STATE OF FLORI DA
Dl VI SI ON OF ADM NI STRATI VE HEARI NGS
ROBERT LARSON,
Petitioner,
VS. Case No. 04-2709

LAKEVI EW CENTER, | NC.,

Respondent .
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RECOVMENDED ORDER

Thi s cause cane 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 Shalimr, Florida on January 5, 2005. The appearances were
as follows:

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: Robert Larson, pro se
919 Roanoke Court
Fort Walton Beach, Florida 32547

For Respondent: Russell F. Van Sickle, Esquire
Beggs & Lane
Post OFfice Box 12950
Pensacol a, Florida 32591-2950

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUES

The issues to be resolved in this proceedi ng concern

whet her the Petitioner was a victimof discrimnation based upon



his age and disability, in purported violation of Section
760. 10, Florida Statutes.

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

Thi s cause arose upon the filing of a charge of
di scrimnation by the above naned Petitioner with the Florida
Comm ssi on on Human Rel ati ons (Comm ssion) on January 2, 2004.
The charge of discrimnation alleges that the Petitioner was
term nated due to disability (depression) and his age. This
charge led to a Conm ssion investigation of the matter, with the
ultimate finding of "No Cause.” Based upon that finding the
Petitioner submtted a Petition for Relief on August 2, 2004.

In that Petition he alleges that his term nation was due to
i ssues concerning his disability and his age.

The cause was transmitted to the Division of Administrative
Hearings on August 2, 2004, and ultimately canme on for hearing
before the undersigned as noticed. Respondent's Answer to the
Petition was filed August 17, 2004.

At the hearing the Petitioner presented his own testinony
and that of Elena Laufer and David Ganbrell. The Respondent
presented the testinony of Janmes Avett, Richard Baker, Russel
Schrei ner, and Johnni e Zi nmerman. The Respondent presented
seven exhi bits which were admtted into evidence. Upon
concl usi on of the proceeding a transcript was ordered and the

parties were given the opportunity to submt proposed



recomended orders. The Proposed Reconmended Orders submtted
have been considered in the rendition of this Recommended Order.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The Petitioner, Robert Larson, was hired by Gulf Coast
Enterprises (GCE) in Novenber 2000, as a mail clerk and driver
under a contract that GCE had with the federal governnent to
conduct postal services for Hurlburt Field Air Force Base near
Fort Walton Beach. Hi s job duties included picking-up and
delivering mail at various points on that mlitary base. His
duties included the handling of "confidential" or "accountable"
mai |l .

2. CGCE is a division of the Respondent, Lakeview Center,
Inc. Lakeview Center, Inc., is a nmental health conmunity
behavi oral treatment center in Pensacola, Florida. CGCEis a
vocational division of Lakeview Center, Inc., whose mssionis
to provide job opportunities for disabled persons. GCE enters
into contracts with other entities, including the federal
governnent, designed to enable it to place people with
disabilities in jobs, to work through service contracts which
GCE enters into with those other entities. This is a
preferential contract, "set aside" program under the federal
Javi ts-Wagner- O Day Act, which allows GCE to contract with the
federal governnment for job placenent of disabl ed persons outside

of the normal contract bidding process. The provisions of this



arrangenent provide that the contract services nust neet
governnent quality standards and at | east 75 percent of the
direct labor for performng the contract nust be provided by
people with disabilities.

3. The Petitioner was qualified to be hired by the
Respondent under this program because he has a disability,
depression. Although the Petitioner's supervisors knew he had a
disability, as a matter of policy the Respondent does not
di sclose the identification of an enpl oyee's particul ar
disability to the enpl oyee's supervisor. The docunentation of
an enployee's specific disability was kept by the Respondent in
a confidential file, separate fromthe regular personnel file
information to which the enpl oyees' supervisors had access.

4. Four enployees worked in the Petitioner's departnent
during the tinme pertinent hereto. The project nanager was Janes
Avett. The assistant project nmanager was Ri chard Baker and
James Bacon and the Petitioner were mail clerks and drivers.
The Petitioner reported to the project nanager and when the
proj ect manager was unavail able to the assistant project
nmanager .

5. The Petitioner's supervisor, M. Avett, received two
conplaints fromcustoners on the Petitioner's mail route on
Novenber 4, 2003. Those custoners were Onjel Ganbrell and

Techni cal Sergeant Arnmour. Both conplaints alleged the



Petitioner was being rude to custonmers. M. Ganbrell who worked
at the Hurlburt Field Library, wote an e-mail setting forth her
conpl ai nt about the Petitioner. That e-mail described the
Petitioner as rude, as not responding to greetings fromthe
custoner, and specifically scolding enployees of the library for
nmovi ng the mail box | ocation within the library. The library
was under renovation, necessitating the novenent of the mai

box.

6. After speaking with the custonmers who were nmaking the
conplaints, M. Avett asked the Petitioner to come into his
office to talk about the conplaints. M. Avett asked Assi stant
Proj ect Manager, Richard Baker, to also attend the neeting.

M. Avett infornmed the Petitioner at the nmeeting concerning a
cust oner conplaints, showed him M. Ganbrell's e-mail and

started to discuss the inportance of custonmer relation skills.
In response, the Petitioner refused to acknow edge that he did
anything wong, or that there was need for any inprovenent on
his part. The Petitioner said that both custoners were |ying.

7. The Petitioner then |launched into a series of
conplaints directed at M. Avett and M. Baker. He conpl ai ned
that M. Baker would yell at himbut M. Avett had not heard
M. Baker yell at anyone. Wen M. Baker tried to respond to
t he accusation, the Petitioner |ooked at M. Avett and asked

Avett to tell M. Baker to be quiet while the Petitioner was



talking. The Petitioner conplained that M. Avett and M. Baker
could do a better job in supervising.

8. The Petitioner also conplained that the other mai
clerk/driver, James Bacon, did not yet have his security
clearance fromthe federal governnent, and therefore M. Bacon
could not yet handle the confidential mail. M. Avett expl ained
that it was normal to have a delay in gaining a security
cl earance and that M. Baker, as assistant nmanager, had to be in
the office when M. Avett was not in the office. After
listening to these conplaints by the Petitioner, the neeting was
adj ourned, to be resuned on the next norning because of the
| at eness of the day.

9. On Novenber 5, 2003, M. Avett presented the Petitioner
with a performance discussion record filled-out by M. Avett.
That record constituted a witten warning to the Petitioner
regarding the two nail stops where people had conpl ai ned about
the Petitioner's rudeness when delivering nmail to their offices.
The desired outcone depicted on that docunent was noted in the
witten warning and required that the Petitioner conduct hinself
in a professional manner, being respectful, courteous, and
hel pful to all custoners 100 percent of the tine. The
consequences noted in the witten warning were addi ti onal

counseling, with the possibility of dismssal for failure to

conpl y.



10. The Petitioner was told to read and sign the
performance record, but refused, contending that none of it was
true. Instead the Petitioner requested that he neet with M.
Avett's supervisor. M. Avett told the Petitioner that he would
arrange such a neeting. Russell Schreiner, M. Avett's
supervi sor, agreed to a neeting on the follow ng Monday,
Novenber 10, 2003.

11. M. Schreiner met with the Petitioner and M. Avett on
that day. The Petitioner stated at the neeting that the
conpl ai ning customers were |ying and being vindictive. He did
not believe that he should have a witten warni ng concerning
t hose custoner conplaints. He refused to sign the perfornmnce
di scussion record containing the warning. The Petitioner also
conpl ai ned about the mail delivery schedul e; conpl ai ned that he
had never nmet Ms. Gabrell; and conplained that M. Bacon did not
yet have his security clearance. He also conplai ned about not
being allowed to use mlitary conputers for his persona
i nternet use, even though such use would have been in violation
of pertinent mlitary rules and GCE rul es.

12. The Petitioner continued to refuse to acknow edge
customer conplaints and refused to sign the witten warning. He
refused to concede that inprovenent was needed on his part.

13. After the Novenber 10, 2003, neeting, M. Schreiner

spoke with Johnnie Zimerman at the Respondent's Human Resources



Depart ment and di scussed his concerns about the Petitioner not
acknow edgi ng custoner conpl aints and not being content with his
job. He was concerned that the Petitioner could becone a
security risk because he worked with confidential mlitary
docunents in the course of his job. The decision was nmade
however, to allow the Petitioner to continue in his enploynent.
14. On Decenber 11, 2003, another custoner conplaint was
| odged against the Petitioner by Master Sergeant Pitt. Master
Sergeant Pitt was responsible for overseeing the Hurl burt Post al
Services Contract with the Respondent. Master Sergeant Pitt
conplained to M. Avett that the Petitioner had called the
M litary Conmunication Squadron "Hel p-desk," which he was not
authorized to do, and inforned the "Hel p-desk” that Master
Sergeant Pitt was unavail abl e and unresponsive to the needs of
the Petitioner because Sergeant Pitt was perform ng other
duties. The Petitioner conceded that he called the "Hel p- desk"
and the first thing the "Hel p-desk” person asked hi m when he
call ed was why he was not conmuni cating with Master Sergeant
Pitt. M. Avett counseled the Petitioner about this conplaint
from Master Sergeant Pitt, instructing himthat under no
ci rcunstances was he to go to the "Hel p-desk,” but if he was
having a problemw th Master Sergeant Pitt to direct those

concerns to M. Avett.



15. On the next norning, Decenber 12, 2003, before
M. Avett arrived at the office, the Petitioner began yelling at
hi s assistant project manager, M. Baker. He was yelling that
t he accountable mail should have been marked by M. Avett or
M. Baker in |arge black marker letters for its destination to
ease the job of the person making the actual delivery. In
reality the mail was in exactly the sane condition it normally
was when picked up for delivery. The Petitioner began
conplaining in a loud voice and cursing, concerning the manner
in which the accountable mail was marked. M. Baker told
M. Avett that the Petitioner was being mad, |oud, and was
cursing, and M. Avett tried to calmthe Petitioner down.
However, the Petitioner continued to get |ouder and nore
belligerent, telling M. Avett and M. Baker to "get off their
fat asses"” and to start doing sonething. The Petitioner was
sent hone at this point and, after consultation with
M . Schreiner and Ms. Zi merman, the decision was nmade to
di scharge the Petitioner. The term nation was due to an
accunul ation of incidents involving m sconduct, including
particularly the Petitioner's conduct on Decenber 12, 2003, his
refusal to accept responsibility for the custoner conplaints,
and the security risk he mght pose as soneone who handl es
confidential mlitary mail. The discharge decision was

recormmended by M. Schreiner and approved by M. Zi mrer man.



16. In his testinony at the final hearing the Petitioner
contended that the witten warning of Novenber 4, 2003, was not
warranted. During the hearing he attenpted to claimthat he was
not aware of the nature of the custonmer conplaints on
Novenber 4, 2003, but he also testified that at the tine he was
asked about the conplaints on that date he knew exactly which
two situations M. Avett was referring to. He knew that the
custoners had conpl ai ned of his rudeness.

17. M. Ganbrell testified at the hearing and established
that she had infornmed the Petitioner on nultiple occasions that
the mail drop box at the library had to be noved due to ongoing
library renovations in the front desk area of the library. The
Petitioner nevertheless continued to yell at her concerning the
nmovi ng of the box even after repeatedly being inforned that
renovati ons necessitated noving the mail box. The Petitioner had
even refused to pickup the nail on occasion when the mail box was
not where the Petitioner thought it should be. M. Ganbrell
established that the Petitioner yelled at |ibrary enpl oyees and
was rude to them and acted in an unprofessional manner.

18. Sone of the Respondent's custoners were thus upset
with the Petitioner's conduct and the Respondent felt that it
had to give a witten warning to the Petitioner regarding his
interaction with customers in order to ensure good custoner

relations. The Petitioner's attitude and position, nmade known

10



to his supervisors, that each custoner was |ying or being
vindictive are not credible and indicate that he | acked of

W I lingness to inprove custoner relation skills in spite of his
supervi sors adnoni shnment that he needed to do so.

19. Although the Petitioner contended at hearing that he
had to ask soneone in the library to help himfind the mail box
when it was noved during renovations, in his deposition he
testified that he saw the mailbox in its new | ocation w thout
having to ask anyone. He al so acknow edged at hearing that the
i brary was undergoing renovations. It is sinply not
denmonstrated in this record that it was reasonable for the
Petitioner to berate the customers of his conpany, the library
personnel for noving the mail box when the |ibrary was being
renovated. Rudeness toward a custoner of his enployer conpany
is certainly a reasonabl e basis for his enployer to be concerned
and to adnoni sh hi magai nst further such incidents.

20. Concerning the events of the norning of Decenber 12,
2003, the Petitioner has conceded that he was upset and raised
his voice at M. Avett and M. Baker. Indeed he told themto
"get off their fat asses"” or "fat butts" anong other
vulgarities. There is no question that the Petitioner yelled at
his supervisors on that day and in doing so was insubordinate.

21. The Petitioner contended that the assistant project

manager, Baker, had yelled at himduring his enpl oynent.
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M . Baker denied having yelled at him but, in any event,

M . Baker played no part in the decision to discharge the
Petitioner and M. Baker never nade any age or disability-
rel ated cormments toward t he Petitioner.

22. The Petitioner was sixty-six years old at the tine of
hi s di scharge fromthe Respondent's enploynent. He also
suffered fromthe disability of depression. The Petitioner's
age or disability was never the subject of any reference with
regard to his discharge, to the custoner conplaints, or to the
Decenber 12, 2003, action of insubordination by the Petitioner.
The only comments made to the Petitioner, in the Petitioner's
versi on of events, were made by M. Avett when M. Avett
allegedly called him"old fart." He also testified that
M. Avett told himthat he should not worry about enbarking on a
401K retirenent plan because he was going to retire soon.

M. Avett denied nmaking either coment and stated that he never
had a conversation wth the Petitioner about a 401K plan and

t hat the Respondent does not even have a 401K retirenent
program The Petitioner was unable to recall when M. Avett
purportedly nmade either of the alleged coments and di d not
remenber the context at hearing. |In his deposition however, he
described the "old fart" reference as having been in a jovial
manner anyway. The Petitioner's testinony in this regard is not

sufficiently credible to establish that M. Avett made the
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comments, particularly in the context the Petitioner sought to
est abl i sh.

23. The evidence reveals that M. Schreiner, who
recomended di scharge, and Ms. Zi nmerman, who made the discharge
deci si on, never nmade any conments concerning the Petitioner's
age or disability. The Petitioner had testified that M. Avett
once told himthat he thought that "only wonen got depression.”
M. Avett denied maki ng such a coment and deni ed even bei ng
aware of the nature of the Petitioner's disability during 2003.
This is because the nature of the disabilities of enployees at
t he conpany (which is in the business of hiring and pl acing
di sabl ed enpl oyees) is a matter which renmains confidential in
personnel files. It is not generally known throughout the
conmpany, even by supervisors.

24. The Petitioner was unable to identify any of the
Respondent's enpl oyees who were not in his protected class, who
were treated differently after refusing to acknow edge custoner
conplaints and after being insubordinate.

25. The Petitioner never conplained of age or disability
di scrim nati on when he was enployed with the Respondent. He
never requested any accommodation for his disability fromthe
Respondent. He had received the "harassnent policy" fromthe
Respondent in Septenber of 2003 and knew how to nmake a conpl ai nt

if he believed one was warranted. He made conplaints during his
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enpl oynment, including that M. Baker had yelled at him but
these conplaints did not relate to age or disability
di scri m nati on.

26. Indeed the Petitioner had a nunber of conflicts with
M. Avett during the course of his enploynent tenure, that did
not relate to age or disability issues. The Petitioner, for
i nstance, conplained that M. Avett and M. Baker, who were Air
Force retirees, were viewed as nore valuable to the Respondent
conpany than the Petitioner because their work was conducted on
a Alr Force base. The Petitioner conplained about the extrenely
"political" atnosphere at Hurlburt Field and at the offices of
t he Respondent. He conpl ai ned about M. Avett's snoking
cigarettes in a restroomand in a conpany work van when he was
al one. These conplaints tend to indicate that the Petitioner
hel d sonme aninus or bias toward M. Avett and M. Baker. There
is no preponderant, persuasive evidence of any discrimnmnatory
aninmus, in ternms of age or disability discrimnation by the
Respondent, or any supervisory staff toward the Petitioner.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

27. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has
jurisdiction of the subject matter of and the parties to this

proceedi ng. 88 120.569 and 120.57(1), Fla. Stat.
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28. Chapter 760, Florida Statutes, the Florida Civil
Ri ghts Act, prohibits discrimnation on the basis of age or
disability.
§ 760.10, Fla. Stat. The issue that nust be determ ned concerns
whet her the age or disability of the Petitioner actually played
a role in the enployer's decision-nmaking process and had any
determ native influence on the outcone. See Chapman v. Al
Transport, 229 F.3d 1012, 1024 (11th Cr. 2000) citing Reeves v.
Sander son Pl unbi ng Products, Inc., 530 U S. 133 (2000).

29. In a case such as this, where there is no direct
evi dence of age discrimnation, the burden shifting analysis in

McDonnel | - Dougl as Corporation v. Geene, 411 U S. 792 (1973), is

applied. Under this analysis the Petitioner nust first prove a

prima facie case of age discrimnation. |In order to do this the

Petitioner nmust show that he (1) was a nmenber of a protected age
class; (2) that he was subject to an adverse enpl oynent action;
(3) that he was qualified for the job; (4) that he was repl aced

by a younger individual. See Chapnan, 229 F.3d at 1024. It has

been held by the Florida Comm ssion that Chapter 760, Florida
Statutes does not specify any particular age threshold, persons
of any age are protected by the statute. Thus, arguably, al

persons woul d neet the first prong of a prina facie case, and,

presunmably, the fourth prong of the prina facie case could be

satisfied sinply by a petitioner by having been replaced by
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ei ther a younger or ol der person. However, determ nation of
t hese issues is not relevant to the case at hand because the
Petitioner was sixty-six years old and thus under any standard

met the first prong of a prima facie case. He was al so

di scharged from enpl oynment, so the second portion of the prima
facie case test, that he suffered an adverse enpl oynent action,
has been established. He is also qualified for his position,
except for the conduct precipitating his discharge, thus neeting

the third requirenent of a prima facie showing. The Petitioner

however, did not satisfy the fourth part of the prima facie case

test, because the Petitioner did not provide any evidence as to
t he age of any person replacing himafter his discharge.

Mor eover, he did not show that he was replaced. Accordingly,
the Petitioner's age discrimnation claimnust fail because of a

failure to establish a prinma facie case of age discrimnation.

30. Assum ng arguendo though that a prima facie case of

age discrimnation was nade out by the Petitioner, the
Respondent articulated a legitimate, non-discrimnatory reason
for the discharge. 1d. The Petitioner was discharged directly
follow ng an epi sode of insubordination to his supervisors
described in the above Findings of Fact, concerning his yelling,
criticizing, and using profanity towards his supervisors. He
had al so refused to sign a witten warning regardi ng being rude

to the Respondent's custoners and had caused anot her custoner
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conpl aint by an individual who supervised the postal services
contract provided by the Respondent, Master Sergeant Pitt. The
burden thus falls upon the Petitioner to prove that the reason
gi ven by the enpl oyer was not the real reason for the discharge,
but was a pretext and to otherw se prove that age was really the
notivating factor in the discharge decision. [1d. This burden
has not been net.

31. The preponderant, persuasive evidence of record does
not show t hat age played any part in the decision to discharge
the Petitioner. Had the Respondent w shed to discharge the
Petitioner because of age the Respondent could have done so as
soon as the Petitioner refused to sign the witten warning or
acknow edge custoner conplaints directed at the Petitioner.

Even after the custonmer conplaints and the Petitioner's

i nappropriate response to them the Respondent gave the
Petitioner another opportunity to succeed, which the Petitioner
failed to take advantage of. The di scharge deci sion was not
made until after the clearly insubordi nate acts of Decenber 12,
2003. Age was not a factor. The Petitioner presented no

evi dence that the discharge reasons given by the Respondent were
pretextual. The Petitioner was unable to present evidence that
any simlarly situated individual of any other age ol der, or
younger was treated differently by the Respondent.

Disability Discrimnation Allegation

17



32. The Petitioner maintains that he was discharged
because of his disability as well. This is a sonewhat unique
situation of alleged disability discrimnation because the
Petitioner was qualified for his job because he had a
disability. Hi s enployer was in the business of enploying and
pl aci ng for enpl oynment persons who had disabilities. Had the
Petitioner not had a disability he |likely would not have been
hired by the Respondent in the first place. The Respondent's
mssionis to place persons with disability in enploynent
positions; thus, the Petitioner is in the position of having the
burden to prove that his enployer which is in the business of
routi nely enpl oyi ng di sabl ed persons di scharged hi m because he
was di sabl ed.

33. The burden-shifting anal ysis referenced above is al so
used for allegations concerning disability discrimnation where,
as in this case, there is no direct evidence of disability

di scrimnation. See Rossbach v. The Cty of Mam , 371 F.3d

1354 (11th Cr. 2004). 1In order to state a prima facie case of

disability discrimnation, the Petitioner nust show that he was
di sabl ed, was qualified for his job with or w thout reasonable
accommodat i on, and was replaced by a non-di sabl ed enpl oyee or
ot herwi se unlawfully di scrimnated agai nst because of his

disability. 1d.
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34. The Petitioner was not able to state a prim facie

case of disability discrimnation because, although he has a
disability, was subject to an adverse enpl oynent action, and was
qualified for his job (except for the conduct that precipitated
his discharge), he failed to present any evidence that he was
replaced with either a non-di sabl ed enpl oyee or even an enpl oyee
that did not suffer fromdepression, the Petitioner's specific
disability.

35. The Petitioner also did not rebut the Respondent's
articulated, legitimte non-discrimnatory reason for the
di scharge. The Petitioner did not nmeet his burden of persuasion
to show that disability was the notivating factor in the
decision to discharge him

36. Although the Petitioner did not raise any claimfor a
deni al of a reasonable accommpdation, it is notable that the
Petitioner adnmtted that he never sought any acconmodati on for
his disability. The enployee seeking the acconmodati on has the

burden to request one. See Gaston v. Bellingrath Gardens and

Home, Inc., 167 F.3d 1361, 1363-64 (11th G r. 1999). The

Petitioner neither alleged any failure to offer reasonable
accommodation nor did he identify any such reasonabl e
accommodati on. Any hypot hetical reasonable accommbdati on for
the Petitioner's depression could not be reasonable if it went

so far as to allow rudeness to custoners, to allow failure to
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acknow edge areas of needed inprovenent in customer relation
skills, and to allow yelling and insults to supervisors. The
communi cation and custoner service skills were identified
requirements in the job description, which required daily
interaction with custoners. The Respondent had a right to
expect courteous and respectful behavior towards custonmers from
the Petitioner, because poor custoner service could result in
term nation of the postal services contract with the federal
governnent, thus elimnating all of the GCE jobs of persons
enpl oyed under the contract.

37. The Petitioner has sinply failed to carry his burden
of persuasion that either disability or age were notivating
factors in his discharge.

RECOMVVENDATI ON

Havi ng consi dered the foregoing findings of fact,
concl usions of |aw, the evidence of record, the candor and
deneanor of the w tnesses and the pleadings and argunents of the
parties, it is, therefore,

RECOMVENDED: That a final order be entered by the Florida
Comm ssi on on Human Rel ations dism ssing the Petitioninis

entirety.
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DONE AND ENTERED this 2nd day of My, 2005, in Tall ahassee,

Leon County, Florida.

COPI ES FURNI SHED,

Robert Larson
919 Roanoke Court

P. M CHAEL RUFF

Adm ni strative Law Judge

Di 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 wwth the Clerk of the
Division of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 2nd day of My, 2005.

Fort Wal ton Beach, Florida 32547

Russel|l F. Van Si ckl e,

Beggs & Lane

Post Ofice Box 12950

Esquire

Pensacol a, Florida 32591-2950

Deni se Crawford, Agency Cerk

Fl ori da Conmi ssi on on Human Rel ati ons
2009 Apal achee Par kway, Suite 100
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301

Ceci| Howard, General Counsel

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

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301
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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 Reconmended Order. Any exceptions
to this Recommended Order should be filed with the agency that
will issue the final order in this case.
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