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STATE OF FLORIDA 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

 
 
HENRY WOODIE, 
 
     Petitioner, 
 
vs. 
 
INDEPENDENT GROUP HOME LIVING, 
 
 Respondent. 
                               

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
 

 
 
 
 
Case No. 08-1750 

  
RECOMMENDED ORDER 

 
Pursuant to notice, a final hearing was conducted in this 

case on July 14, 2008, in Viera, Florida, before Administrative 

Law Judge R. Bruce McKibben of the Division of Administrative 

Hearings.    

APPEARANCES 
 

 For Petitioner:  Reverend Henry Woodie, pro se
  1067 Marlin Drive 
  Rockledge, Florida  32955 

 
 For Respondent:  Kristyne E. Kennedy, Esquire 
      Jackson & Lewis 
         390 North Orange Avenue, Suite 1285 
      Orlando, Florida  32801 
  

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE

The issue in this case is whether Petitioner was wrongly 

terminated from employment by Respondent, and, if so, whether 

monetary damages are warranted.    



PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

On or about August 2, 2007, Petitioner was terminated from 

employment by Respondent.  Petitioner timely filed a Petition 

for Relief with the Florida Commission on Human Relations, which 

thereafter issued a Notice of Determination: No Cause, followed 

by a Determination: No Cause.     

Petitioner timely filed a request for an administrative 

hearing, which was then forwarded to the Division of 

Administrative Hearings (DOAH) on April 10, 2008.  At the final 

hearing held pursuant to that request, Petitioner testified on 

his own behalf and called two additional witnesses:  Darlene 

Reynolds, direct care counselor (DCC), with Respondent during 

the events in question; and Mrs. Kathey Woodie, Petitioner's 

wife.  Petitioner adopted the exhibits which had been 

pre-numbered by Respondent.  Petitioner offered Exhibits 11 

and 18 into evidence during his case-in-chief.  Exhibits 1, 3 

through 5, 7, 9, 10, and 28 through 30 were offered by 

Respondent during Petitioner's case-in-chief.  Respondent 

presented the testimony of two witnesses:  Sarah McElvain, an 

assistant residential manager (ARM), with Petitioner during the 

events at issue; and Joyce Herman, residential director of 

Individual Residential Alternatives for Respondent.  Respondent 

offered Exhibits 8, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19 and 27 during its case-

in-chief.   
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The parties also entered a joint exhibit, a Joint 

Stipulation setting forth agreed-upon facts, procedural matters 

and applicable law relating to the instant action. 

The parties advised the undersigned that a transcript would 

be ordered of the final hearing.  The parties requested and were 

given 30 days from the date the transcript was filed at DOAH to 

submit proposed recommended orders.  Petitioner filed a Proposed 

Recommended Order on August 14, 2008, although no transcript had 

been filed at DOAH by that date.  The Transcript was ultimately 

filed at DOAH on August 20, 2008.  Respondent timely filed its 

Proposed Recommended Order on September 22, 2008, a Monday.1

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1.  Petitioner, Henry Woodie, is a 66-year-old African-

American man.  He has a bachelor's degree in math and education, 

a bachelor's degree in accounting, and a master's degree in 

business administration.  Petitioner first became employed by 

Respondent in August 2004, as a DCC at Ranier House, a group 

home owned and operated by Respondent, Independent Group Home 

Living (IGHL).   

2.  In February 2007, Petitioner was promoted to the 

position of overnight (or nighttime) ARM for Ranier House.  This 

promotion occurred after Petitioner filed a lawsuit against 

Respondent for discrimination.  A fellow employee (Sarah 

McElvain, a white female) had been promoted to ARM for Ranier 
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House some months earlier.  Petitioner felt slighted because he 

had not been granted an interview, although he had more formal 

education than McElvain.  However, McElvain had considerably 

more experience in the healthcare industry than Petitioner at 

that time.   

3.  Nonetheless, Respondent created a position for 

Petitioner equal in status to the position McElvain obtained.  

In February 2007, Petitioner was made the overnight ARM; he and 

McElvain were then co-managers of the Ranier House as McElvain 

took the day shift.  Neither had supervisory status over the 

other.  Each was responsible for assisting developmentally-

disabled adults at Ranier House by providing hands-on assistance 

with daily living activities.    

4.  Petitioner worked from approximately midnight until 

8:00 a.m. as the nighttime ARM.  McElvain's hours were generally 

9:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m.  The two managers' paths did not cross 

very frequently, although McElvain would come in early on many 

occasions to have her morning coffee and chat with the DCC 

workers.  She may or may not have contact with Petitioner during 

those visits.  

5.  In mid-July 2007, Petitioner noticed that there was a 

shortage of available food products at Ranier House.  Inasmuch 

as Petitioner was responsible for preparing bag lunches for the 

customers (residents of the house), he purchased some lunch 
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meats and other products from his personal account on July 30, 

2007, at 2:39 p.m., i.e., outside his normal work hours.  It was 

understood that any such purchases would be reimbursed.    

6.  Petitioner contends the food shortage existed because 

McElvain was overspending the funds budgeted for food, thus 

resulting in shortages.  However, McElvain made food purchases 

using a WalMart debit card provided by Respondent.  The card was 

replenished with funds each month by Respondent's corporate 

offices in New York.  If the card was not timely replenished, 

McElvain could not make food purchases.  This is the more 

reasonable and likely explanation of why shortages sometimes 

occurred. 

7.  Any time a food shortage occurred, one of the ARMs 

could make a purchase with their own money (if they were able) 

and then obtain reimbursement from the corporate office.  

8.  At 10:41 p.m. on July 30, 2007, some nine hours after 

Petitioner had made a food purchase using his own money, 

McElvain made a very large purchase ($711.11) of food and other 

items using the corporate WalMart card.  McElvain was also 

shopping outside her normal work hours.   

9.  McElvain brought the groceries to Ranier House at 

around 11:30 p.m., i.e., just prior to Petitioner coming on duty 

for his regular night shift.  McElvain and DCC LaShonda Hemley 

sorted the purchase by item type.  They then distributed the 
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items to the rooms or areas where those items would ultimately 

be put away for storage.  For example, cleaning products were 

left near the storage closet; food was left near the 

refrigerator or pantry; household goods were left in the 

kitchen, etc.   

10. After the food items had been distributed, McElvain 

saw Petitioner in passing and told him the goods needed to be 

put away.  She then left the Ranier House.  Petitioner does not 

specifically remember being told to put away the groceries.  He 

does remember being told that the groceries were being 

distributed around the house so they could be put away, but 

assumed that someone else would do that job.2  

11. McElvain and Hemley did not put the groceries away 

because of several stated reasons:  McElvain had been working 

and going to classes all day and she was tired; the night shift 

was coming on duty and would be paid to put the groceries away, 

whereas McElvain and Hemley would have to be paid overtime to do 

that job; and McElvain made a presumption that Petitioner would 

follow through on her statement that "the food needs to be put 

away." 

12. Neither Petitioner, nor his DCC staff put away the 

food and supplies.  As a result, dangerous chemicals were left 

sitting in the hallway all night long.  Perishable foods were 
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left in the garage (right next to the refrigerator) all night 

long and spoiled.  

13. Petitioner did not put away the food because of two 

stated reasons:  Usually the person who buys the groceries puts 

them away; further, he had previously suffered a stroke and did 

not feel fully recovered.  As for his medical condition, his 

physician had released Petitioner to work as of July 9, 2007 

(several weeks prior to the incident in question), but 

Petitioner did not personally believe he was fully able to 

perform his duties.  He did not make a request to his employer 

for a lighter work load or relief from his duties, however.  

Further, the final hearing was the first time Petitioner raised 

his health concerns as a reason why he did not put the groceries 

away.  That testimony is not credible and flies in the face of 

the fact that Petitioner said he put away the groceries that he 

had purchased.    

14. Petitioner does not remember McElvain asking or 

telling him to put away the groceries.  He says he would have, 

had he been asked.  This statement is not credible since the 

groceries were in full view throughout Petitioner's shift, but 

he did not put them away.   

15. At some point during the night of July 30 or 31, 2007, 

Petitioner opened some of the bags containing perishable foods 

and used some of them to make sandwiches for the customers.  He 
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did not put the opened packages or any of the other bags of 

groceries into the refrigerator at that time.  Petitioner does 

not accurately remember, but believes the lunch meats he used 

may have come from food he had bought (and put away) earlier in 

the day.  

16. Besides the perishable foods, there were also some 

bleach and cleaning supplies left unattended.  These items were 

placed on the floor in a hallway immediately adjacent to a 

locked storage closet where they are to be stored.  The closet 

was locked and the keys were located in the office at Ranier 

House.  Petitioner maintained at final hearing that he did not 

see the items even though they were right next to customer rooms 

(which are supposed to be checked every 15 minutes throughout 

the night).  It is hard to reconcile Petitioner's statement with 

the pictures of the bleach introduced into evidence at final 

hearing.  The location of the bleach is patently obvious to even 

the most casual observer. 

17. Further, a letter written by Petitioner to an unknown 

recipient clearly states, "When I came to work at Mid-night 

[sic], I noticed about 50 bags of groceries spread out on the 

floors of different rooms."  This letter, which Petitioner 

admits writing, contradicts his contention that he did not see 

the goods.  
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18. One of the concerns about the bleach was that one 

customer was prone to getting up at night and finding something 

to drink.  He would apparently drink anything, including bleach.  

Knowing that, it is unconscionable that Petitioner would allow 

the bleach to sit in close proximity to the customer bedrooms 

over an entire eight-hour shift.  

19. On July 31, 2007, McElvain came to work around 

8:30 a.m.  When she passed Petitioner on her way in, he said 

something akin to "I'm out of here" and left.  McElvain then 

spotted the spoiled food and other items which had not been put 

away.  She became extremely angry about that negligence.   

20. McElvain sorted through the food products and 

identified $167.27 worth of groceries that were no longer 

edible.  She took pictures of the bags of groceries that were 

placed in different areas around the house.  Then she called her 

supervisor, Joyce Herman, to lodge a complaint.  McElvain told 

Herman that she (McElvain) had instructed Petitioner to put away 

the food items or, at least, had told Petitioner that the items 

needed to be put away.   

21. Herman contacted Petitioner at his home, inquiring as 

to why he had not put the groceries away.  He said that he had 

not been told to do so.  Herman says that the job descriptions 

for ARMs would suggest that someone needed to put the groceries 

away; if one ARM didn't, the other should.  She places the 
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primary blame in this case on Petitioner because the groceries 

were left out for his entire shift.  

22. Herman instructed Petitioner not to contact McElvain, 

but he did so anyway.  Petitioner left a message on McElvain's 

home phone and then one on her cell phone.  The messages were 

not preserved and could not be played at final hearing.  

However, a transcript of the home phone message, which both 

parties indicated was an accurate reflection of what was said, 

reads as follows:  "Yes, Sarah, this is [Petitioner].  I was 

wondering why you told Joyce [Herman] that lie that you told me 

to put the groceries away and I didn't.  Number one, you don't 

tell me what to do and number two, you could have put the 

groceries away yourself.  Give me a call."  McElvain says part 

of the message was stated in a "nasty tone," but Petitioner 

disagrees.  

23. McElvain contacted Herman and forwarded Petitioner's 

voicemail message so Herman could listen to it.  Both McElvain 

and Herman describe the tone in Petitioner's voice as angry and 

confrontational.   

24. The voicemail was alternatively described by 

Respondent as "threatening," "confrontational" or "upsetting."  

Petitioner admits that he was angry when he made the call and 

might not have made the call had he not been angry.  Petitioner 
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and McElvain did not appear to have had a smooth or cordial 

working relationship, although they were peers.  

25. Upon hearing the voicemail and considering the facts 

as to what had occurred, Herman and her subordinate, Doris Diaz, 

made the decision to terminate Petitioner's employment.  The 

basis of the termination was violation of the IGHL Code of 

Conduct, specifically the following language:  "[D]ecisions on 

disciplinary action to be taken will be up to and including 

discharge.  The following are examples of unacceptable behavior. 

. . . Confrontation with customers or co-workers."  Petitioner 

acknowledged receipt and understanding of the Code of Conduct.   

26. Petitioner requested of Respondent a letter setting 

out the reason for his discharge.  He was told that IGHL policy 

did not allow for a written statement; however, a letter was 

thereafter sent to him stating the basis for Respondent's 

action.  The letter is unequivocal that the employer's reliance 

on confrontation with a co-worker was the basis for terminating 

Petitioner's employment.   

27. Petitioner presented no competent substantial evidence 

to support his claim of race, gender, or age discrimination as 

the basis for his termination from employment. 

28. Petitioner was promoted from DCC worker to nighttime 

ARM by IGHL.  His promotion included a substantial salary 

increase, but not much change in his duties or responsibilities.  
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He was, by his own admission, probably overpaid for the job he 

was performing.  He claims that his termination from employment 

was for the purpose of eliminating this particular position.  

There is no evidence to support that contention.3

29. Petitioner claims retaliation may have occurred 

because of the fact that he pointed out McElvain's failure to 

stay within her prescribed food budget.  There is no evidence 

that McElvain strayed from her budget.  Rather, the evidence 

shows a failure on the part of IGHL's corporate offices to stay 

current when replenishing the WalMart card used for making 

purchases. 

30. The 90-day evaluation for Petitioner after his 

promotion to ARM is acceptable, but is considerably less 

laudatory in nature than McElvain's evaluation.  It is clear 

Petitioner did have some minor issues relating to other 

employees, but that is often the case when someone is promoted 

from within an organization.   

31. If Petitioner is claiming retaliation based on his 

previous claim of discrimination against his employer, that 

claim is not supported by the evidence.  As a matter of fact, 

Petitioner was promoted, not fired, as a result of the prior 

claim he filed.  
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

32. The Division of Administrative Hearings has 

jurisdiction over the parties to and the subject matter of this 

proceeding pursuant to Section 120.569 and Subsection 120.57(1), 

Florida Statutes (2008).  

33. The Florida Civil Rights Act of 1992 (the "Act") is 

codified in Sections 760.01 through 760.11 and 509.092, Florida 

Statutes (2007).  Among other things, the Act makes certain 

actions by employers "unlawful employment practices" and gives 

the Commission authority--following an administrative hearing 

conducted pursuant to Sections 120.569 and 120.57, Florida 

Statutes (2007)--to issue an order "prohibiting the practice and 

providing affirmative relief from the effects of the practice, 

including back pay."  §§ 760.10 and 760.11(6), Fla. Stat. 

(2007). 

34. Petitioner has the burden of proof that he was the 

victim of a discriminatory act.  See Department of Banking and 

Finance, Division of Securities and Investor Protection v. 

Osborne Stern and Company, 670 So. 2d 932, 934 (Fla. 1996), 

wherein the Court stated:  "The general rule is that a party 

asserting the affirmative of an issue has the burden of 

presenting evidence as to that issue." 

35. At final hearing, Petitioner did not allege or present 

evidence to prove the existence of race, age, or gender 
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discrimination.  Petitioner dropped each of those bases in favor 

of a claim of discrimination based upon retaliation.  Petitioner 

believes his employer was acting in a retaliatory manner because 

the employer had previously promoted Petitioner to ARM status, 

but then later wanted to eliminate the position by firing 

Petitioner.  The promotion was a positive action performed by 

the employer.  Under Petitioner's theory, the employer would 

effectively be retaliating against itself.    

36. Petitioner relies generally upon Chapter 10 from a 

legal treatise, Employment Discrimination Laws and Litigation, 

edited by Merrick T. Rossein, as support for his claim of 

retaliation discrimination.  The treatise discusses a number of 

issues relating to discrimination and cites to state and federal 

case law.  However, Petitioner did not cite to any particular 

case or holding within the treatise, and nothing found therein 

by the undersigned supports Petitioner's claims in the instant 

case.  

37. In order to establish a claim of retaliatory conduct, 

Petitioner must prove that:  (1) he engaged in a statutorily 

protected expression; (2) the employer took an adverse 

employment action against him; and (3) there is a causal 

connection between the protected activity and the adverse 

employment action.  Shannon v. BellSouth Telecommunications, 

Inc., 292 F.3d 712, 715 (11th Cir. 2002).  Petitioner's 
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promotion to ARM was not statutorily protected; the action taken 

by the employer was positive, not adverse; and there is no 

causal connection between the promotion and Petitioner's 

termination for confronting another employee.  Petitioner did 

not, therefore, prove even a prima facie case of retaliation by 

Respondent.  

38. Petitioner did not meet his burden of proof in this 

matter.  Petitioner did not establish a prima facie case that 

his employer retaliated against him in any fashion, thus, the 

employer was not required to establish legitimate, 

non-retaliatory reasons for its termination of Petitioner.  

There is no evidence of discrimination.  

39. There is no evidence to support an award of damages 

against Respondent.  

RECOMMENDATION

 Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 

Law, it is 

 RECOMMENDED that a final order be entered by the Florida 

Commission on Human Relations finding Respondent not guilty of 

an unlawful employment practice and dismissing Petitioner's 

Petition for Relief. 
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DONE AND ENTERED this 29th day of September, 2008, in 

Tallahassee, Leon County, Florida. 

                   

R. BRUCE MCKIBBEN 
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 29th day of September, 2008. 

 
 

ENDNOTES 
 
1/  The Proposed Recommended Order was actually faxed to DOAH on 
Friday, September 19, 2008, but arrived in full after business 
hours and so was clocked in officially on the next business day, 
September 22, 2008.   
 
2/  Petitioner believed that whoever purchased the groceries 
should put them away.  There was no policy or written protocol 
to that effect, however. 
 
3/  In fact, IGHL has closed and/or sold Ranier House and its 
other properties in Florida.  Thus, Petitioner's position was in 
jeopardy notwithstanding any issue in the present proceeding. 
 
 
COPIES FURNISHED: 
 
Denise Crawford, Agency Clerk 
Florida Commission on Human Relations 
2009 Apalachee Parkway, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
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Larry Kranert, General Counsel 
Florida Commission on Human Relations 
2009 Apalachee Parkway, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
 
Kristyne E. Kennedy, Esquire 
Jackson & Lewis 
390 North Orange Avenue, Suite 1285 
Orlando, Florida  32801 
 
Henry Woodie 
1067 Marlin Drive 
Rockledge, Florida  32955 
 
 

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 

 
 
DARRELL ROULHAC, 
 
     Petitioner, 
 
vs. 
 
FAMILY DOLLAR, 
 
 Respondent. 
                               

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
 

 
 
 
 
Case No. 08-2159 

  
RECOMMENDED ORDER 

 
This cause came on for final hearing before Harry L. 

Hooper, Administrative Law Judge with the Division of 

Administrative Hearings, on August 8, 2008, in Marianna, 

Florida. 

APPEARANCES
 
 For Petitioner:  Darrell Roulhac, pro se 
                  652 Pecan Street 
                  Chipley, Florida  32428 
 
 For Respondent:  Wayne L. Helsby, Esquire 
                  Allen, Norton & Blue, P.A. 
                  1477 West Fairbanks Avenue, Suite 100 
                  Winter Park, Florida  32789 
 

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE 

 The issue is whether Respondent engaged in an unlawful 

employment practice. 



PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

 Petitioner, Darrell Roulhac (Mr. Roulhac), filed an 

Employment Complaint of Discrimination with the Florida 

Commission on Human Relations (Commission) on October 9, 2007.  

The entity complained of was Family Dollar Services, Inc. 

(Family Dollar), located in Marianna, Florida.  The Complaint 

alleged discrimination based on race, sex, and claimed 

retaliation. 

 On March 27, 2008, the Commission, subsequent to an 

investigation, entered a Notice of Determination:  No Cause.  

Subsequently, Mr. Roulhac filed a Petition for Relief with the 

Commission that complained only of discrimination based on race.  

The matter was transmitted to the Division of Administrative 

Hearings and filed May 1, 2008.  It was set for hearing in 

Marianna, Florida, for July 17, 2008.  Family Dollar filed for a 

continuance on July 14, 2008, which was granted. 

 The hearing was held on August 8, 2008. 

 Mr. Roulhac was the sole witness at the hearing.  Family 

Dollar offered and had accepted into evidence Exhibits 1 

through 17.   

A Transcript was filed on September 11, 2008.  After the 

hearing, Respondent filed its Post-Hearing Submittal on 

September 22, 2008.  Petitioner did not file a proposed 

recommended order.   
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References to statutes are to Florida Statutes (2007) 

unless otherwise noted.   

FINDINGS OF FACT

 1.  Family Dollar operates a large distribution center 

immediately south of Marianna, Florida.  The center supports the 

retail activities of Family Dollar. 

 2.  Mr. Roulhac is an African-American male.  He was first 

employed by Family Dollar at its distribution center on 

September 26, 2005.  His job title was "bulk order filler."  On 

that date he signed a New Associate Orientation Checklist, 

indicating that he understood his conditions of employment. 

 3.  On September 26, 2005, he also signed a statement that 

he had reviewed and understood Family Dollar's Statement of 

Major Company Policies.  Included on that form was a direction 

on how to report misconduct, including discrimination.   

 4.  On September 26, 2005, Mr. Roulhac also signed a 

document acknowledging that he had read and that he understood 

Family Dollar's Policy on Harassment in the Workplace.  This 

document informed him that Family Dollar did not tolerate, among 

other things, discrimination based on race or a hostile work 

environment that might be created on account of race.  In bold 

letters the document informed as to how complaints regarding 

instances of discrimination based on race or a hostile work 

environment could be reported. 
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 5.  A "bulk order filler" is responsible for pulling 

merchandise and filling orders, labeling the orders, and placing 

the orders on conveyor belts for loading on board Family Dollar 

trucks, so that they may be delivered to its stores. 

 6.  Mr. Roulhac received an evaluation for the period from 

September 26, 2005, his inception date, and December 26, 2005.  

This evaluation noted that he had an outstanding attitude, that 

he exceeded expectations, and that he worked well with little 

supervision. 

 7.  By August 2006, Mr. Roulhac had entered into a downward 

performance spiral.  He was counseled by his manager, Matt 

Johnson, who noted that he was failing to meet "Argent" 

standards.  "Argent" standards are production standards required 

by Family Dollar.  This was memorialized in an Associate 

Corrective Action Review prepared on September 5, 2006, and 

signed by Mr. Roulhac on September 11, 2006.  He was advised 

that he could seek additional training if he wished. 

 8.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review dated 

November 1, 2006, Mr. Roulhac received another written 

counseling from manager Matt Johnson that noted that he had only 

reached 75.9 percent of standards when he should have attained 

90 percent.  He was advised that he could seek additional 

training if he wished. 
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 9.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review dated 

December 27, 2006, Mr. Roulhac received another written 

counseling that noted that he had only reached 76.5 percent of 

standards when he should have attained 90 percent.  The form 

notes that he "failed to sign."  Manager Matt Johnson also 

failed to sign the form.  Mr. Roulhac was again advised that he 

could seek additional training if he wished. 

 10.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review dated 

April 11, 2007, Mr. Roulhac received another written counseling 

that noted that he had only attained 73 percent of standards 

when he should have attained 90 percent.  This was signed by 

manager Matt Johnson.  This written counseling contained the 

following comment:  "Please notify me if you feel you need 

additional training to perform the duties and responsibilities 

of your position.  It is critical that you increase your 

production to meet the minimum engineered standard.  Failure to 

improve your job performance could result in further 

disciplinary action, including a possible suspension or 

discharge."  This was signed by manager Matt Johnson.   

 11.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review dated May 3, 

2007, Mr. Roulhac received another written counseling for "work 

habits-insubordination."  The counseling noted that, "It is the 

responsibility of each associate to follow the instructions 

given to them by management and to follow all company policies 
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and procedures.  Failure to follow these instructions may result 

in corrective action and possible discharge."  This counseling 

resulted from Mr. Roulhac's failure to attend a "start-up 

meeting, failure to clean the "Mod," and leaving his assigned 

area without authorization.  This was signed by manager Matt 

Johnson.   

 12.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review dated May 21, 

2007, Mr. Roulhac received another written counseling for "Work 

Habits-Failure to Comply with Job Responsibilities."  This 

review noted that he failed to go where he was told and that his 

failure impeded production and caused unnecessary downtime.  It 

had the following comment:  "Please notify me if you feel you 

need additional training to perform the duties and 

responsibilities of your position.  Failure to improve your job 

performance or compliance with Family Dollar policies and 

procedures could result in further disciplinary action, 

including a possible suspension or termination."  This was 

signed by Christopher Miller.  Mr. Roulhac refused to sign this 

counseling memorandum. 

 13.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review dated May 31, 

2007, Mr. Roulhac received another written counseling for 

"Safety-Unsafe Act."  This counseling occurred because he 

operated the Tugger 409 without authority.  It advised him that, 

"Failure to perform your job in exact conformance with all 
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safety requirements will result in corrective action up to and 

including termination of employment.  Michael Shutes signed this 

counseling.  The form noted that Mr. Roulhac refused to sign.   

 14.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review, also dated 

May 31, 2007, Mr. Roulhac received another written counseling 

for a "work habit/time clock" infraction.  The counseling noted 

that, "You have received three time clock infractions within a 

60-day period.  April 17th, May 29th, and May 30th, 2007."  This 

counseling was given by Michael Shutes. 

 15.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review dated 

June 13, 2007, Mr. Roulhac received another written counseling 

from Christopher Miller for failure to comply with job 

responsibilities.  This review noted that he had failed to 

attend the "start up meeting."  The form noted that, "Failure to 

improve your job performance or compliance with Family Dollar 

policies and procedures could result in further disciplinary 

action, including a possible suspension or termination."   

 16.  In an Associate Corrective Action Review dated 

June 14, 2007, Mr. Roulhac received another written counseling 

from Christopher Miller for "work habits/failure to comply with 

job responsibilities."  This counseling addressed another 

failure to attend the "start up meetings."  It noted:  "Final 

Written Counseling (Active 1 Year.)" 
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 17.  On July 10, 2007, Mr. Roulhac received another written 

counseling from Christopher Miller for reporting that at 

1:59 p.m. that he, Mr. Roulhac, had completed his labels, and 

noted that, "You failed to call and open up new labels until 

2:55 p.m.  There is no record of work being performed during 

this time."  This counseling asserted that Mr. Roulhac was 

terminated.  However, a hand-written note on the form related 

that, "After discussing with Darrell, we have decided to give 

him an opportunity to correct his behavior."  This was signed by 

Jeff Diamond on July 12, 2007. 

 18.  There is no evidence of record that Mr. Roulhac ever 

availed himself of the opportunity to receive the additional 

training offered in each Associate Corrective Action Review. 

 19.  On July 13, 2007, Mr. Roulhac asserts that he was 

called a "monkey" and a "boy" by Mr. Miller.  This assertion was 

not rebutted.  No evidence was offered that might illuminate the 

context in which these words were said.   

 20.  On July 14 and 16, 2007, Mr. Roulhac was late to 

"start up" meetings.  On July 17, 2007, Mr. Miller told him to 

report to Mr. Johnson.  At a meeting attended by Mr. Johnson, 

Mr. Roulhac, Mr. Miller, and Mr. Diamond, Mr. Roulhac was 

informed that he was terminated.  The discharge was approved by 

Craig Moore, an African-American, who was the regional vice-

president at the Marianna facility. 
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 21.  Mr. Roulhac was paid $11.23 per hour while working for 

Family Dollar.  About three days from the date of his 

termination, he went to work for a funeral parlor making the 

same hourly wage. 

 22.  No evidence whatsoever was introduced that indicated a 

racially offensive working environment.  No evidence was 

provided that indicated that Mr. Roulhac was treated differently 

from any other employee.  In fact, the evidence demonstrates 

that, considering the number of adverse counselings he received, 

Family Dollar exhibited remarkable forbearance in retaining him 

despite his inability to meet standards. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

 23.  The Division of Administrative Hearings has 

jurisdiction over the subject matter of and the parties to this 

proceeding.  §§ 120.57(1) and 760.11(7) Fla. Stat. (2007). 

 24.  Subsection 760.02(1), Florida Statutes, states that 

the "Florida Civil Rights Act of 1992" (the Act) comprises 

Sections 760.01 through 760.11, and 509.092, Florida Statutes. 

 25.  Mr. Roulhac is an "aggrieved person," and Family 

Dollar is an "employer" as defined by Section 760.02, Florida 

Statutes.   

 26.  Pursuant to Subsection 760.10(1), Florida Statutes, it 

is an unlawful employment practice for an employer to discharge 
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or otherwise discriminate against an individual on the basis of 

race. 

27.  The Act is patterned after Title VII of the Federal 

Civil Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 2000e et seq.  Federal case 

law interpreting Title VII is applicable to cases arising under 

the Act.  See Florida Department of Community Affairs v. Bryant, 

586 So. 2d 1205 (Fla. 1st DCA 1991) and School Board of Leon 

County v. Weaver, 556 So. 2d 443 (Fla. 1st DCA 1990).  

28.  Racial discrimination, generally, may be evidenced by 

proof of a hostile work environment or by proof of disparate 

treatment. 

 29.  A hostile work environment claim is established upon 

proof that "the workplace is permeated with discriminatory 

intimidation, ridicule, and insult, that is sufficiently severe 

or pervasive to alter the conditions of the victim's employment 

and create an abusive working environment."  Miller v. Kenworth 

of Dothan, Inc., 277 F.3d 1269, 1275 (11th Cir. 2002) (quoting 

Harris v. Forklift Sys., Inc., 510 U.S. 17, 21, 114 S. Ct. 367, 

126 L. Ed. 2d 295 (1998)).  To establish a hostile work 

environment claim, an appellant must show:  

 (1)  that he belongs to a protected 
group; 
 
 (2)  that he has been subject to 
unwelcome harassment; 
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 (3)  that the harassment must have been 
based on a protected characteristic of the 
employee, such as race; 
 
 (4)  that the harassment was 
sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter 
the terms and conditions of employment and 
create a discriminatorily abusive working 
environment; and 
 
 (5)  that the employer is responsible 
for such environment under either a theory 
of vicarious or of direct liability. 
 

30.  A single instance of Mr. Roulhac having heard a 

supervisor refer to him as a "boy" or "monkey," however impolite 

or inappropriate, does not constitute a hostile work 

environment.  In Harrington v. Disney Reg'l Entm't, Inc., 276 

Fed. Appx. 863 (11th Cir. 2007), a manager, told several black 

bussers that they "looked like a bunch of monkeys."  Another 

manager, in the same case, referred to African-Americans, as 

"ghetto."  The Court did not find these statements, without 

more, to be the sort of "severe and pervasive" comments that 

might sustain a claim of a hostile work environment.   

 31.  Having failed to prove the existence of a hostile work 

environment, Mr. Roulhac is left with trying to prove disparate 

treatment.  Because there is no direct evidence of 

discrimination, Mr. Roulhac must proceed using the McDonnell 

Douglas framework.  To do this, Mr. Roulhac must establish a 

prima facie case of race discrimination.  If he does so, Family 

Dollar may offer a legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for its 
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actions.  If it does so, Mr. Roulhac must prove that Family 

Dollar's reason is a pretext for race discrimination, if he is 

to prevail.   

 32.  In order to prove a prima facie case, Mr. Roulhac must 

show that:  (1) he is a member of a protected class; (2) he was 

subjected to an adverse employment action; (3) he was treated 

differently than similarly-situated employees of a different 

race; and (4) that he was qualified for the job or job benefit 

at issue.  See Gillis v. Ga. Dep't of Corr., 400 F.3d 883 (11th 

Cir. 2005). 

 33.  Mr. Roulhac is a member of a protected class because 

he is an African-American.  His discharge was an adverse 

employment action.  Although he was apparently qualified to 

perform the job of "bulk order filler," the numerous counselings 

he received indicate that he was unqualified.  No evidence was 

produced indicating that similarly situated employees of a 

different race were treated differently.  Accordingly, 

Mr. Roulhac has failed to prove a prima facie case. 

 34.  If one were to suspend disbelief and find that 

Mr. Roulhac proved a prima facie case, Family Dollar proved 

beyond any doubt that its actions were based on poor job 

performance, not discrimination, and this assertion was not 

proven to be pretextual. 
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RECOMMENDATION

 Based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, it 

is  

 RECOMMENDED that the Florida Commission on Human Relations 

dismiss Mr. Roulhac's Petition for Relief. 

DONE AND ENTERED this 30th day of September, 2008, in 

Tallahassee, Leon County, Florida. 

S                            

HARRY L. HOOPER 
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 30th day of September, 2008. 

 
 
COPIES FURNISHED: 
 
Denise Crawford, Agency Clerk 
Florida Commission on Human Relations 
2009 Apalachee Parkway, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
 
Wayne L. Helsby, Esquire 
Allen, Norton & Blue, P.A. 
1477 West Fairbanks Avenue, Suite 100 
Winter Park, Florida  32789 
 
Darrell Roulhac 
652 Pecan Street 
Chipley, Florida  32428 
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W. Edward Singletary, Esquire 
Family Dollar Services, Inc. 
Post Office Box 1017 
Charlotte, North Carolina  28201 
 
Larry Kranert, General Counsel 
Florida Commission on Human Relations 
2009 Apalachee Parkway, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
 

 
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 

 
 
MICHAEL AND DONNA VALE, 
 
     Petitioners, 
 
vs. 
 
THE MARBELLE CLUB OF MARCO 
ISLAND, ET AL., 
 
 Respondents. 
                               

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
 

 
 
 
 
Case No. 08-0730 

  
RECOMMENDED ORDER 

 
Pursuant to notice, the Division of Administrative 

Hearings, by its duly-designated Administrative Law Judge, 

Susan B. Harrell, held a formal hearing in the above-styled case 

on September 19, 2008, in Naples, Florida.  

APPEARANCES 
 

     For Petitioners:  Michael and Donna Vale, pro se
                       970 Cape Marco Drive, Unit 2402 
                       Marco Island, Florida  34145 

 
     For Respondents:  Elizabeth P. Johnson, Esquire 
                       Michael L. Elkins, Esquire  
                       Fowler, White, Burnett, P.A. 
                       1395 Brickell Avenue, 14th floor 
                       Miami, Florida  33131 

 
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE 

The issue in this proceeding is whether Respondents 

committed discriminatory housing practices against Petitioners 

based on their familial status. 



PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

Petitioners, Michael and Donna Vale, filed a complaint on 

August 27, 2007, with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD), alleging that Respondent, the Marbelle Club 

of Marco Island, was responsible for discriminatory terms, 

conditions, privileges, or the provision of services and 

facilities that discriminated against Petitioners on the basis 

of familial status in violation of Section 804(b) of the federal 

Fair Housing Act and Section 760.23, Florida Statutes (2006).1  

Petitioners claimed that they were treated differently than 

other residents because they have five children under the age 

of 18.  They allege that they were harassed by Respondents, who 

enforced different terms and conditions against them because of 

the number of children in their household. 

The complaint was forwarded to the Florida Commission on 

Human Relations (FCHR) for investigation.  After the 

investigation was concluded, FCHR issued a notice on January 7, 

2008, setting forth its determination that reasonable cause did 

not exist to believe that a discriminatory housing practice had 

occurred.  On February 4, 2008, Petitioners filed a Petition for 

Relief with the FCHR. 

The case was referred to the Division of Administrative 

Hearings, which noticed and conducted the hearing.  The case was 

heard on September 19, 2008. 
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Before the hearing, Petitioners served a Motion to Quash 

the Determination of No Cause; Relinquish Jurisdiction; and 

Remand the Matter to the Florida Commission on Human Relations 

for Further Investigation and Determination.  At the hearing, 

Petitioners argued that the Division of Administrative Hearings 

should relinquish jurisdiction and allow FCHR to investigate, as 

Petitioners claimed they had been notified during the 

investigation to submit any further evidence to FCHR too late to 

have time to submit more evidence.  The Administrative Law Judge 

denied the motion.  Petitioners elected to submit no further 

evidence aside from their motion to quash and the attached 

memorandum, which was admitted as Petitioners’ Exhibit 1.  As 

Petitioners had failed to present a prima facie case, 

Respondents were granted permission to file a response to the 

motion in lieu of putting on their own evidence, as they had no 

case to rebut.  This response was filed on September 25, 2008, 

and is admitted as Respondents’ Exhibit 1. 

The Transcript was filed on September 26, 2008.  The 

parties elected not to file proposed recommended orders. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1.  The Petitioners appeared but presented no evidence. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

2.  The Division of Administrative Hearings has 

jurisdiction over the parties to and the subject matter of these 

proceedings.  § 120.57(1), Fla. Stat. (2008). 

3.  Petitioners claim Respondents have committed acts in 

violation of Subsection 760.23(2), Florida Statutes, which reads 

in pertinent part: 

(2)  It is unlawful to discriminate against 
any person in the terms, conditions, or 
privileges of sale or rental of a dwelling, 
or in the provision of services or 
facilities in connection therewith, because 
of race, color, national origin, sex, 
handicap, familial status, or religion. 
 

4.  “[I]f a state law is patterned after a federal law on 

the same subject, the Florida law will be accorded the same 

construction as in the federal courts to the extent the 

construction is harmonious with the spirit of the Florida 

legislation.”  O'Loughlin v. Pinchback, 579 So. 2d 788, 791 

(Fla. 1st DCA 1991).  “The Florida Fair Housing Act contains 

statutory provisions that are substantively identical to the 

federal Fair Housing Act. . . .”  Loren v. Sasser, 309 F.3d 

1296, 1300 n.9 (11th Cir. 2002).  In cases involving a claim of 

housing discrimination, the initial burden of proving a prima 

facie case of discrimination by a preponderance of the evidence 

rests with the complainant.  Snyder v. Barry Realty, Inc., 
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953 F. Supp. 217, 219 (N.D. Ill. 1996)(citing McDonnell Douglas 

Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792, 802, 93 S.Ct. 1817, 1824 (1973)).  

“Failure to establish a prima facie case of discrimination ends 

the inquiry.”  See Ratliff v. State, 666 So. 2d 1008, 1012 n.6 

(Fla. 1st DCA 1996), aff’d, 679 So. 2d 1183 (Fla. 1996)(quoting 

Arnold v. Burger Queen Systems, 509 So. 2d 958 (Fla. 2d DCA 

1987)). 

5.  In this case, Petitioners failed to present evidence in 

support of their claims.  Inasmuch as Petitioners have failed to 

establish a prima facie case of discrimination on the basis of 

familial status, there is no further basis for the inquiry of 

whether discrimination occurred. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 

Law, it is RECOMMENDED that the FCHR enter a final order 

dismissing the Petition for Relief. 
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DONE AND ENTERED this 3rd day of October, 2008, in 

Tallahassee, Leon County, Florida. 

S                       

SUSAN B. HARRELL 
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 3rd day of October, 2008. 

 
 

ENDNOTE 
 
1/  Unless otherwise indicated, all references to Florida 
Statutes are to the 2006 version. 
 
 
COPIES FURNISHED: 
 
Denise Crawford, Agency Clerk 
Florida Commission on Human Relations 
2009 Apalachee Parkway, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
 
Michael Vale 
Donna Vale 
970 Cape Marco Drive, Unit 2402 
Marco Island, Florida  34145 
 
Elizabeth P. Johnson, Esquire 
Michael L. Elkins, Esquire 
Fowler, White, Burnett, P. A. 
1395 Brickell Avenue, 14th Floor 
Miami, Florida  33131 
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Larry Kranert, General Counsel 
Florida Commission on Human Relations 
2009 Apalachee Parkway, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
 
 

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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