethics provisions governed by
t he Et hi cs Conm ssion.

3. The Petitioner and the Respondent have known one
anot her since childhood. Prior to the incidents conplained of
herein the two had consi dered thensel ves cordi al acquai ntances.

4. The Respondent’s Conplaint item zed four concerns that
he bel i eved denonstrated viol ations of ethics provisions. The
specifics of the Conplaint are set forth in Petitioner’s
Exhibit 1. 1In general, the Respondent believed that the
Petitioner had used his position as a Town councilman to obtain
a building permt at a | esser value than should have been
reported. He based this assertion on information told to hi mby
persons working within the Town who overheard comments nade by
the Petitioner and a building official.

5. The Respondent believed that Linda Epperson, who has



20-pl us years of experience in the construction business, had
opi ned that the value of the work to be perforned at the
Petitioner’s hone greatly exceeded the value set forth in the
permt sought. M. Epperson’s comrents regarding the permt
i ssue were overheard by another Town enpl oyee, Rosenmary WAscura.

6. At hearing, Ms. Epperson deni ed making the coments.
Ms. Epperson is still enployed by the Town and would Iike to
continue her enploynment until her retirenent vests (another four
years). M. Wascura (who is a personal friend of the
Respondent’s) does not work for the Town any | onger.
Ms. Wascura’'s testinony was credi ble and persuasive as to the
i nci dent regarding the conversation between the Petitioner and a
building official. Although it is not concluded the Petitioner
used his position to influence the building official and receive
a reduced permt cost, it is found that the factual information
upon which the Respondent relied in maki ng such assertion was
grounded in an eyew tness account of an incident and not nere
specul ati on.

7. The second allegation of the Conplaint also dealt with
a subcontractor who had perforned services for the Petitioner at
his honme. That subcontractor was subsequently awarded a Town
contract for brick pavers to be installed at the entrance to the
Town. The basis for the Respondent’s concern regarding this

al l egation stemmed from unseal ed bids that were submtted for



the brick paver project. According to Ms. Wascura the
subcontractor who had provided a favorable job for the
Petitioner was to receive the bid on the Town job. Although
wr ongdoi ng on the Petitioner’s part was not substantiated, the
basis for the Respondent’s assertion was supported by the
information he received from M. Wscura.

8. In as nmuch as Ms. Wascura was privy to comments from
the building officials at the tinme, it was reasonable for
Respondent to believe that something untoward had occurred when
t he sane subcontractor received the Town’s bid, especially when
the bid amount was | ater changed to cover a shortfall on the
construction cost (the increased anbunt woul d have resulted in
t he subcontractor not being the | owest bidder after all).

9. As to the third assertion in the Conplaint, the
Respondent cl ainmed that the Petitioner had physically assaulted
a tenporary security guard enployed by the Town while the Police
Guar dhouse was being built. The Respondent based this claimon
t he personal observations he made when the security guard
reported the incident, the pictures he took of the guard
(depicting the danmaged shirt), and the identification of the
Petitioner as the perpetrator that the victimmnade froma
phot ograph. Al though the assault was never fully investigated
(the security guard could not be |ocated and the matter was

dropped), the Respondent had a reasonable basis to believe sone



i nappropriate act had occurred and that the Petitioner could be
i nvol ved.

10. Finally, the fourth claimset forth in the
Respondent’s Conpl aint alleged that the Petitioner had changed a
vote on a variance request after being called aside by soneone
known as “Vinnie” in this record. According to eyewi tnesses to
the incident, the Petitioner voted against Vinnie' s variance
t hen changed his vote after Vinnie whispered sonething in the
council man’s ear, and the two left the roombriefly. Wen the
Petitioner returned to the council table, he changed his vote to
favor Vinnie s variance.

11. Although it is not concluded the Petitioner did
anything inproper in changing his vote, or that the variance
woul d not have received sufficient favorable votes to pass even
Wi thout the Petitioner’s vote, it is clear that the Respondent
t hought the activity was highly unusual and suspect. The Town
counci|l neetings are videotaped. A videotape of the proceeding
di sprovi ng the account of the witnesses was not provided. It is
unusual to all ow anyone to approach the council seats to
privately discuss anything with a council nenber during a
counci | sessi on.

12. As for why the Petitioner would change his vote, the
Respondent believed it had to do with a boat nooring that the

Petitioner sought. Although the Petitioner did not own a boat



at the time, the gossip anong Town workers had been that the
Petitioner wanted to be able to noor his boat at a certain angle
to avoid an inpeded view of the waterway. In return, he

al | egedly supported Vinnie's variance. Although the runor was
unf ounded, when the story was viewed in |ight of the
Petitioner’s actions with Vinnie at the council neeting, it
formed a reasonabl e basis for Respondent’s concerns.

13. On July 9, 2002, the staff attorney for the Ethics
Commi ssi on sent Respondent a letter requesting additiona
information regarding the Conplaint. The forms included with
that letter constitute the Conplaint Arendnent that was executed
by the Respondent on July 19, 2002.

14. Sonetinme in August 2002 the Respondent was fired from
his position with the Towmn. He filed an appeal of the
termnation and ultimately won his job back. At that tinme he
desired to drop the entire matter against the Petitioner.

15. To that end he executed and filed with the Ethics
Commi ssion a Request to Wthdraw the Conplaint. The Request to
Wt hdraw was deni ed on Decenmber 9, 2003.

16. Al so on Decenber 9, 2003, the Ethics Conm ssion issued
a Public Report that dism ssed the Respondent’s conpl ai nt
agai nst the Petitioner.

17. On January 4, 2004, the Petitioner filed a Fee

Petition pursuant to Section 112.317(8), Florida Statutes.



18. The Fee Petition asserts that the Respondent acted
with a malicious intent to injure the reputation of the
Petitioner. The Respondent’s intent was to bring to light the
al | egations against the Petitioner because he believed the
i nformati on he had been given was accurate. It proved to be
i naccurate. He did not investigate each of the clainms before
filing the Conplaint and Conpl ai nt Anendnment but believed his
sources to be credi ble Town enployees. 1In retrospect, the
Respondent believes he coul d have avoi ded the professional
pitfalls that befell his enploynment had he not filed the
Conpl aint. Neverthel ess, based on the information he had at the
time fromcredi ble Town enpl oyees, the Respondent acted to cause
sone investigation of the Petitioner’s activities.

19. The Respondent did not know that the conments from
Town enpl oyees were false or not subject to confirmation. The
Respondent personally observed Vinnie's intervention at the
council table. Had it not dovetailed with the runor regarding
the Petitioner’s proposed boat issue, the conversation woul d
have still appeared unusual at best. Coupled with the other
unverified information, it gave the appearance of inpropriety
warranting investigation.

20. Simlarly, none of the other allegations could be
easily discredited. The Respondent relied on coments

attributed to Ms. Wascura and Ms. Epperson. He had no reason to

10



doubt the veracity of his friend. Further, he could not foresee
that Ms. Epperson woul d not acknow edge maki ng statenents
pertaining to the permt issue. The original docunents
pertaining to the permts pulled for the Petitioner’s property
are in storage and were not available at the hearing. A
conmput er- generated report was provided to the Ethic Conmm ssion’s
investigator. That report does not contain the detail and dates
that m ght have verified the account provided by Ms. Wascura.
The Respondent’s efforts to obtain copies of public records were
t hwar t ed.

21. The Petitioner’'s efforts to paint Ms. Epperson as a
gossi p whose al | eged statenents shoul d not have been credited is
not supported by the weight of persuasive evidence. M.

Epper son was an experi enced person whose know edge in the
construction industry nade her a credible source for
information. She was enployed in a position that rmade her privy
to the activities of the building departnent. She now di savows
maki ng the comments that were the subject matter of the

Conpl aint. Neverthel ess, the Respondent believed the comments
attributed to her and believed they were froma credi bl e source.

22. If attorney’'s fees and costs are entered in this cause
the beneficiary of an award will be the Town. The Petitioner

has i ncurred no expenses or costs associated with the defense of
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the Conplaint. The Town agreed to pay and has paid al
attorney’s fees and costs associated with this case.

23. The Petitioner presented several invoices fromthe Law
Ofices of Stuart R Mchel son that were alleged to pertain to
the instant case. One invoice dated January 6, 2004, set forth
25. 00 hours had been expended by Ilene L. Mchel son (partner) at
the rate of $200.00 per hour. The invoice also noted 5.50 hours
had been expended by Stuart R M chel son (senior partner) also
at the rate of $200.00 per hour. The total of the first invoice
i ncl udi ng costs was $6, 594.54. The second invoi ce, dated
June 10, 2004, item zed tinme expended by Janes Birch (associate
attorney) billed at the rate of $125.00 per hour; M chael Torres
(law clerk) billed at the rate of $75.00 per hour; Robert J.
Longchanps (law clerk 2) also billed at the rate of $75.00 per
hour; and Stuart R M chelson (senior partner) billed at the
rate of $200.00 per hour. The total attorney’s fees for this
second invoi ce equal ed $3,232.50; with costs the second invoice
was $3,772.38. A third invoice dated Septenber 9, 2004
docunented $1,187.50 in fees for time expended by Janes Birch,

M chael Torres, Robert J. Longchanps, and Stuart R M chel son.
The total for fees and costs for the invoice were $4, 308. 85.
The costs and fees clainmed in this cause are set forth in detail
in Petitioner’s Exhibit 8  However, bills attached to invoices

identify other parties not related to the instant case. For

12



exanple, an invoice fromUnited Reporting, Inc., references the

case Janes Vardalis v. Robert Neiman. The Petitioner’'s case is

not the sane matter. Simlarly, a second invoice from United
Reporting, Inc. (dated June 16, 2004) references M chael

Addi cott v. Neiman. The Petitioner did not delineate which of

the costs were solely attributable to this case. It is unclear
whet her the fees were also incurred for other cases related to
t hi s Respondent (but not the Petitioner herein).

24. The Petitioner also presented testinony from an expert
W tness who was to be paid by the Town. That w tness, an
attorney, was to be paid $200.00 per hour for his efforts in
this matter. In connection with his work in this matter and
ot her cases the expert billed the Town a total of $8, 050.00.
Exactly what portion of that anount is attributable to solely
this case is unknown (see page 77 of the transcript in this
case).

25. Although the Petitioner’s expert testified that the
hourly rates for fees applied in this cause were reasonabl e,
t here was no evidence that the time was actually expended in
connection with the instant case. There is no way to know if
the services were perforned for the defense of the Respondent’s
Conpl ai nt.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

26. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has

13



jurisdiction over the subject matter of and the parties to this
proceedi ng. 88 120.569 and 120.57(1), Fla. Stat. (2004).
27. Section 112.317(8), Florida Statutes (2004), provides:

In any case in which the conm ssion

determ nes that a person has filed a
conpl ai nt against a public officer or

enpl oyee with a malicious intent to injure
the reputation of such officer or enployee
by filing the conplaint with know edge that
t he conpl aint contains one or nore false

al l egations or with reckless disregard for
whet her the conplaint contains fal se

al l egations of fact material to a violation
of this part, the conplainant shall be
liable for costs plus reasonable attorney's
fees incurred in the defense of the person
conpl ai ned agai nst, including the costs and
reasonable attorney's fees incurred in
proving entitlenent to and the anount of
costs and fees. |If the conplainant fails to
pay such costs and fees voluntarily within
30 days follow ng such finding by the
commi ssi on, the comm ssion shall forward
such informati on to the Departnment of Legal
Affairs, which shall bring a civil action in
a court of conpetent jurisdiction to recover
t he amount of such costs and fees awarded by
t he conmm ssi on.

28. The Conmi ssion on Ethics has recently determ ned that
the standard applicable to this matter is the “actual malice”

standard enunciated in New York Tines v. Sullivan, 376 U S. 254,

84 S.Ct. 710 (1964). See In re Mchael Addicott, COE Final

Order No. 05-0207 entered April 26, 2005. Accordingly, unless
the construction of a statute |eads to an unreasonable or a
clearly erroneous result, an agency’ s interpretation of a

statute that it is charged with enforcing is entitled to great
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def er ence. Level 3 Conmmuni cations, LLC v. Jacobs, 841 So. 2d

447, 450 (Fla. 2003); Osorio v. Board of Professional Surveyors

and Mappers, 898 So. 2d 188 (Fla. 5th DCA 2005).

29. Thus, the Sullivan standard is appropriate to the
i ssue at hand. Therefore, the Petitioner nust establish that
t he Respondent filed the conplaint with a nmalicious intent to
injure the reputation of the Petitioner, wth know edge that the
conpl aint contai ned one or nore false allegations or with
reckl ess disregard for whether it contained fal se allegations of
fact material to a violation of the Code of Ethics. If that
standard is net, then the Petitioner nust establish the anount
of costs and attorney’'s fees based upon the criteria set forth

in Florida Patient’s Conpensati on Fund v. Rowe, 472 So.2d 1145

(Fla. 1985). |If the standard is not net, the question of an
anount of reasonable attorney’s fee is noot.

30. In this case, the Petitioner has failed to denonstrate
that the Respondent acted with a malicious intent to injure the
reputation of the Petitioner. The Respondent relied on
i nformati on he personally observed or was provi ded by persons he
bel i eved knew or shoul d have known the accuracy of the
i nformati on conveyed. Here the Respondent relied on what his
experi ence suggested were credi ble sources within the Town.

Al t hough he did not investigate, he had no reason to doubt the

veracity of his friend or co-worker. He personally observed the

15



torn shirt of the security guard. He was present when the guard
identified the Petitioner as the perpetrator. He did not doubt
the alleged victims account. Wen the security guard did not
return to press charges he attenpted to |ocate the individual.
The investigation was dropped when the conplaining witness did
not return.

31. Simlarly, the Respondent did not file the Conpl aint
with a reckless disregard for the truth. As outlined by Denby

v. English, 667 So. 2d 350 (Fla. 1st DCA 1996):

“[ Tl he constitutionally protected right to
di scuss, coment upon, criticize, and
debate, indeed, the freedomto speak on any
and all matters is extended not only to the
organi zed nmedia but to all persons.” Nodar
v. Gl breath, 462 So.2d 803 (Fla. 1984).
The First Amendnent privilege of fair
comment is not absolute. To prevail at
trial, a plaintiff nmust establish not only
the falsity of the clained defanmation, but
al so denonstrate through clear and

convi nci ng evi dence that the defendant knew
the statenments were false or recklessly

di sregarded the truth. New York Tines v.
Sullivan, 376 U S. 254, 84 S.C. 710, 11

L. Ed. 2d 686 (1964).

32. In this case the Petitioner has failed to provide
cl ear and convi ncing proof that the Respondent acted with
reckl ess disregard for the truth. To satisfy this burden, the
Petitioner nust denonstrate a | evel of evidence such that it
produces in the mnd of the trier of fact a firmbelief or

conviction without hesitancy as to the truth of the allegations
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sought to be established. See In re Davey, 645 So. 2d 398, 404

(Fla. 1994). To the contrary, the weight of the credible
evidence in this case established that the Respondent thought
the informati on he provided to the Ethics Conmm ssion was
accurate and would lead to an investigation that woul d di scl ose
ethics violations.

33. There is no clear and convincing evidence that at the
time he nade the Conplaint or the Conplaint Anmendnent that the
Respondent knew any statenent was fal se. |ndeed, can it be said
in retrospect that he perhaps naively believed the unverified
statenments of his co-workers? Could it also be said that co-
wor kers changed their m nds regardi ng what they would state on
the record? Perhaps a nore thorough investigation could have
been done before the filing of the Conplaint; hindsight would
yield different results in many instances. As to whether he
knowi ngly nade fal se statenents regarding the Petitioner, the
evidence in this cause is wefully inadequate to reach such a
concl usi on.

34. It is concluded that at the tinme he nmade the Conpl ai nt
and Conpl ai nt Anmendnent all of the factual allegations were
ei ther supported by the Respondent’s observations, his
conversations with Town enpl oyees, or inferences reasonably
drawn from observati ons made by hinself or others. For exanple,

what the building official and the Petitioner discussed
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privately is unknown. Nonetheless, a credible wtness observed
the Petitioner direct the building official into an office to

di scuss his permt fee privately. Wen coupled with the

all egation that the permt fee was based on an under-val ued
anmount (an unverified report froma know edgeabl e source), the
Respondent believed he had a reasonable basis to raise an ethics
i ssue. The sane analysis could be applied to each and every

al l egation raised by the Respondent. 1In each instance he
bel i eved the statenents of persons who reported information to
him The victimof the alleged assault identified the
Petitioner, the variance vote was changed after Vinnie
approached the Petitioner, and the subcontractor got the Town
contract after he did the job for the Petitioner. Each of these
events “partnered” with informati on he was gi ven by Town

enpl oyees.

35. For the reasons set forth above, it is concluded that
the Petitioner is not entitled to an award of attorney’s fees in
this matter. The Petitioner has failed to neet the evidentiary
standard applicable to this cause. As such, no conclusion is
reached as to what woul d be an appropriate award if an award
were warranted. In this case it is difficult, based on the
information found in Petitioner’s Exhibit 8 as well as the
testinmony of the Petitioner’s expert, to determ ne what fees

woul d be appropriate for the defense of the allegations of this
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matter. Further, it would be difficult to determ ne what costs
could be solely attributed to this case (assum ng arguendo t hat
if costs were to be awarded). Moreover, the discussion of the
attorney’s fees and costs found in the Recommended Order (DOAH

Case No. 04-0043FE) to In re Mchael Addicott, COE Final O der

No. 05-0207 entered April 26, 2005, is instructive. In that
matter ny | earned col |l eague suggested that the evidence was
insufficient to support an award of attorney’s fees in any
anount. In that case, as here, the testinony did not support a
finding that the billed services were actually perforned, that
the bills were accurate, that all of the services were
reasonably necessary, or that all of the services related to the
Respondent’s Conpl ai nt or Conpl ai nt Anendnent agai nst the
Petitioner. To the contrary, it is evident that costs reported
in Petitioner’s Exhibit 8, on their face, related to other
matters.

RECOVIVENDATI ON

Based upon the foregoi ng Fi ndings of Fact and Concl usi ons
of Law, it is RECOWENDED that a Final Order be entered

dism ssing the Fee Petition in this case.
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DONE AND ENTERED this 2nd day of June, 2005, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Flori da.

=

J. D. PARRI SH

Adm ni strati ve 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

wwwv. doah. state. fl.us

Filed with the derk of the

D vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 2nd day of June, 2005.

COPI ES FURNI SHED,

James J. Birch, Esquire
Law O fice of Stuart R M chel son
200 Sout heast 13th Street

Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33133

Robert Ni eman
9731 Sout hwest 12th Street
Penbr oke Pines, Florida 33026

Kaye Starling, Agency Cerk

Comm ssi on on Ethics

3600 Macl ay Boul evard, South, Suite 201
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32317-5709

Phillip C. C aypool, General Counse
Conmm ssion on Ethics

3600 Macl ay Boul evard, South, Suite 201
Post O fice Drawer 15709

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32317-5709
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Bonnie J. WIIlians, Executive Director
Comm ssion on Ethics

3600 Macl ay Boul evard, South, Suite 201
Post O fice Drawer 15709

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32317-5709

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 Recormended Order. Any exceptions
to this Recommended Order should be filed with the agency that
will issue the Final Oder in this case.
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