STATE OF FLORI DA
Dl VI SI ON OF ADM NI STRATI VE HEARI NGS
SUSAN Kl RBY,
Petitioner,
VS. Case No. 07-3807

APPLI ANCE DI RECT, | NC.

Respondent .
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RECOVMENDED ORDER

A duly-noticed final hearing was held in this case hy
Adm ni strative Law Judge T. Kent Wetherell, 11, on Novenber 5,
2007, in Viera, Florida.

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: Mauricio Arcadier, Esquire
All en & Arcadier
700 N. Wckham Road, Suite 107
Mel bourne, Florida 32935

For Respondent: Christopher J. Col eman, Esquire
Richard W R ehl, Esquire
Schillinger & Col eman, P.A
1311 Bedford Drive, Suite 1
Mel bourne, Florida 32940

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

The issue is whether Respondent commtted an unl awf ul

enpl oyment practice against Petitioner.



PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

On July 24, 2007, the Florida Comm ssion on Human Rel ati ons
(Commi ssion) issued a “no cause” determ nation on the enpl oynent
di scrimnation conplaint filed by Petitioner agai nst Respondent.
On August 21, 2007, Petitioner tinely filed a Petition for
Relief with the Conm ssion.

On August 22, 2007, the Commi ssion referred the petition to
the Division Admi nistrative Hearings (DOAH) for the assignnent
of an Adm ni strative Law Judge to conduct a hearing on the
peti tion pursuant to Section 120.57(1), Florida Statutes.! The
referral was received by DOAH on August 24, 2007.

The final hearing was schedul ed for and held on Novenber 5,
2007. At the hearing, Petitioner testified in her own behal f
and presented the testinony Neina Blizzard, Cynthia Stebbins,
and Sam Pak; and Respondent presented the testinony of Kit
Royal , Guy Ruscillo, Carissa Howard, and Jeffrey Rock.
Petitioner’s Exhibits 1 through 3 were received into evidence,
as was Respondent’s Exhibit 1.

No Transcript of the final hearing was filed. The parties
were given 10 days fromthe date of the hearing to file proposed
recommended orders (PRGs). Petitioner filed a PRO on
Novenber 14, 2007. Respondent filed a PRO on Novenber 16, 2007.

The PROs have been given due consideration.



FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. Petitioner is a white fenale.

2. Petitioner worked as a sal esperson at Respondent’s
Mel bourne store from April 2006 to Septenber 2006.

3. Petitioner’s primary job duty was selling appliances to
retail customers. She also perfornmed ancillary duties, such as
t aggi ng nerchandi se, cl eaning and organi zi ng the show oom fl oor,
schedul i ng deliveries, and naking follow-up calls to custoners.

4. Petitioner was not paid a salary. Her incone was
sol ely comm ssi on-based. She earned a total of $11,826.14 while
wor ki ng for Respondent, which equates to an average weekly gross
pay of $537.55.

5. Petitioner had several managers during the term of her
enpl oynment. She did not have a problemw th any of her
managers, except for Jeffrey Rock

6. M. Rock is a black male, and by all accounts, he was a
difficult manager to work for. He was “strict”; he often yelled

at the sal espersons to “get in the box"?

and “answer the phones”;
and, unlike several of the prior managers at the Ml bourne
store, M. Rock held the sal espersons accountabl e for doing
their job.

7. Petitioner testified that M. Rock "constantly" nade

sexual comments in the store, including conments about the size

of his penis and his sexual prowess; coments about sex acts



that he wanted to performon a femal e enpl oyee in Respondent’s
accounting office, Ms. Mho; “stallion” noises directed at Ms.
M ho; and a question to Petitioner about the type of underwear
t hat she was weari ng.

8. Petitioner’s testinony regarding the sexual comments
and noi ses made by M. Rock was corroborated by Neina Blizzard,
who worked with Petitioner as a sal esperson for Respondent and
who has also filed a sexual harassnent clai magai nst Respondent.

9. M. Rock denied nmaking any sexual |y inappropriate
comments or noises in the store. His testinony was corroborated
by Guy Ruscillo and Carissa Howard, who worked as sal espersons
with Petitioner and Ms. Blizzard and who are still enployed by
Respondent .

10. Petitioner and Ms. Blizzard testified that M. Rock
gave favorable treatnment to Ms. Howard and two ot her female
sal espersons with whom he had sexual relationships and/ or who
found his sexual comments funny. M. Rock denied giving
favorabl e treatnment to any sal esperson, except for one tine when
he gave a “house ticket”® to Ms. Howard because she took hersel f
off the sales floor for six hours one day to help him get
organi zed during his first week as manager at the Mel bourne
store.

11. Ms. Howard is white. The record does not reflect the

race of the other two fenal e sal espersons -- Rebecca and Shanna



-- who Petitioner and Ms. Blizzard testified received favorable
treatment by M. Rock, and the anecdotal evidence of the
favorable treatnent that they allegedly received was not

per suasi ve.

12. Petitioner did not have any conpl ai nts regardi ng her
schedul e. Indeed, she testified that M. Rock changed her
schedul e at one point during her enploynent to give her nore
favorabl e hours.

13. Petitioner’s testinony about other sal espersons having
sexual relationships with M. Rock and/or receiving favorable
treatment from M. Rock was based sol ely upon specul ati on and
runmor. | ndeed, Rebecca, one of the sal espersons with whom M.
Rock all egedly had a sexual relationship, was “let go” by M.
Rock because of the problens with her job performnce observed
by Petitioner and Ms. Blizzard.

14. Petitioner’s |last day of work was Saturday,

Sept enber 30, 2006. On that day, Petitioner came into the store
with Ms. Blizzard at approximately 8:00 a.m because, according
to Petitioner, another nmanager had changed her schedul e for that
day fromthe closing shift to the opening shift.

15. M. Rock confronted Petitioner when she arrived,
aski ng her why she cane in at 8:00 a.m since he had put her on
the schedule for the closing shift. An argunment ensued and

Petitioner went into the warehouse in the back of the store to



conpose herself. Wen Petitioner returned to the show oom
several mnutes later, M. Rock was engaged in an argunment with
Ms. Blizzard.

16. During the argument, Ms. Blizzard demanded a transfer
to another store, which M. Rock agreed to give her. Then, as a
“parting shot,” Ms. Blizzard told M. Rock that he was a
“racist” who was “prejudi ced agai nst white wonen.”

17. WMs. Blizzard testified that M. Rock told her that she
was fired imediately after she called hima racist. Petitioner
testified that after M. Rock fired Ms. Blizzard, he asked her
whet her she wanted to be fired too. Petitioner testified that
even though she did not respond, M. Rock told her that “you are
fired too.” Then, according to Ms. Blizzard and Petitioner,

M . Rock escorted them both out of the store.

18. M. Rock denies telling Ms. Blizzard or Petitioner
that they were fired. He testified that they both wal ked out of
the store on their own accord after the argunent.

19. M. Rock’s version of the events was corroborated by
M. Ruscillo, who witnessed the argunment. M. Ruscillo
testified that he heard a lot of yelling, but that he did not
hear M. Rock tell Ms. Blizzard or Petitioner at any point that
they were fired.

20. Petitioner and Ms. Blizzard net with an attorney the

Monday after the incident. The follow ng day, Petitioner gave



Ms. Blizzard a letter to deliver on her behalf to Respondent’s
human resources (HR Departnent.

21. The letter, which Petitioner testified that she wote
on the day that she was fired by M. Rock, stated that
Petitioner “was sexually harassed and di scri m nat ed agai nst
based on being a white femal e by ny manager, Jeff Rock”; that
Petitioner “previously reported nunerous incidents of this
di scrimnation and sexual harassnent to upper managenent”; and
that she was fired “as a result of this discrimnation and the
refusal to put up with M. Rock’s sexual advancenent.”

22. This letter was the first notice that Respondent had
of Petitioner’s clainms of sexual harassnment or discrimnation by
M. Rock

23. Petitioner considers herself to be a very good
sal esperson, but M. Rock described her as an “average”
sal esperson. M. Rock’s characterization of Petitioner’s job
performance is corroborated by Petitioner’s acknow edgenent t hat
her sales figures were | ower than those of at |east M.
Ruscill o, Ms. Blizzard, and Ms. Howard.

24. Petitioner conplained to another nmanager, Al Sierra,
about M. Rock’s managenent style at sonme point in md-Septenber
2006. She did not conplain to M. Sierra or anyone else in
Respondent’ s upper managenent about the sexual comments

al l egedly nmade by M. Rock. Indeed, as noted above, the first



time that Petitioner conplai ned about the sexual comrents

all egedly made by M. Rock was in a letter that she provided to
Respondent’s HR Departnent several days after she was fired and
after she net with a | awer.

25. Petitioner testified that she did not conplain about
t he sexual harassnment by M. Rock because he threatened to fire
any sal esperson who conpl ai ned to upper managenent about the way
that he ran the store and because she did not know who to
conplain to because she never received an enpl oyee handbook.

26. There is no evidence that M. Rock fired any
sal esperson for conpl ai ning about how he ran the store, and he
deni ed maki ng any such threats. He did, however, acknow edge
that he told the sal espersons that they were all repl aceabl e.

M. Rock’s testinobny was corroborated by M. Ruscillo and Ms.
Howard, who were at the sales neetings where Petitioner and M.
Blizzard claimthat the threats were nade.

27. The training that Petitioner received when she started
wi th Respondent was supposed to include a discussion of
Respondent’ s policies and procedures, including its policy
agai nst sexual harassnent.

28. The trainer, Kit Royal, testified that he renmenbered
Petitioner attending the week-1ong training programand that the
programdid include a discussion of the sexual harassnent policy

and other policies and procedures. Petitioner, however,



testified that no policies and procedures were di scussed during
t he training program

29. Petitioner was supposed to have recei ved and signed
for an enpl oyee handbook during the training program No signed
acknow edgenent formcould be |ocated for Petitioner, which is
consistent with her testinony that she never received the
handbook.

30. The fact that Petitioner did not receive the enpl oyee
handbook does not nean that the training programdid not include
di scussi on of Respondent’s sexual harassnent policies. |ndeed,
Petitioner’s testinony that the training programdid not include
any di scussion regarding salary and benefit policies (as
M. Royal testified that it did) and that she was never told
what she woul d be paid by Respondent despite having given up
another job to take the job with Respondent calls into question
her testinony that the sexual harassnment policy was not
di scussed at the training program

31. Petitioner was aware that Respondent had an HR
Departnent because she nmet with a woman in the HR Depart ment
nanmed Hel en on several occasions regarding an issue that she had
with her health insurance. She did not conplain to Hel en about
the all eged sexual harassnent by M. Rock, but she did tel

Hel en at some point that M. Rock “was being an ass” and “riding



her,” which she testified were references to M. Rock’s
managenent style not the all eged sexual harassnent.

32. Petitioner collected enploynent conpensation of $272
per week after she left enploynent with Respondent.

33. Petitioner testified that she | ooked for jobs in
furniture sales and car sales while she was coll ecting
unenpl oynment , but that she was unable to find another job for
approxi mately three nonths because of the slow econony at the
time. She provided no docunentation of those job-search efforts
at the final hearing.

34. Petitioner is currently enployed by Art’s Shuttle.
She has held that job for approxinmately nine nonths. Petitioner
drives a van that takes cruise ship passengers to and fromthe
ai rport.

35. The record does not reflect how many hours per week
Petitioner works at Art’s Shuttle, but she testified that she
wor ks seven days a week and earns approxi mately $500 per week.
No witten docunmentation of Petitioner’s current incone was
provided at the final hearing.

36. Respondent has a “zero tol erance” policy against
sexual harassnment according to its president, Sam Pak. He

credibly testified that had he been aware of the allegations of

sexual harassnment by M. Rock that he woul d have conducted an

10



investigation and, if warranted, done something to fix the
pr obl em

37. The policy, which is contained in the enpl oyee
handbook, states that Respondent “w Il not, under any
ci rcunstances, condone or tolerate conduct that may constitute
sexual harassnment on the part of its managenent, supervisors, or
non- managenent personnel.” The policy defines sexual harassnent
to include “[c]reating an intimdating, hostile, or offensive
wor ki ng environnment or atnosphere by . . . [v]erbal actions,
including . . . using vulgar, kidding, or deneaning |anguage .

.7 M. Pak agreed that the allegations against M. Rock, if
true, would viol ate Respondent’s sexual harassnent policy.

38. The enpl oyee handbook includes a “grievance procedure”
for reporting problens, including clains of sexual harassnent.
The first step is to bring the problemto the attention of the
store manager, but the handbook states that the enployee is
“encouraged and invited to discuss the problemin confidence
directly with Human Resources” if the probleminvolves the
manager. Additionally, the handbook states in bold, underlined
type that “[a] nyone who feels that he or she . . . is the victim
of sexual or other harassnent, nust imedi ately report
all incidents of harassnent in witing to your nanager or the
store manager, or if either person is the subject of the

conplaint, to the president.”

11



39. M. Pak had an office at the Mel bourne store. He
testified that he had an “open door policy” whereby enpl oyees
could bring conplaints directly to him The only conplaint that
M. Pak ever received about M. Rock was from anot her
sal esperson, Rod Shernman, who conpl ai ned that M. Rock was a
“tough manager.” M. Pak did nothing in response to the
conplaint and sinply told M. Sherman that different nanagers
have di fferent managenent styles.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

40. DQAH has jurisdiction over the parties to and subject
matter of this proceedi ng pursuant to Sections 120. 569,
120.57(1), and 760.11(7), Florida Statutes.

41. The Florida Cvil R ghts Act (FCRA), Part | of Chapter
760, Florida Statutes, was patterned after Title VII of the
federal Cvil Rights Act, and case |aw construing Title VIl is

per suasi ve when construing the FCRA. See Castl eberry v. Edward

M Chadbourne, Inc., 810 So. 2d 1028, 1030 n.3 (Fla. 1st DCA

2002) .
42. Petitioner has the ultimate burden to prove her
unl awf ul enpl oynment practice cl ai ns agai nst Respondent. See St.

Mary's Honor Center v. Hicks, 509 U S. 502, 511 (1993)

(reaffirmng the proposition that “the Title VII plaintiff at

all times bears the ‘ultinmate burden of persuasion.’").

12



Racial Discrimnation daim

43. Section 760.10(1)(a), Florida Statutes, provides that
it is an unlawful enploynment practice to “discrimnate against
any individual with respect to conpensation, terns, condition,
or privileges of enploynent, because of such individual’'s race .

44. To establish a prinma facie case of racial

di scrimnation, Petitioner must prove that (1) she belongs to a
group protected by the FRCA, (2) she was qualified for the job
fromwhi ch she was di scharged; (3) she was di scharged; and (4)
her former position was filled by a person outside of her
protected class or that she was disciplined differently than a
simlarly-situated enpl oyee outside of her protected class. See

Jones v. Lunberjack Meats, Inc., 680 F.2d 98, 101 (11th Cr.

1982); Scholz v. RDV Sports, Inc., 710 So. 2d 618, 623 (Fla. 5th

DCA 1998); Cesarin v. Dillards, Inc., Oder No. 03-037 (FCHR

Apr. 29, 2003) (adopting the Recommended Order in DOAH Case No.
01-4805, but clarifying what nust be established as the first

el ement of the prima facie case).

45. Petitioner failed to establish a prina facie case of

racial discrimnation.* She presented no credible evidence that
she was treated differently than any simlarly situated non-

white enpl oyee. |ndeed, Ms. Howard, one of the enpl oyees who

13



Petitioner alleged was treated nore favorably by M. Rock was
al so white.

46. Because Petitioner failed to present a prinma facie

case of racial discrimnation, the burden never shifted to
Respondent to proffer a non-discrimnatory reason for
Petitioner’s term nation under the franework established in

McDonnel | Dougl ass Corporation v. Green, 411 U S. 792 (1973).

See St. Mary’'s Honor Center, 509 U S. at 510 n. 3.

Sexual Harassnment C ai m

47. Section 760.10(1)(a), Florida Statutes, provides that
it is an unlawful enploynent practice to “discrimnate against
any individual with respect to conpensation, termnms, conditions,
or privileges of enploynent, because of such individual's .
sex . ?

48. Athough Title VIl and the FCRA do not nention sexual

harassnent, it is well-settled that both acts prohibit sexual

harassnent. See Mendoza v. Borden, Inc., 195 F.3d 1238, 1244-45

(11th Gr. 1999) (citing Harris v. Forklift Systens, Inc., 510

U S. 17, 21 (1993)); Ml donado v. Publix Supernmarkets, 939 So.

2d 290 (Fla. 4th DCA 2006).

49. Petitioner alleges a hostile environnment sexual
harassnment claim which is a claimthat is based on “bothersone
attentions or sexual remarks that are sufficiently severe or

pervasive to create a hostile work environnment.” Burlington
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| ndustries, Inc. v. Ellerth, 524 U S. 742, 751 (1998)

(di stinguishing hostile environnent clains fromquid pro quo

sexual harassnent cl ains).
50. In order to establish a hostile environnment sexual
harassnent claim Petitioner nust prove:

(1) the enployee is a nenber of a protected
group; (2) the enployee was subjected to
unwel cone sexual harassnent, such as sexua
advances, requests for sexual favors, and
ot her conduct of a sexual nature; (3) the
harassment was based on the sex of the

enpl oyee; (4) the harassnent was
sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter
the terns and conditions of enploynent and
create a discrimnatorily abusive worKking
environnment; and (5) that the enpl oyer knew
or shoul d have known about the harassnent
and took insufficient renedial action.

Mal donado, 939 So. 2d at 293-94. Accord Hadley v. MDonald s
Corp., Order No. 04-147 (FCHR Dec. 7, 2004).

51. The requirenent that Petitioner prove that the
harassment is sufficiently severe or pervasive ensures that the
anti -discrimnation | aws do not beconme “general civility codes.”

Faragher v. Gty of Boca Raton, 524 U. S. 775, 788 (1998). This

requirenent is regarded “as crucial, and as sufficient to ensure
that courts and juries do not m stake ordinary socializing in
t he workpl ace -- such as nal e-on-nal e horseplay or intersexua
flirtation -- for discrimnatory ‘conditions of enploynent.’”

Oncal e v. Sundowner O fshore Services, Inc., 523 U S. 75, 81

(1998) .
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52. The factors to be considered in determ ning whet her
t he harassnent is sufficiently severe or pervasive include:

1) the frequency of the conduct; 2) severity of the
conduct; 3) whether the conduct was physically
threatening or humliating;, and 4) whether the conduct
unreasonably interfered with the enpl oyee’s job

per f or mance.

Mal donado, 939 So. 2d at 294. Accord Hadl ey, supra.

53. An enployer can avoid liability for sexual harassnent
if “(1) it exercised reasonable care to prevent and correct
pronptly any sexual harassing behavior; and (2) the enpl oyee
unreasonably failed to take advantage of any preventive or

corrective opportunities.” Baldwin v. Blue Cross/Blue Shield of

Al abama, 480 F.3d 1287, 1303 (11th Cr. 2007). See also

Mal danado, 939 So. 2d at 297-98 (enpl oyer could not be found
i abl e for sexual harassnent where its “corrective action was
i mredi ate, appropriate, and reasonably likely to stop the
harassnent”) .

54. Applying these standards to the facts of this case, it
is determned that Petitioner failed to nmeet her burden to prove
her sexual harassnment claim

55. First, the evidence is not persuasive that M. Rock
made the sexual ly i nappropriate comments attributed to him by
Petitioner and Ms. Blizzard and, even if he did so, the fact
that none of the other sal espersons who testified at the fina

heari ng ever heard hi m nake such comments denonstrates that the

16



coments were not sufficiently severe or pervasive so as to
create a hostile work environnent.

56. Second, the evidence fails to establish that
Respondent knew or shoul d have known about the sexua
harassnment. Therefore, its failure to do anything about the
harassment was not unreasonabl e or inappropriate.

57. Third, Petitioner unreasonably failed to take
advant age of corrective opportunities by not reporting the
al | eged sexual harassnment by M. Rock to the HR Departnent,
anot her manager, or M. Pak. Petitioner’s testinony that she
did not report the sexual harassnent because she was afraid of
retaliation by M. Rock is unpersuasive because that fear did
not stop her fromconplaining to M. Sierra and Helen in the HR
Depart ment about M. Rock’s managenent style and the fact that
he “was being an ass.”

Retaliation Caim

58. Section 760.10(7), Florida Statutes, provides that it
is an unl awful enploynment practice to “discrimnate agai nst any
per son because that person has opposed any practice which is an
unl awf ul enpl oynent practice under [the FCRA] . . . .”

59. To establish a prina facie case for retaliation,

Petitioner nust denonstrate that (1) she engaged in a
statutorily protected activity; (2) she suffered an adverse

enpl oynment action; and (3) there is a causal relation between

17



the two events. See Hinton v. Supervision International, Inc.,

942 So. 2d 986, 990 (Fla. 5th DCA 2006); Guess v. Gty of

Mramar, 889 So. 2d 840, 846 (Fla. 4th DCA 2004). Wth respect
to the third elenment, Petitioner nust only prove that the
protective activity and the negative enploynent action “are not

conpletely unrelated.” See R ce-Lamar v. Cty of Ft.

Lauderdal e, 853 So. 2d 1125, 1132-33 (Fla. 4th DCA 2003).

60. If Petitioner establishes a prina facie case, the

burden shifts to Respondent to proffer a legitimte, non-
retaliatory reason for the adverse enpl oynent action. See Rice-
Lamar, 853 So. 2d at 1132-33. |If Petitioner fails to establish

a prima facie case, the burden never shifts to Respondent. See

Bart ol one v. Best Western Hotels, Case No. 07-0496, 2007 Fl a.

Div. Adm Hear LEXI S 338, at {1 59 (DOAH June 8, 2007), adopted
Order No. 07-045 (FCHR Aug. 24, 2007).

61. Petitioner failed to establish a prinma facie case of

retaliation.

62. First, there is no evidence that Petitioner engaged in
any statutorily protected conduct (as distinguished from
conpl aints regarding M. Rock’s managenent style) prior to
Sept enber 30, 2007, when, according to Petitioner, she was
fired. | ndeed, Petitioner acknow edged that she did not
conpl ai n about the all eged sexual harassnent until after she was

fired.
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63. Second, even if Petitioner’s conplaints to M. Sierra
or Helen in the HR Departnent regarding M. Rock’ s managenent
style coul d sonehow be considered statutorily protected conduct,
there is no evidence that Petitioner’s firing was in any way
related to those conpl aints because M. Rock credibly testified
t hat he was unaware of the conplaints.

Sunmary

64. Petitioner is not entitled to any relief in this
proceedi ng because, as discussed above, she failed to prove her
cl ai ns.

65. It is not necessary to reach the issue of danmages

because Petitioner failed to prove her clainms. See Bartol one,

supra, FHCR Order No. 07-045, at 3.

RECOMVVENDATI ON

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and concl usi ons
of law, it is
RECOMVENDED t hat t he Conmi ssion issue a final order

dism ssing the Petition for Relief with prejudice.
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DONE AND ENTERED t his 26th day of Novenber, 2007, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Flori da.

//KM/M«/

T. KENT WETHERELL,

Adm ni strative LaM/Judge

Di vision of Admi nistrative Hearings
The DeSoto 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 Cerk of the
D vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 26th day of Novenber, 2007.

ENDNOTES

Y/ Al statutory references in this Recommended Order are to the
2007 version of the Florida Statutes.

2/ The “box” is an area at the front of the store where
sal espersons were stationed to neet custoners as they entered
the store.

3/ A “house ticket” is a sale that is supposed to be credited to
the store, rather than to a sal esperson

“  Petitioner conceded this issue in her PRO, which states (at
page 1) that Petitioner “was unable to present evidence
concerni ng Race discrimnation, and as such, Race discrimnation
w Il not be addressed in this proposed finding subm ssion.”
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Ceci | Howard, General Counsel

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

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301
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Deni se Crawford, Agency Cerk

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

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301

Maurici o Arcadier, Esquire

Al len & Arcadier

700 N. Wckham Road, Suite 107
Mel bourne, Florida 32935

Chri st opher J. Col eman, Esquire
Schillinger & Col eman, P.A
1311 Bedford Drive, Suite 1

Mel bourne, Florida 32940

NOTI CE OF RI GHT 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 Recormended Order should be filed with the agency that
will issue the Final Order in this case.
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