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STATE OF FLORIDA
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

ROBERTA McCABE,         )
                                      )
     Petitioner,                      )
                                      )
vs.                                   )   Case No. 98-3082
                                      )
WOODLAND TOWERS,                      )
                                      )
     Respondent.                      )
______________________________________)

RECOMMENDED ORDER

In accordance with notice this cause came on for formal

hearing before P. Michael Ruff, a duly-designated Administrative

Law Judge, of the Division of Administrative Hearings, on

December 9, 1998, in Deland, Florida.

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner:  Roberta McCabe, pro se
                 701 North Ocean Street
                 Jacksonville, Florida  32201

For Respondent:  Robert W. Lloyd, Esquire
                 Cobb, Cole and Bell
                 Post Office Box 2491
                 Daytona Beach, Florida  32115

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE

The issues to be resolved in this proceeding concern whether

the Petitioner was unlawfully discriminated against due to her

age, with regard to her termination from employment on June 19,

1996, and, collaterally, whether her claim is barred by the

doctrine collateral estoppel because of Findings of Fact and
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Conclusions of Law entered by a hearing officer in an
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unemployment compensation appeals proceeding also related to her

termination from employment.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

This cause arose upon the alleged termination of the

Petitioner, Roberta McCabe, from employment with Woodland Towers

on June 19, 1996.  She has alleged that her termination was due

to unlawful age discrimination and that the Respondent has denied

it as the motivating factor.  The employer, the Respondent,

contends that the termination was the result of the Petitioner's

alleged violation of company policy and the Federal "Wage and

Hour" laws by knowingly allowing employees under her supervision

to perform work duties prior to the start of their regularly

scheduled work shifts or prior to "punching in."

The claim was submitted to the Florida Commission on Human

Relations (Commission) on or about August 26, 1996.  Ultimately

the Commission was unable to decide whether reasonable cause

existed for the complaint and, in due course, pursuant to the

Commission's rules and Chapter 760, Florida Statutes, the cause

was transferred to the Division of Administrative Hearings and

the undersigned.

The cause came on for hearing as noticed.  The Respondent

raised an issue at the hearing to the effect that the

Petitioner's claim should be barred because of collateral

estoppel since the Respondent maintains that the claim of age

discrimination was fully litigated in a prior proceeding before
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the Florida Department of Labor and Employment Security, Division

of Unemployment Compensation.  The Respondent maintains that the

hearing officer and the Division of Unemployment Compensation

determined, after hearing the evidence in that proceeding, that

age was not a factor in the Petitioner's termination from

employment.  The Respondent also maintains that even if the

doctrine of collateral estoppel does not apply, that the claim of

age discrimination still should be denied because the

Respondent/employer has a legitimate, non-discriminatory reason

for the termination of employment.

Upon conclusion of the proceeding the parties elected to

obtain a transcript thereof and avail themselves of the right to

submit Proposed recommended orders.  The proposed recommended

orders have been submitted and were considered in the rendition

of this Recommended Order.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1.  Roberta McCabe, the Petitioner, was employed by the

Respondent, Woodland Towers, Inc., as a dining room manager from

October 22, 1991, through June 19, 1996.  During her employment

with Woodland Towers that entity employed more than fifteen

employees.

2.  Ms. McCabe's initial date of employment was August 19,

1991, but she began her capacity as dining room manager on

October 22, 1991.  She served in that capacity until her

termination date of June 19, 1996.  She was terminated on that
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date against her will.  Ms. McCabe was born on June 3, 1935, and

at the time of her termination she was sixty-one years of age.

3.  After her termination, on June 21, 1996, the Petitioner

filed a claim against Woodland Towers with the Florida Department

of Labor and Employment Security, Division of Unemployment

Compensation.  In that claim she first raised the issue that she

had been discharged due to her age.  That claim was filed, of

course, before a different state agency, with a different

jurisdiction, although the parties were the same.  The legal

issues were not established to be the same, however, with the

exception that in that case, as in this one, the Petitioner

raised the question of discharge due to age discrimination.  The

statutory standards for liability for unemployment compensation,

however, were not shown to be co-extensive and identical to those

statutory standards and statutory-based legal issues which

prevail in the instant case before a different state agency.

     4.  While the issue of age discrimination may have been the

reason offered by the Petitioner in the employment compensation

case for her separation from employment, as opposed to what was

ultimately found (discharge for misconduct) that legal concept

was not shown to have the same definition under the Unemployment

Compensation statutes involved in that proceeding, nor was it

shown that those statutes support the same or similar actions and

remedies as does Chapter 760, Florida Statutes, under which the

instant proceeding arises.  Therefore it cannot be determined
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that the legal issues or, for that matter the factual issues in

the instant proceeding, are substantially identical to those

extant in the unemployment compensation proceeding.

5.  In any event, Ms. McCabe timely filed a charge involving

age discrimination with the Florida Commission on Human

Relations, on or about August 26, 1996.  The matter ultimately

came on for hearing before the undersigned judge.  Ms. McCabe

testified at hearing that the only act of discrimination she

contends occurred with regard to her termination from employment,

on June 19, 1996, occurred on that date and involved

discrimination on account of her age.  She did not, however,

establish that anyone at Woodland Towers ever actually made any

discriminatory comments or remarks regarding her age.

6.  Ms. McCabe essentially inferred from her status as an

older employee, and the fact that she was terminated, the

conclusion that Woodland Towers had terminated her on account of

her age.  She offered no testimony other than her own to support

her claim of age discrimination.  Conversely, Eleanor Gustavsson

and Sidney Roberts both testified that age had nothing to do with

their decision to terminate her.  Their testimony was unrebutted

by the Petitioner.  The testimony supporting Petitioner's

position that age discrimination or animus resulted in her

termination is based solely on the Petitioner's own testimony,

chiefly involving her conjectural position, without corroborating

evidence, that Woodland Towers intended to terminate her because
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of her years of seniority which resulted in higher pay and

benefits and that therefore, resultingly, her age, with attendant

higher pay and benefits, in her position, caused her to be

terminated in a discriminatory way, predicated upon her age.

7.  Moreover, the Petitioner failed to describe any other

co-employee who committed a similar infraction but who was

treated more favorably than the Petitioner and did not show that

there was any other employee of a younger age who was treated

more favorably after committing a similar infraction.  The

Petitioner did produce the testimony of two fellow employees and

offered to produce others to testify that another employee was

rude and hostile to the Petitioner.  This is insufficient,

however, to establish that she was discriminated against because

of her age.  It was not shown that that employee was in a

supervisory position over the Petitioner and merely being rude

and hostile to a fellow employee does not rise to the level of

Ms. McCabe's infraction.  It is therefore unpersuasive to show

that Ms. McCabe was the subject of disparate treatment because of

her age.

8.  Uncontradicted evidence was presented at hearing which

establishes that the Petitioner was allowing employees under her

supervision, in her capacity as dining room manager, to report

for duty before normal working hours and begin work without

compensation for the extra time.  It was established that she was

aware of and indeed responsible for these employees "working off
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the clock" or before "punching-in."  The evidence establishes

that she was aware that this was contrary to federal law and

Woodland Towers' policy.  She was also aware that she was

responsible for supervising those offending employees and

enforcing the law and policy concerning hours of employment.  The

Petitioner took full responsibility for the law and employment

policy violation in this regard and admitted during the hearing

that her actions violated Woodland Towers' employment hours

policy.  Additionally, Woodland Towers presented credible

evidence that Ms. McCabe was terminated solely for reasons of

violation of that federal law and policy concerning hours of

employment.  Woodland Towers' evidence establishes that her age

was not the reason for her termination, but rather that her

violation of federal law and employment policy concerning the

working hours of her employees was that reason.  That showing was

not rebutted.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

     9. The Division of Administrative Hearings has jurisdiction

of the subject matter of and the parties to this proceeding.

Section 120.57(1), Florida Statutes.

10.  The Petitioner's claim of age discrimination is

predicated upon the provisions of Chapter 760, Florida Statutes,

the "Florida Civil Rights Act of 1992."  It is undisputed that

Ms. McCabe is an "aggrieved person" as defined in Section

760.02(10), Florida Statutes.  The Commission and the Division of
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Administrative Hearings have jurisdiction of this cause pursuant

to Section 760.11(8), Florida Statutes.

11.  The Respondent maintains that the claim herein is

barred by the doctrine of collateral estoppel, res judicata or

estoppel by judgment.  The essential elements of collateral

estoppel are that the parties and issues be identical; that the

particular matter be fully litigated and determined in a previous

proceeding that a final decision have resulted from that

proceeding and that it be a decision by a court of competent

jurisdiction over the relevant issues and parties.  In essence,

the Respondent is contending that in the unemployment

compensation claim proceeding referenced in the above Findings of

Fact the Petitioner maintained that her termination was due to

age discrimination and that the appeals referee, after conducting

an evidentiary hearing, found that her termination was due to

employment misconduct on her part and not due to age

discrimination.  Thus, the Respondent maintains that the

Petitioner is estopped from re-litigating that issue of age

discrimination before the Human Relations Commission and the

undersigned Administrative Law Judge.

12.  Florida courts have recognized that collateral estoppel

attaches to decisions of administrative agencies.  See Akins v.

Hudson Pulp & Paper Co., Inc., 330 So. 2d 757 (Fla. 1st DCA

1976); United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co. v. Odoms, 444 So. 2d

78 (Fla. 5th DCA 1984).  However, collateral estoppel, as applied
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in administrative proceedings, does not preclude re-determination

of an issue determined by one agency, but sought to be

re-litigated before a different agency, where the two agencies

are performing different functions.  Newberry v. Florida

Department of Law Enforcement, 585 So. 2d 500 (Fla. 3d DCA 1991).

The court stated in its per curiam opinion ". . . the doctrines

of res judicata or estoppel by judgment are not applicable . . .

where two separate and distinct governmental units independently

considered similar factual allegation(s) but for different

purposes."  Id at 501 (quoting Todd v. Carrol, 347 So. 2d 618,

619 (Fla. 4th DCA 1977).  The same consideration in that opinion

would apply to the issue of application of the doctrine of

collateral estoppel as well.  In the Newberry case, a hearing

officer appointed by the Dade County School Board held a hearing

after an employee's termination and ordered that employee

re-instated.  According to the court, the determination did not

bar consideration of the same conduct (facts) in a later

proceeding before the Criminal Justice Standards and Training

Commission to revoke that employee's law enforcement

certification.  See also Walley v. Florida Game & Fresh Water

Fish Commission, 501 So. 2d 671 (Fla. 1st DCA 1987)(holding no

mutuality of issues nor parties where Career Service Commission

and Criminal Justice Standards and Training Commission performed

different functions and considered different evidence).  The

Respondent maintains that both the Division of Administrative
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Hearings and the Division of Unemployment Compensation were

performing the same function of determining rights under the

Petitioner's employment contract in determining a specific issue

of whether age played a role in the Petitioner's termination from

employment.

13.  That interpretation is not accurate however.  It cannot

be determined that the "cause of action" between the two

proceedings is identical in that the thing "sued for" or remedy

sought is identical and the legal issues involved are identical

between the unemployment compensation proceeding and the instant

proceeding.  In the unemployment compensation proceeding the

"thing sued for" was the terminated employee's attempt to secure

payment of monies as unemployment compensation.  The legal issues

and legal standards in the relevant statute under which that

proceeding arose are different from those by which discrimination

on account of age and employment is to be determined under the

statutory elements of proof contained in Chapter 760, Florida

Statutes, "The Florida Civil Rights Act of 1992."  It has not

been demonstrated that the jurisdiction of the two agencies

involved in the two proceedings is substantially similar nor that

the legal issues or even the factual issues and evidence

considered are substantially similar, so as to justify

application of the doctrine of collateral estoppel (or res

judicata or estoppel by judgment for that matter).
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14.  Turning to the issue of whether a case of age-based

discriminatory conduct has been proven, it is determined that the

Petitioner did not adduce sufficient evidence to sustain the

claim of age discrimination.  More specifically, Ms. McCabe did

not establish that the stated reason for the termination of

employment, employee misconduct and failure to follow her

employer's policies, was a mere pretext for what actually

amounted to age discrimination.

15.  The Florida Human Rights Act at Section 760.10(1)(a),

Florida Statutes (1997), provides that it is an unlawful

employment practice to discharge an individual because of the

person's age.  See Waterman v. Bershire Corporation, 20 FALR

1055, 1060, FCHR Case No. 93-D301, Final Order, dated June 16,

1997.  The Florida Human Relations Commission has adopted the

federal standards for allocation for burden of proof.  See Cobb

v. European Management Services, Inc., 19 FALR 4338, 4344 FCHR

Case No. 92-6471, Final Order, dated November 30, 1995.  The

Petitioner has the ultimate burden of proving by preponderance of

the evidence that she was intentionally discriminated against

because of her age.  However, it is well-settled that the

employer may fire an employee for good reason or bad reason,

based upon a mistake of fact, or for no reason, so long as it is

not a discriminatory reason within the purview of Section 760.10,

Florida Statutes.
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16.  A prima facia case of age discrimination may be

established by direct evidence of discriminatory intent meeting

the test set forth in McDonnell Douglas Corporation v. Green, 411

U.S. 792 (1973); or demonstrating through statistical evidence

that there is a pattern of discrimination in her employment

situation.  Jameson v. Arrow Company, 75 F3rd 1528, 1531 (11th

Circuit 1996).

17.  Direct evidence of discrimination would be evidence

which would prove the existence of the fact of discrimination

without resorting to inference or presumption.  There is,

however, no direct evidence and no statistical evidence of age

discrimination was produced either.  Ms. McCabe's sole allegation

of age discrimination animus is based upon her conjectural theory

that the Respondent intended to terminate her because of her

higher seniority due to her time of employment, with resulting

higher pay and benefits, which she equates to effectively

discriminating against her due to age.  This is insufficient

evidence of age discrimination, however.  The termination of an

employee because of age is analytically distinct from terminating

based upon a consideration of years of service with attendant

higher salary and benefits in a situation where an employer is

legitimately or otherwise seeking to cut employment costs.  See

Hazen Paper Company v. Biggins, 507 U.S. 604, 611 (1993).

Reliance upon higher pay and benefits ascribed to the employee

terminated versus lower paying benefits being provided to those
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who were retained in employment is insufficient evidence to

support a claim of age discrimination, if that is the sole

evidence, according to this decision.

18.  Moreover, the Petitioner failed to establish that any

Woodland Towers employee had committed a similar infraction but

was treated more favorably than Ms. McCabe, let alone treated

more favorably while also being of a younger age.  Although the

Petitioner presented the testimony of two fellow employees and

offered to produce others, which she did not have available at

hearing, to testify that another employee had been rude and

hostile to her, this is insufficient to establish that she was

discriminated against because of her age.  Rudeness or hostility

to fellow employees does not rise to the level of the infractions

committed by Ms. McCabe in violation of the Federal Wage and Hour

laws and the Respondent employer's policies.  Therefore, it is

unpersuasive to show that she was treated disparately compared to

this other employee for similar infractions because the purported

infractions are not really of equal gravity.  Moreover, it was

not shown that this employee singled Ms. McCabe out for his

rudeness and hostile conduct and did not behave in a like manner

to other younger employees nor was it shown that the employer was

aware of such conduct and condoned it anyway.

16.  The evidence established that the Petitioner knowingly

allowed hourly, non-exempt workers to perform work duties without

appropriate compensation in violation of the Fair Labor Standards
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Act of 1938, as Amended, at 29 USC Section 201, et. seq., and

that that also violated clear and un-equivocal company policy of

which the Petitioner was aware.  It is undisputed that the

Petitioner was not terminated until Woodland Towers learned of

that "wage and hour" infraction.  Therefore, Woodland Towers'

assertion that the seriousness of the Petitioner's infraction was

the sole reason for her termination is sufficient to shift the

burden back to the Petitioner under the McDonnell Douglas burden

of proof framework in order the her to have to show that that

reason was a pretext for what amounted to age discrimination.

19.  Aside from the Petitioner's initial charge of age

discrimination, the evidence offered by the Respondent that it

terminated her for a legitimate, non-discriminatory reason was

not effectively challenged.  See Mumaw v. Dollar General, 19

F.Supp.2d 786, 792 (S.D. Ohio 1998) where an employer was granted

summary judgment on the basis of its legitimate, non-

discriminatory reason for termination when the former employee

involved acknowledged that she had failed to compensate other

employees for time worked.  Here it is undisputed that Ms. McCabe

allowed the employees in question to perform work which was not

properly compensated, by allowing them and requiring them to come

to work before normal work hours started, for which extra time

they were not paid.  Under the circumstances, with Woodland

Towers showing that this violated both federal law and clear

company policy, the proof offered by the Petitioner has not
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overcome the showing by Woodland Towers that this is a

legitimate, non-discriminatory reason for her termination and

consequently the Petitioner has failed to meet her burden that

this reason was a pretext for what amounts to age discrimination.

Consequently it must be determined that a prima facia case of age

discrimination has not been established, nor has it been

established that the reason offered and described by the

Respondent for the employment termination was a pretext for age

discrimination.  Consequently, the Petition must fail.

RECOMMENDATION

Having considered the foregoing Findings of Fact,

Conclusions of Law, the evidence of record, the candor and

demeanor of the witnesses and the pleadings and argument of the

parties, it is

RECOMMENDED:

That a Final Order be entered by the Florida Commission on

Human Relations dismissing the Petition for Relief filed by the

Petitioner herein.

DONE AND ENTERED this 5th day of April, 1999, in

Tallahassee, Leon County, Florida.

                                                                 
                    P. MICHAEL RUFF

Administrative Law Judge
Division of Administrative Hearings
The DeSoto Building
1230 Apalachee Parkway
Tallahassee, Florida  32399-3060
(850) 488-9675   SUNCOM 278-9675
Fax Filing (850) 921-6847
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www.doah.state.fl.us

Filed with the Clerk of the
Division of Administrative Hearings
this 5th day of April, 1999.

COPIES FURNISHED:

Robert W. Lloyd, Esquire
Cobb, Cole and Bell
Post Office Box 2491
Daytona Beach, Florida  32115

Roberta McCabe
701 North Ocean Street
Jacksonville, Florida  32201

Sharon Moultry, Clerk
Florida Human Relations Commission
Building F, Suite 240
325 John Knox Road
Tallahassee, Florida  32303-4149

Dana Baird, General Counsel
Florida Human Relations Commission
Building F, Suite 240
325 John Knox Road
Tallahassee, Florida  32303-4149

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUBMIT EXCEPTIONS

All parties have the right to submit written exceptions within
15 days from the date of this recommended 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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STATE OF FLORIDA
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

DONALD A. GARREPY,               )
                                 )

Petitioner,            )
                                 )
vs.                              )   Case No. 98-5090
                                 )
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL  )
PROTECTION,                      )
                                 )

Respondent.                 )
_________________________________)

RECOMMENDED ORDER OF DISMISSAL

THIS CAUSE came on to be heard on the Motion for Summary

Recommended Order filed by Respondent before the Division of

Administrative Hearings by Daniel M. Kilbride, Administrative Law

Judge, on April 6, 1999, in Tallahassee, Florida.  The Petitioner

filed several responses to the motion.  Pursuant to Rule 28-

106.204(4), Florida Administrative Code, argument of the parties

has been heard by telephone conference call, and the arguments

presented in the motion have been fully considered:

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner:  Donald A. Garrepy
  Post Office Box 276
  Portsmouth, New Hampshire  03802

For Respondent:  Gary C. Smallridge, Senior Attorney
  Department of Environmental Protection
  3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
  Mail Station 600
  Tallahassee, Florida  32399-3000

     
                  STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE

Whether the Division of Administrative Hearings has
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jurisdiction to conduct a formal hearing, under the provisions of

Sections 120.569 and 120.57(1), Florida Statutes, if the Petition

for Relief was not timely filed pursuant to Sections 760.11(8)

and 760.11(4), Florida Statutes.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

On May 19, 1995, Petitioner filed a charge of discrimination

with the Florida Commission on Human Relations (FCHR) alleging

discrimination by Respondent based on sex and age.  The FCHR

conducted an investigation.  The Commission did not complete its

investigation before the Petitioner elected to file a Petition

for Relief with the Commission on October 22, 1998, seeking a

formal administrative hearing.  The Petition was received and

filed by the Commission shortly thereafter.  Therein, Petitioner

requested a formal hearing under the provisions of Sections

120.569 and 760.11(4), Florida Statutes.  The Commission referred

this matter to the Division of Administrative Hearings on

November 17, 1998, for a formal hearing.  Respondent filed its

Motion for Summary Recommended Order on March 1, 1999.

Petitioner filed a response to the Motion on March 10, 1999, and

supplemental responses on March 15, 1999.  In addition, a

telephone conference was held on the Motion on March 16, 1999.

All of the pleadings, memoranda, and letters which address the

Motion have been carefully considered.  The facts set forth below

are undisputed or are accepted as true in the light most

favorable to the Petitioner.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

 1. Petitioner is a 57-year-old male and a former employee

of the Respondent.

 2. Respondent is an executive agency of the State of

Florida with more than 15 full-time employees and is, therefore,

an employer under Sections 760.02(6) and (7), Florida Statutes.

 3. On May 19, 1995, Petitioner filed a charge of

discrimination with the Florida Commission on Human Relations.

He charged his former employer, Respondent, with gender and age

discrimination for failure to promote him.

 4. The Florida Commission on Human Relations conducted an

investigation of the charges.  It did not issue a Notice of

Determination.

 5. The staff of the Commission misled or lulled Respondent

into inaction, for a period of time, as follows:

 a. Day 0000 - 19 May 1995:  Charge of
Discrimination submitted to Commission.

 b. Day 0061 - 19 July 1995: FCHR Notice of
Receipt, Docketing and Dual Filing with
EEOC.

 c. Day 0110 - 6 September 1995:  Respondent
submitted response to Commission request
for information.

 d. Day 0255 - 29 January 1996:  Petitioner
drove from Orlando to FCHR in Tallahassee
and met with Iliana Haddock, who advised
him that she had just been assigned to
investigate the Discrimination Complaint.
Haddock took the opportunity to interview
the Respondent relative to the complaint.

 e. Day 0312 - 26 March 1996:  Telephone
conversation between Haddock and
Petitioner.  Haddock stated that she had
reviewed all the applications submitted for
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the Environmental Manager position and had
found evidence of age discrimination.

 f. Day 0340 - 23 April 1996:  Telephone
conversation between Haddock and
Petitioner.  Haddock stated the
investigation was almost complete, but they
were waiting for Respondent to submit
criteria used for determining who would be
interviewed for the Environmental Manager
position.

 g. Day 0431 - 23 July 1996:  Petitioner drove
from Orlando to FCHR headquarters in
Tallahassee and met with Haddock and her
supervisor, Harry Lamb.  They told
Petitioner that Haddock's investigation was
completed and that her report would be
submitted to Lamb in 30 to 45 days and from
there Lamb would submit it to the FCHR
legal staff and then it would go to the
Executive Director for his approval and
determination.

 h. Day 0494 - 24 September 1996:  Assistant
Enforcement Director Singleton sent
Petitioner a letter stating that the
Commission had not been able to complete
the investigation in this case and stated
four options of proceeding, (1) file a
civil action in civil court; (2) file
petition to have case heard by ALJ in DOAH;
(3) request a right to sue so I could bring
an action in Federal Court; or (4) allow
the commission to continue with the
processing, investigation and final action
in this matter.

 i. Day 0509 - 9 October 1996:  Petitioner
responded to Singleton's letter by pointing
out the contradictions between her letter
and what Petitioner had been told at the
meeting with Haddock and Lamb on 7/23/96.
Petitioner requested more information in
order to make a decision concerning the
future course of this case.  Petitioner
submitted 11 questions to Singleton.

 j. Day 0521 - 21 October 1996:  Commission
Investigator Iliana Haddock submitted her
report to the FCHR Office of General
Counsel.

 k. Day 0573 - 12 December 1996:  Petitioner
sent follow-up letter to FCHR Executive
Director advising him that he had not
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received a reply to the 10/9/96 letter to
Singleton.

 l. Day 0644 - 21 February 1997:  Mathis sent
Petitioner a letter about the status of the
original complaint of discrimination.
Mathis stated that Haddock had submitted
her report of investigation, with a
recommendation for a cause finding to Harry
Lamb; that Haddock was no longer with the
Commission; that Lamb was no longer with
the Commission but had not forwarded the
investigation report before he left; and
that the report was now in the hands of
Otis Mallory.

 m. Day 0795 - 22 July 1997:  Mathis sent
Petitioner a letter advising that the
"initial charge is still located in
Mr. Mallory's office and will be reviewed."

 n. Day 0805 - 1 August 1997:  Assistant
Director Snell sent Petitioner a letter
stating: "The investigation of your first
case has been completed and is in the
Employment Enforcement Manger's office for
review".

 o. Day 0809 - 5 August 1997:  The EEOC State
and Local Coordinator advised Petitioner by
letter that the cases were still being
processed by the FCHR.

 p. Day 0852 - 27 September 1997:  Petitioner
sent letter to FCHR Executive Director
advising him that Otis Mallory had
Discrimination Report for almost a year;
that Mallory also had received the
Retaliation Report in August 1997; and
since Mallory now had both reports, he
ought to be able to complete his review and
move this matter forward.

 q. Day 0986 - 29 January 1998:  Petitioner
sent letter to FCHR Executive Director
attempting to get Investigators' Reports
through the internal FCHR review system.

 r. Day 1076 - 29 April 1998:  Commission
issued Notice of Determination on
Retaliation Complaint.  No action on
original discrimination complaint.

 s. Day 1252 - 22 October 1998:  Petitioner
mailed Petition for Relief and
Administrative Hearing concerning
Discrimination Complaint to FCHR.
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 6. After filing the Complaint of Discrimination with the

FCHR, Petitioner actively pursued the progress and status of the

Discrimination Complaint with the Commission.  In response to his

pursuit, the staff of the Commission told the Petitioner

throughout the above time-line, that his Complaint was being

investigated; the investigation was completed; the report would

be submitted; the report was submitted; the report was in for

review; and the report would be reviewed.  Thus, the Petitioner

was misled or lulled into believing by the staff of FCHR not only

that the Complaint was going to result in a Determination, but

also that the Determination was going to be a cause-finding.

 7. On September 24, 1996, a year and four months after

filing the Complaint, the Commission advised Petitioner that he

had four options relating to the charges, including having the

Commission continue with the processing, investigation, and final

action in this matter.  When Petitioner requested further

information so he could make an informed choice, the staff of the

Commission failed to respond to his letter.  In addition, other

staff took no further action on his case.

 8. However, Petitioner waited more than two years from

issuance of the letter of September 24, 1996, to the filing of

his Petition for Relief, dated October 22, 1998.

 9. Although Petitioner was misled or lulled into inaction

for a period of time by the staff of the FCHR, the Petitioner has

failed to demonstrate equitable estoppel or excusable neglect in
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his failure to file the Petition within a reasonable period of

time after the statutorily mandated time limit.

CONCLUSIONS

10. The Division of Administrative Hearings has

jurisdiction on the parties and the subject matter pursuant to

Sections 120.569, 120.57(1) and 760.11, Florida Statutes.

11. The Florida Commission on Human Relations has the

authority to investigate a charge of discrimination with alleges

that an employee has committed an unlawful employment practice by

its failure to promote Petitioner based on his sex and/or age.

Section 760.10(1) and 760.11, Florida Statutes.

12. When a complaint has been filed with the Commission, it

has the duty to investigate the allegations in the complaint and

make a determination within 180 days of the filing of the

Complaint, if there is reasonable cause to believe that a

discriminatory practice has occurred in violation of the Florida

Civil Rights Act of 1992.  After a determination is made, the

Commission is charged with the duty to notify the aggrieved

person and the Respondent of the determination, the date of such

determination, and the options available under the law.  Section

760.11(3), Florida Statutes.

13. In this case, the Commission failed to make a

reasonable cause determination; and three and one-half years

after first filing his Complaint, Petitioner requested a formal
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administrative hearing under Sections 120.569 and 120.57(1),

Florida Statutes.

14. Therefore, Sections 760.11(8), (4) and (6), Florida

Statutes, applied to this case.  These sections read, in

pertinent part:

(4) In the event that the commission determines
that there is reasonable cause to believe that
a discriminatory practice has occurred in
violation of the Florida Civil Rights Act of
1992, the aggrieved person may either:
    (a) Bring a civil action against the person
named in the complaint in any court of
competent jurisdiction; or
    (b) Request an administrative hearing under
ss 120.569 and 120.57.

The election by the aggrieved person of filing
a civil action or requesting an administrative
hearing under this subsection is the exclusive
procedure available to the aggrieved person
pursuant to this act.

*  *  *

(6) Any administrative hearing brought pursuant
to paragraph (4)(b) shall be conducted under
ss. 120.569 and 120.57. . . .

An administrative hearing pursuant to paragraph
(4)(b) must be requested no later than 35 days
after the date of determination of reasonable
cause by the commission. . . .

*  *  *

(8) In the event that the commission fails to
conciliate or determine whether there is
reasonable cause on any complaint under this
section within 180 days of the filing of the
complaint, an aggrieved person may proceed
under subsection (4), as if the commission
determined that there was reasonable cause.
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15. Although it appears unjust that Petitioner's case

should be dismissed because of the failure of a state agency to

complete its statutory duty to make a reasonable cause

determination, nevertheless, the court in Milano v. Moldmaster,

Inc., 703 So. 2d 1093 at 1094 (Fla. 4th DCA 1997) held that the

35-day limitation on requesting an administrative hearing begins

to run at the expiration of the 180-day period in which the

Commission was to make a reasonable cause determination.

Therefore, the Petition for Relief is untimely because it was

filed nearly three years after the presumed date of determination

of cause by the Commission.  See Section 760.11(6), Florida

Statutes (1997); Wright v. HCA Central Florida Regional Hospital,

Inc., 18 FALR 1160 (1995); Pusey v. George Knupp, Lake County

Sheriff's Office, 20 FALR 791 (1997); cf. St. Petersburg Motor

Club v. Cook, 567 So. 2d 488 (Fla. 1st DCA 1990) and Milano v.

Moldmaster, Inc., 703 So. 2d 1093 (Fla. 4th DCA 1997).  This

procedure has been determined to be constitutional, under Florida

law.  McElhath v. Burley, 707 So. 2d 836 (Fla. 1st DCA 1998).

16. The record does establish some evidence of excusable

neglect, which might, under certain circumstances, excuse

delinquent filing.  See, for example, Machules v. Department of

Administration 523 So. 2d 1132 (Fla. 1988).  In Machules, the

Florida Supreme Court described the parameters of the "equitable

tolling" doctrine as follows:

Generally, the tolling doctrine has been
applied when the plaintiff has been misled or
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lulled into inaction, has in some extraordinary
way been prevented from asserting his rights,
or has timely asserted his rights mistakenly in
the wrong forum.  523 So. 2d at 1134.

17. Petitioner asserts that the staff of the Commission

lulled him into inaction.  That assertion is accepted as true for

purposes of ruling on the Motion for Summary Recommended Order.

However, Petitioner is claiming he was lulled into inaction for

two additional years after he was advised of his options under

the statute.  The District Court of Appeal has held that

Petitioner may not enjoy a manipulable open-ended time extension

which could render the statutory limitation meaningless.  It held

that a Petitioner should be required to assume some minimum

responsibility himself for an orderly and expeditious resolution

of his dispute.  Milano v. Moldmaster, Inc., supra, at 1095.

Although this result is harsh, two other district courts have

followed this precedent and it is, therefore, binding on this

tribunal.  Joshua v. City of Gainesville, ____ So. 2d ____, 1999

WL 71523 (Fla. 1st DCA, February 17, 1999) and Adams v.

Wellington Regional Medical Center, Inc., ____ So. 2d ____, (Fla.

4th DCA, March 17, 1999).

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the foregoing facts and conclusions of law, it is

RECOMMENDED that a Final Order be entered dismissing with

prejudice the petition of Donald A. Garrepy in DOAH Case

No. 98-5090; FCHR Case No. 95-5752.

DONE AND ENTERED this 9th day of April, 1999, in
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Tallahassee, Leon County, Florida.

___________________________________
DANIEL M. KILBRIDE
Administrative Law Judge
Division of Administrative Hearings
The DeSoto Building
1230 Apalachee Parkway
Tallahassee, Florida  32399-3060
(850) 488-9675   SUNCOM 278-9675
Fax Filing (850) 921-6847
www.doah.state.fl.us

                              Filed with the Clerk of the
Division of Administrative Hearings
this 9th day of April, 1999.

COPIES FURNISHED:

Gary C. Smallridge, Senior Attorney
Department of Environmental Protection
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Mail Station 600
Tallahassee, Florida  32399-3000

Donald A. Garrepy
Post Office Box 276
Portsmouth, New Hampshire  03802

Sharon Moultry, Clerk
Florida Commission on Human Relations
325 John Knox Road
Building F, Suite 240
Tallahassee, Florida  32303-4149

Dana Baird, General Counsel
Florida Commission on Human Relations
325 John Knox Road
Building F, Suite 240
Tallahassee, Florida  32303-4149

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SUBMIT EXCEPTIONS

All parties have the right to submit written exceptions within 15
days from the date of this Recommended Order.  Any exceptions to
this Recommended Order should be filed with the agency that will
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issue the final order in this case.
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