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 STATE OF FLORIDA 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

 
 
PHILLIP RILEY, 
 
 Petitioner, 
 
vs. 
 
LAKE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION, 
 
 Respondent. 
                               

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
 

 
 
 
 
Case No. 12-2616 

  
RECOMMENDED ORDER 

 
Pursuant to notice, a final hearing was conducted in this 

case on January 23, 2013, by video teleconference at sites in 

Orlando and Tallahassee, Florida, before Elizabeth W. McArthur, 

Administrative Law Judge, Division of Administrative Hearings 

(DOAH). 

APPEARANCES 

For Petitioner:  Jerry Girley, Esquire 
      The Girley Law Firm 
      125 East Marks Street 
      Orlando, Florida  32803 

 
For Respondent:  Todd Evan Studley, Esquire 

      Florida Department of Corrections 
      501 South Calhoun Street 
      Tallahassee, Florida  32399 

 
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE 

The issue in this case is whether Respondent committed an 

unlawful employment practice by discriminating against Petitioner 

on the basis of his race and his gender. 

 
 



PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

Petitioner, Phillip Riley (Petitioner or Mr. Riley), filed a 

complaint with the Florida Commission on Human Relations (FCHR), 

in which he contended that Respondent, Lake Correctional 

Institution (LCI or Respondent), a correctional facility within 

the Department of Corrections (Department), committed an unlawful 

employment practice by terminating his employment based on his 

race and his gender.  Following its investigation, FCHR issued a 

Determination: No Cause, finding no reasonable cause to believe 

that Respondent had engaged in an unlawful employment practice.  

Petitioner was informed of his right to an administrative 

hearing, which he exercised by timely filing a Petition for 

Relief.  FCHR sent the case to DOAH for assignment of an 

Administrative Law Judge to conduct the requested hearing. 

The final hearing was initially scheduled for November 1, 

2012.  A joint motion for continuance was granted, and the 

hearing was rescheduled for January 23, 2013. 

Notwithstanding the requirements of section 120.57(1)(g), 

Florida Statutes (2012),1/ and Florida Administrative Code Rule 

28-106.214, FCHR did not provide a court reporter to preserve the 

testimony at the final hearing.  The Notice of Hearing by Video 

Teleconference advised that if the parties did not provide a 

court reporter, each party was responsible for providing a notary 

public to swear in all witnesses who intended to testify.  
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Neither party provided a court reporter or a notary public.  The 

parties agreed to have the undersigned swear in the witnesses via 

video teleconference. 

At the final hearing, Petitioner testified on his own 

behalf.  Petitioner did not offer any documentary evidence.  

Respondent presented the testimony of the following witnesses: 

Jennifer Folsom, warden of LCI; Major Victor Barber, correctional 

officer chief at LCI; Captain Etta Wright, who had been 

Petitioner's shift supervisor at LCI; Richard Easterbrook, 

institutional inspector with the Office of the Inspector General 

(OIG); and Dorothy Minta, senior inspector with the OIG.  

Respondent's Exhibits 1 through 4, 6(a) through 6(f), and 7 were 

admitted in evidence.  In addition, official recognition was 

taken of the compilation of Florida Administrative Code rules 

marked as Respondent's Composite Exhibit 5. 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the parties were informed 

that proposed recommended orders (PROs) would be due on 

February 4, 2013.  Respondent timely filed its PRO.  Petitioner 

filed his PRO late on February 5, 2013.  Respondent did not 

object to the late-filed PRO by Petitioner.  Both PROs have been 

considered in the preparation of this Recommended Order. 

3 
 



FINDINGS OF FACT 

1.  Mr. Riley is a 25-year-old African-American male, who 

used to be employed as a correctional officer at LCI.  His 

employment was terminated on December 9, 2011.     

2.  Mr. Riley was hired on April 3, 2009.  When he was 

hired, Mr. Riley was provided a number of Department rules and 

policies, such as the Department's personnel rules in Florida 

Administrative Code Chapter 33-208, the employee driver's license 

requirement, the Department's anti-harassment and equal 

employment opportunity statements, and a sexual harassment 

brochure.  Mr. Riley signed a receipt acknowledging that he had 

been given this material and that he was responsible for reading 

and complying with the requirements specified in the material. 

3.  Before Mr. Riley actually began working as a 

correctional officer at LCI, he completed three months of 

training at a site identified as "the Academy."  Mr. Riley was 

trained in such matters as the Department's rules and defensive 

tactics to use with inmates when appropriate.  After completing 

his training, on November 9, 2009, Petitioner was certified as a 

correctional officer. 

4.  Following the initial three-month training program 

required to attain certification, Petitioner was also required to 

participate in annual on-site in-service training to brush up on 

the skills and knowledge learned in the initial training course. 
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5.  Mr. Riley's employment was subject to an initial 

one-year probationary term, which was standard and automatic for 

all employees.   

6.  Mr. Riley's employment file reflects a sizeable number 

of counseling and disciplinary actions taken against him during 

his two years and eight months employed by Respondent, which will 

be summarized below.  Records of these prior actions were 

introduced in evidence without objection; Mr. Riley did not 

dispute the accuracy of his employment records in this regard.   

7.  Prior to the termination of his employment in 

December 2011, the next most recent disciplinary action against 

Petitioner was based on an incident occurring in January 2011.  

As a result of that incident, the Department initially decided to 

terminate Mr. Riley's employment.  Petitioner, represented by 

counsel, exercised his right to appeal that decision to the 

Public Employees Relations Commission (PERC).   

8.  Right before the PERC evidentiary hearing, Petitioner 

and the Department settled their dispute in a written settlement 

agreement signed by Petitioner and Petitioner's counsel.  

Pursuant to the settlement agreement, the Department agreed to 

rescind its dismissal letter and replace it with a suspension 

letter, by which Petitioner was suspended without pay for 

44 workdays, from March 11, 2011, through May 12, 2011.  

Petitioner agreed to accept the suspension.  In addition, the 
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Department imposed a new one-year term of probationary employment 

status, starting May 13, 2011, and Petitioner accepted the one-

year probationary term.  Petitioner acknowledged that during the 

term of his probationary status, he would have no appellate 

rights before PERC for discipline, including for dismissal.  

9.  The suspension letter summarized the incident that 

initially provoked a termination letter.  According to the 

letter, Mr. Riley was observed by another correctional officer in 

several inappropriate encounters with an inmate:  first, 

Mr. Riley was seen walking up to stand behind the inmate, and 

then, the inmate was lying on the floor; a short while later, 

Mr. Riley was observed dragging the same inmate by both of his 

feet down an aisle.  After the inmate was returned to the dorm, 

the correctional officer informed Mr. Riley that dragging the 

inmate down the aisle was inappropriate and against policy and 

procedure.  The officer asked Mr. Riley whether he was 

horse-playing or using force, and Mr. Riley replied that he was 

horse-playing.  The correctional officer reiterated that this was 

inappropriate behavior with the inmate. 

10. At the final hearing, Mr. Riley admitted to the 

horse-playing incident.  Petitioner accepted a substantial 

disciplinary consequence for his inappropriate conduct. 

11. Before the horse-playing incident, Petitioner's 

employment history was peppered with incidents for which 
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Petitioner was counseled or disciplined for violating rules, 

policies, and procedures.  Mr. Riley received three supervisory 

counseling memoranda:  on March 31, 2010, for attendance issues; 

on September 7, 2010, for refusing an overtime shift when it was 

his turn; and on November 3, 2010, for miscounting inmates.  

Mr. Riley received a written reprimand on September 17, 2010, for 

negligence and failure to follow instructions.  The reason for 

the reprimand was that in a forced cell extraction, Mr. Riley 

used a leg restraint chain in an unauthorized manner to 

physically transport an inmate from his cell.  And on May 20, 

2010, Mr. Riley was suspended for ten days, without pay, for 

failure to maintain proper security, negligence, and failure to 

follow instructions.  The suspension was based on Mr. Riley's 

failure to conduct a 30-minute security check on the wing to 

which he was assigned and Mr. Riley's departure from his assigned 

wing to visit a different wing, without being relieved from his 

assigned post or authorized to enter the other wing. 

12. The horse-playing incident occurred on January 22, 

2011.  Following Mr. Riley's March 12, 2011, through May 12, 

2011, suspension for that incident, Mr. Riley returned to work on 

May 13, 2011, as a probationary employee.   

13. Mr. Riley's probationary employment status would have 

lasted until May 12, 2012; however, he did not remain employed 
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for the full year of his probationary status.  His employment was 

terminated by letter dated December 9, 2011.   

14. The December 9, 2011, letter did not specify reasons 

for Mr. Riley's "probationary dismissal."  Instead, the letter 

simply indicated that Mr. Riley was dismissed in accordance with 

Florida Administrative Code Rule 60L-33.002(5) (providing that a 

Department employee who is not permanent in a position, serves at 

the pleasure of the Department and is subject to any personnel 

action, including dismissal, at the Department's discretion).   

15. Although not required, LCI Warden Jennifer Folsom met 

with Petitioner and told him that she had decided to terminate 

his employment, for two reasons:  first, because of his failure 

to report several traffic citations imposing fines in excess of 

$200, as he was required to do by Department rule; and second, 

because of the attendance problems he continued to have since 

returning from suspension. 

16. The evidence established that Petitioner received at 

least two traffic citations for which fines in excess of $200 per 

citation were imposed, which he did not report to the Department, 

as required.  Petitioner's traffic citations were discovered 

during a driver's license records check, as part of an OIG 

investigation into an inmate complaint against Petitioner.  The 

complaint was ultimately determined to be unsubstantiated, but 

the information regarding Petitioner's unreported traffic 
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citations was passed on for action.  The correctional officer 

chief, Major Victor Barber, instructed Petitioner to immediately 

submit the required report of his citations to his shift 

supervisor, then-Lieutenant (now Captain) Etta Wright.  

Petitioner did not follow those instructions.  Petitioner was 

given several reminders; he finally submitted the report of his 

traffic citations six days after Major Barber told him to do so.   

17. Based not only on Petitioner's failure to submit the 

required report of his traffic citations, but also, on 

Petitioner's failure to follow the instructions of his superiors, 

an incident report was written up and brought to the attention of 

the warden.   

18. At the final hearing, Mr. Riley admitted that he had at 

least two citations with fines exceeding $200.  He said that he 

had paid off the fines, and, although, he knew about the 

reporting requirement, at the time, he was under the 

misimpression that by paying off the fines, he did not have to 

report the citations.   

19. The competent, credible evidence of record also 

established that between May 13, 2011, and December 9, 2011, 

Mr. Riley had the same kind of attendance problems for which he 

had been previously counseled, only more so.  In March 2010, 

Petitioner was counseled for having five unscheduled absences in 

one year.  In less than seven months in 2011, Petitioner had five 
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unscheduled absences due to sickness or family sickness.  In 

addition, Mr. Riley was late twice, both classified as 

unscheduled absences.  These unscheduled absences were in 

addition to one absence for sickness, which was not considered 

unscheduled; one personal holiday; plus 13 days of annual leave.   

20. Respondent's witnesses credibly testified that 

unscheduled absences are a particular problem because Petitioner 

was employed in a work environment where staffing shortages 

cannot be tolerated, and it is very difficult to cover for 

absences with little advance warning.  Moreover, filling an 

unscheduled gap in required coverage of correctional officers 

assigned to guard inmates usually comes at great costs.  These 

costs come in the form of strain on the officers who might have 

to work back-to-back shifts to cover for an unscheduled absence 

and, also, in the form of overtime expense that could be avoided 

with more advance notice.  

21. Mr. Riley was on notice that the magnitude of his 

unscheduled absences was considered excessive, when he was 

counseled in March 2010 for fewer unscheduled absences than he 

had between May and December 2011.  A supervisory counseling 

memorandum dated March 31, 2010, was issued to Mr. Riley because 

he had used five days of unscheduled sick leave between April 3, 

2009, and March 31, 2010.  The memorandum noted that Mr. Riley 
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had been previously counseled regarding attendance-related issues 

and explained the problems caused by Mr. Riley's absences: 

While it is understood that from time to 
time, an employee suffers personal 
illnesses and other associated problems 
including family illnesses, that make it 
impractical for him to report for duty, 
you should make every effort to report 
for your scheduled shift and to maintain 
an acceptable attendance record.  Your 
presence on the job is vital to the 
effective operation of the institution.  
When you fail to report for duty as 
scheduled, your absence places a burden 
upon your supervisor, who must then find 
someone to cover your post, and your 
fellow employees, who must cover your 
shift. 
 
Management has a right to expect that its 
employees report to work as scheduled.  
Future behavior of a similar nature may 
result in formal disciplinary action. 
 

22. Mr. Riley failed to credibly explain his record of a 

significant number of unscheduled absences between May and 

December 2011, while he was on probation.  Petitioner 

acknowledged that he left work at least once while on probation 

because he was not feeling well.  He also acknowledged that 

"there were times" when he would call in sick, but said that he 

would follow protocol by calling in an hour or two before his 

shift.   

23. Petitioner's testimony regarding his attendance issues 

was vague.  For example, he was equivocal regarding whether he 

ever failed to call in sick; he could only say that he did not 
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recall doing so.  In the face of documentary evidence of 

Mr. Riley's attendance record, showing specific dates on which 

Mr. Riley was credited with "unscheduled absence[s]-sick" and 

"unscheduled absence[s]-family sick," Mr. Riley's vague, 

generalized testimony attempting to discount his absentee record 

lacked credibility.2/  Mr. Riley knew from his prior counseling 

that correctional officers guarding inmates are held to strict 

standards for attendance because of their work environment, with 

critical staffing needs 24 hours per day, every day of every 

week.  Mr. Riley should have known that his absences, totaling 

20 workdays between May and December 2011, five days of which 

were unscheduled absences, would be considered excessive. 

24. Petitioner attempted to prove that other employees who 

were not members of his race class and/or gender class were 

treated more favorably than he was.  However, Petitioner offered 

only his understanding of the conduct of other employees and the 

consequences for such conduct.  Petitioner offered no competent 

non-hearsay evidence to supplement or corroborate his 

understanding. 

25. Petitioner testified to his understanding that one 

white male officer was caught on camera horse-playing with an 

inmate, for which that officer received no reprimand. 

26. Petitioner also testified to his understanding of cell 

phone issues involving a second white male officer:  a cell phone 
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was found in the possession of an inmate, and the white male 

officer's phone number was in the inmate's cell phone; Petitioner 

heard that the only consequence was that the white officer was 

told not to have contact with inmates.  Later, the officer's cell 

phone was found in his car, where it was not allowed.  This time, 

Petitioner's understanding was that the officer was allowed to 

resign.   

27. Petitioner testified to his understanding that a white 

female employee "had attendance issues" and was allowed to 

resign.  Petitioner did not offer his understanding about what 

kind of "attendance issues" resulted in her being asked to 

resign, what position she had been employed in, whether she had 

been previously counseled for attendance issues, or whether she 

had a prior record of discipline. 

28. Petitioner testified to his understanding that another 

white female employee also "had attendance issues."  Petitioner's 

testimony about the second white female employee with attendance 

issues suffered from the same lack of information as did his 

testimony about the first white female employee with attendance 

issues.  In addition, Petitioner failed to explain what 

consequences befell the second white female employee for the 

unspecified attendance issues. 
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29. Petitioner admitted that as far as he knows, the four 

employees discussed in the four preceding paragraphs were not on 

probationary employment status. 

30. Petitioner knew of no employee who failed to report 

traffic citations and who was not terminated.3/   

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

31. The Division of Administrative Hearings has 

jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this 

proceeding.  §§ 120.569, 120.57(1), and 760.11(7), Fla. Stat. 

32. Section 760.10(1) provides that it is an unlawful 

employment practice for an employer to discharge or otherwise 

discriminate against an individual on the basis of race or 

gender.   

 33. Respondent is an "employer" within the meaning of the 

Florida Civil Rights Act (FCRA).  § 760.02(7). 

 34. FCHR and Florida courts have determined that federal 

discrimination law should be used as guidance when construing the 

FCRA.  See Valenzuela v. GlobeGround N. Am., LLC, 18 So. 3d 17, 

21 (Fla. 3d DCA 2009); Brand v. Fla. Power Corp., 633 So. 2d 504, 

509 (Fla. 1st DCA 1994). 

 35. Petitioner offered no direct evidence to prove his 

claim of race or gender discrimination.  Instead, as acknowledged 

in Petitioner's PRO, given the absence of any direct evidence of 
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discrimination, "[a] finding of discrimination, if any, must be 

based on circumstantial evidence."  

 36. The shifting burden analysis established by the U.S. 

Supreme Court in McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 

(1973), and Texas Department of Community Affairs v. Burdine, 

450 U.S. 248 (1981), applies to this circumstantial-evidence-

based discrimination claim.  Under this well-established model of 

proof, the complainant bears the initial burden of establishing a 

prima facie case of discrimination.  If Petitioner is able to 

make out a prima facie case, the burden shifts to the employer to 

articulate a legitimate, non-discriminatory explanation for the 

employment action.  See Dep't of Corr. v. Chandler, 582 So. 2d 

1183, 1186 (Fla. 1st DCA 1991) (discussing shifting burdens of 

proof in discrimination cases under McDonnell and Burdine).  The 

employer has the burden of production, not persuasion, and need 

only articulate that the decision was non-discriminatory.  Id.; 

Alexander v. Fulton Cnty., Ga., 207 F.3d 1303, 1339 (11th Cir. 

2000).  Petitioner must then come forward with specific evidence 

demonstrating that the reasons given by the employer are a 

pretext for discrimination.  Dep't of Corr. v. Chandler, supra, 

at 1187.  Petitioner must satisfy this burden by showing directly 

that a discriminatory reason, more likely than not, motivated the 

decision, or indirectly, by showing that the proffered reason for 
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the employment decision is not worthy of belief.  Id.; Alexander 

v. Fulton Cnty., Ga., supra.   

 37. "Although the intermediate burdens of production shift 

back and forth, the ultimate burden of persuading the trier of 

fact that the employer intentionally discriminated against the 

employee remains at all times with the [petitioner]."  EEOC v. 

Joe's Stone Crabs, Inc., 296 F.3d 1265, 1273 (11th Cir. 2002); 

see also Byrd v. BT Foods, Inc., 948 So. 2d 921, 927 (Fla. 4th 

DCA 2007) ("The ultimate burden of proving intentional 

discrimination against the plaintiff remains with the plaintiff 

at all times.").  

 38. In this case, Petitioner sought to establish a prima 

facie case of discrimination through a disparate treatment 

theory.  A prima facie case of discrimination based on a 

disparate treatment theory requires proof that:  (1) Petitioner 

belongs to a protected class; (2) Petitioner was subjected to 

adverse employment action; (3) similarly-situated employees, who 

are not members of Petitioner's protected class(es), were treated 

more favorably than Petitioner; and (4) Petitioner was qualified 

to do the job.  City of W. Palm Bch. v. McCray, 91 So. 3d 165, 

171 (Fla. 4th DCA 2012) (citing U.S. E.E.O.C. v. Mallinckrodt, 

Inc., 590 F. Supp. 2d 1371, 1376 (M.D. Fla. 2008)). 

 39. Petitioner satisfied the first, second, and fourth 

elements of a prima facie case.  Petitioner proved that as an 
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African-American male, he is a member of protected racial and 

gender classes.  Petitioner's employment was terminated, thus 

subjecting him to an adverse employment action.  And Petitioner 

established that he was qualified by certification for the 

position of correctional officer.  Respondent did not dispute 

these matters. 

 40. However, the critical failure in Petitioner's attempt 

to establish a prima facie case came with respect to the third 

element.  Petitioner failed to present any competent evidence 

that other similarly-situated employees, who were not members of 

the same protected classes, received more favorable treatment 

than Petitioner. 

 41. Petitioner offered only hearsay evidence with regard to 

the conduct and treatment of four other employees.  However, as 

Petitioner was reminded during this testimony, hearsay cannot be 

used as the sole basis for a finding of fact, unless the hearsay 

would be admissible over objection in civil actions; such hearsay 

can only be used to supplement or explain admissible evidence.  

§ 120.57(1)(c); Fla. Admin. Code R. 28-106.213(3).  Petitioner 

offered no such admissible evidence. 

42. Even if hearsay evidence could be used to support 

findings of fact, Petitioner's hearsay evidence would not have 

supported a finding that any of the other employees relied on by 

Petitioner were "similarly situated."  In order to prove that the 
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other employees are "similarly situated," Petitioner must show 

that the employees are "similarly situated in all relevant 

respects[,]" including that they were "involved in or accused of 

the same or similar conduct" as Petitioner for which they were 

treated more favorably.  Holifield v. Reno, 115 F.3d 1555, 1562 

(11th Cir. 1997); accord City of W. Palm Bch. v. McCray, supra.  

Petitioner only testified to his understanding that two white 

female employees had "attendance issues," and one was allowed to 

resign in lieu of termination; Petitioner never said what 

happened to the other employee.  It would be impossible to find, 

from this scant information, that these employees were "similarly 

situated."  The nature and extent of "attendance issues" for 

these employees are unknown, making comparison impossible with 

Petitioner's absentee record.  Petitioner did not even identify 

the positions that these employees held, making it impossible to 

determine whether their unspecified attendance issues would have 

presented the same problems as for a correctional officer such as 

Petitioner.  In addition, the employment records of these other 

employees, including prior disciplinary actions and counseling 

memoranda, are unknown, making comparison impossible with 

Petitioner's track record of counseling memoranda, written 

reprimand, and suspensions.  Petitioner offered no information to 

suggest that these employees with attendance issues also failed 

to report multiple traffic citations, as he did; in fact, it was 
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his understanding that the unspecified "attendance issues" were 

the only issues for these employees.  Finally, Petitioner 

acknowledged that as far as he knew, these other employees were 

not on probation, as he was. 

 43. Petitioner's hearsay testimony regarding two white male 

employees was even further afield, in that neither employee was 

described as having attendance issues or as having failed to 

report traffic citations, and, thus, were not "involved in or 

accused of the same or similar conduct" as the conduct for which 

Petitioner was terminated.  Holifield, supra.  And for the same 

reasons that the scant (hearsay) information offered regarding 

the two white female employees was insufficient to allow the 

necessary comparisons, Petitioner's limited understanding about 

the two white male employees provided far too little information 

to show that they were "similarly situated."   

 44. Petitioner admitted that he knew of no employee who 

failed to report traffic citations and who was not terminated.  

It follows that Petitioner knew of no employee who was involved 

in the same or similar conduct that triggered the warden's 

decision to terminate Petitioner's employment.  No other employee 

had the combination of excessive unscheduled and other absences, 

coupled with violations of the Department rule requiring 

employees to report infractions for which fines exceeding $200 

are imposed.  See Fla. Admin. Code R. 33-208.002(2)(a)2. 
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(requiring Department employees to file a written report within 

24 hours after an arrest or notice to appear for violations of 

criminal laws or ordinances, except for minor violations for 

which the fine is $200 or less). 

 45. Thus, even if the hearsay nature of Petitioner's 

evidence could be ignored, Petitioner would have still failed to 

prove that any other similarly-situated employee, who was not 

either African-American or male, or both, was treated more 

favorably than Petitioner.  

 46. By failing to prove that any other employee was 

similarly situated, Petitioner has failed to meet his burden of 

proving a prima facie case of discrimination based on his race or 

gender.  Failure to establish a prima facie case ends the 

inquiry.  See Ratliff v. State, 666 So. 2d 1008, 1012 n.6 (Fla. 

1st DCA 1996) (citing Arnold v. Burger Queen Systems, 509 So. 2d 

958 (Fla. 2d DCA 1987)), aff'd, 679 So. 2d 1183 (Fla. 1996). 

 47. Even if Petitioner had established a prima facie case 

of discrimination, Respondent met its burden of articulating 

legitimate reasons for terminating Petitioner's employment that 

had nothing to do with Petitioner's race or gender.   

 48. Petitioner failed to meet his ultimate burden to prove 

that he was fired because of his race or gender.  Petitioner's 

status as a probationary employee meant that Respondent was not 

required to justify its decision to terminate Petitioner's 
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employment.  Nonetheless, Respondent established legitimate 

non-race-based and non-gender-based reasons for its actions.  

Respondent had the right to insist on Petitioner's compliance 

with the rules governing employees and the standards applicable 

to correctional officers.  Petitioner should have refrained from 

even the slightest transgression while on probation.  Instead, 

the evidence showed that Petitioner violated a Department rule by 

not reporting his traffic citations, and Petitioner did not take 

heed from his prior counseling to avoid excessive absences during 

his probationary period.  Those are reasons enough for the 

termination of his employment. 

49. Petitioner may believe that Respondent's reasons for 

firing him were not good enough, but he voluntarily relinquished 

the right to contest the reasonableness of Respondent's 

employment decision by entering into a settlement agreement and 

agreeing to probationary employment status.  The civil rights 

laws invoked by Petitioner in this case are not concerned with 

whether an employment decision is fair or reasonable, but only 

whether it was motivated by unlawful discriminatory intent.  

Damon v. Fleming Supermarkets of Fla., Inc., 196 F.3d 1354, 1361 

(11th Cir. 1999).  An "employer may fire an employee for a good 

reason, a bad reason, a reason based on erroneous facts, or for 

no reason at all, as long as its action is not for a 

discriminatory reason."  Nix v. WLCY Radio/Rahall Commun., 738 
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F.2d 1181, 1187 (11th Cir. 1984).  Petitioner failed to prove 

that Respondent's decision was motivated by unlawful 

discriminatory intent. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 

Law, it is RECOMMENDED that the Florida Commission on Human 

Relations enter a final order dismissing Phillip Riley's Petition 

for Relief. 

DONE AND ENTERED this 25th day of February, 2013, in 

Tallahassee, Leon County, Florida. 

S                    

ELIZABETH W. MCARTHUR 
Administrative Law Judge 
Division of Administrative Hearings 
The DeSoto Building 
1230 Apalachee Parkway 
Tallahassee, Florida  32399-3060 
(850) 488-9675 
Fax Filing (850) 921-6847 
www.doah.state.fl.us 
 
Filed with the Clerk of the 
Division of Administrative Hearings 
this 25th day of February, 2013. 
 
 

ENDNOTES 
 
1/  All statutory references are to the Florida Statutes (2012), 
unless otherwise indicated.  It is noted that there have been no 
amendments during the time period relevant to this controversy to 
any of the cited statutes within the Florida Civil Rights Act. 
 
2/  Mr. Riley testified that Warden Folsom did not specify what 
his attendance problems were, as if to suggest that he was unable 
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to respond when she informed him of his termination.  However, 
Petitioner had that opportunity at the final hearing.  In advance 
of the final hearing, Respondent provided Petitioner with copies 
of its proposed exhibits, including the record detailing his 
absences.  Petitioner, thus, had the opportunity to respond in 
his final hearing testimony to the specific problems evident from 
the record of his absences.  Petitioner's failure to do so 
suggests that Petitioner could not refute or explain his absentee 
record. 
 
3/  Petitioner's PRO proposed the following finding of fact: 
"Petitioner's un-refuted testimony is that white males, and 
females who were similarly situated to him, either also failed to 
report traffic citations or also had attendance issues, but they 
were not disciplined as severely as he was and they were not 
terminated."  Instead, Petitioner's uncorroborated hearsay 
testimony was that it was his understanding that two white 
females had unspecified attendance issues, and one was allowed to 
resign in lieu of termination; Petitioner did not describe the 
consequences of the other white female's unspecified attendance 
issues.  Moreover, Petitioner admitted that he knew of no 
employee who failed to report traffic citations and was not 
terminated as a result.  Petitioner's hearsay testimony regarding 
two white male employees described conduct that was unrelated to 
either attendance issues or failure to report traffic citations.  
Thus, not only was there no non-hearsay evidence that could 
support Petitioner's proposed finding of fact; there was not even 
hearsay testimony that could support such a finding (if hearsay 
evidence alone could suffice to support a finding of fact). 
 
 
COPIES FURNISHED: 
 
Denise Crawford, Agency Clerk 
Florida Commission on Human Relations 
Suite 100 
2009 Apalachee Parkway 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
 
Cheyanne Costilla, Interim General Counsel 
Florida Commission on Human Relations 
Suite 100 
2009 Apalachee Parkway 
Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
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Jerry Girley, Esquire 
The Girley Law Firm 
125 East Marks Street 
Orlando, Florida  32803 
 
Todd Evan Studley, Esquire 
Florida Department of Corrections 
501 South Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, Florida  32399 
 
 

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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Case No. 12-1702 

 

 

*Amended as to Address 

of Petitioner 

 

*AMENDED RECOMMENDED ORDER 

 

 A hearing was held pursuant to notice, on October 9, 2012, 

in Ocala, Florida, before the Division of Administrative 

Hearings by its designated Administrative Law Judge, Barbara J. 

Staros.        

APPEARANCES 

     For Petitioner:  Doretha Pearson, pro se 

                      3001 Southeast Lake Weir Avenue 

                      Number 904 

                      Ocala, Florida  34471 

                        

     For Respondent:  Kenneth A. Knox, Esquire 

                      Fisher and Phillips, LLP 

                      Suite 800 

                      450 East Las Olas Boulevard 

                      Fort Lauderdale, Florida  33301 

                       

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE 

 

 Whether Respondent violated the Florida Civil Rights Act of 

1992, as alleged in the Employment Complaint of Discrimination 

filed by Petitioner. 
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

On or about January 23, 2012, Petitioner, Doretha Pearson, 

filed an Employment Complaint of Discrimination with the Florida 

Commission on Human Relations (FCHR), which alleged that 

Respondent violated section 760.10, Florida Statutes, by 

discriminating against her on the basis of race, color, 

disability, and retaliation, which resulted in her wrongful 

termination.   

The allegations were investigated, and on May 10, 2012, 

FCHR issued its Determination: No Cause.  A Petition for Relief 

was filed by Petitioner on May 14, 2012.   

FCHR transmitted the case to the Division of Administrative 

Hearings on or about May 15, 2012.  A Notice of Hearing was 

issued setting the case for formal hearing on July 17, 2012.  

Respondent filed a Motion for Continuance of Final Hearing 

which, following a telephone hearing on the motion, was granted 

for good cause.  The hearing was rescheduled for October 9, 

2012, and was heard as scheduled. 

At hearing, Petitioner testified on her own behalf, and 

presented the testimony of Milton Smith and Michael Pearson.  

Petitioner did not present any documents into evidence.  

Respondent presented the testimony of Melinda Monteith, 

Elizabeth DeMatto, and Vicky Nelson.  Respondent’s Exhibits 1 
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through 7 were admitted into evidence.  Official Recognition was 

taken of a calendar showing the month of December 2010.    

A two-volume Transcript was filed on November 8, 2012.  

Respondent timely filed a Proposed Recommended Order and 

Petitioner timely filed a post-hearing submission, which have 

been considered in the preparation of this Recommended Order.  

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1.  Petitioner is an African-American female who was 

employed by Respondent from October 16, 2000, until her 

termination on January 4, 2011.  When she began her employment 

with Respondent, she was hired as a Food Service Specialist.   

2.  Respondent, MRMC-Munroe Regional Health Systems, Inc. 

(Munroe or Respondent), is an employer within the meaning of the 

Florida Civil Rights Act.  Munroe is a not-for-profit hospital 

located in Ocala, Florida, and comprises numerous departments, 

including the Nutritional Services Department.  Petitioner 

worked for this department the entirety of her employment with 

Respondent.      

3.  On or about October 23, 2000, Petitioner received a 

copy of Munroe's Employee handbook.  The Employee Handbook 

includes an Equal Opportunity policy, an anti-harassment policy, 

a complaint procedure, and an open door policy.  Petitioner was 

aware from the beginning of her employment that Respondent had 

written policies prohibiting unlawful discrimination and that 
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there were procedures in place to report work-related problems, 

in particular unlawful discrimination.      

4.  Petitioner acknowledged in October 2000, that she 

received copies of these policies.  She also signed an 

acknowledgment that she was an "at-will" employee, meaning that 

either the employee or Munroe has the right to terminate the 

employment relationship at any time with or without notice or 

reason.  As early as 2000, Petitioner was aware that one way to 

report unlawful discrimination was to contact the Human 

Resources Department.   

5.  In early 2004, Petitioner sought a promotion to the 

position of Team Leader.  Melinda Monteith was one of 

Petitioner's immediate supervisors at that time.    

6.  Ms. Monteith recommended Petitioner for the promotion 

to Team Leader.  Petitioner was promoted to the position of Team 

Leader in February 2004, and received a pay raise commensurate 

with that position.    

7.  Ms. Monteith continued to be Petitioner's immediate 

supervisor until January 4, 2011, when Petitioner was 

discharged.  Petitioner received pay increases every year from 

2004 through 2010.  

8.  Petitioner's former husband, Michael Pearson, believes 

that Petitioner's supervisor is racist because he claims she 

once called him a "thug" and saw her look at another black male 
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"like she don't like black folks."
1/
  Mr. Pearson has never 

worked for Respondent and bases his personal belief that 

Petitioner's supervisor is racist on interactions he had with 

Petitioner's supervisor(s) at holiday parties. 

9.  On February 6, 2009, Petitioner was disciplined in the 

form of a written Counseling Agreement for conduct which 

Respondent considered "workplace bullying."   

10.  Petitioner, along with other team leaders, was asked 

to learn to use a computer system referred to as the C-Board 

System, in order to fill in when necessary for employees whose 

assigned duties were to use that system to correctly prepare 

patient meals.    

11.  Petitioner was never able to operate the C-Board 

system.  She was never disciplined by Respondent for her 

inability to use the C-Board system. 

12.  During the time that Petitioner held the position of 

Team Leader, some employees complained to Ms. Monteith about the 

way Petitioner interacted with them.   

13.  On December 20, 2010, Stephanie Smith, another Team 

Leader, told Ms. Monteith that Petitioner was not speaking to 

people and being very "sharp" with them.  

14.  The next morning, Ms. Monteith asked to speak with 

Petitioner about what Ms. Smith had told her about Petitioner's 
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behavior the previous day.  When Petitioner responded curtly, 

"Is it business?," Ms. Monteith decided to speak with her later. 

15.  Later that morning, Ms. Monteith was approached by Pam 

Knight, one of Petitioner's subordinates, who was in tears 

regarding Petitioner's behavior and the resulting tense 

atmosphere.  Ms. Knight was particularly concerned with the way 

Petitioner was treating Ms. Smith.  

16.  Ms. Monteith and Clinical Nutrition Manager Betsy 

DeMatto met with Ms. Knight and confirmed what Ms. Knight had 

told Ms. Monteith earlier regarding Petitioner's behavior: that 

Petitioner was not speaking to Ms. Knight or Ms. Smith at all, 

and that she was not responding to work-related questions.  

17.  Ms. Monteith and Ms. DeMatto decided that Petitioner 

should be counseled in writing for her unprofessional behavior 

toward coworkers. 

18.  On December 21, 2010, Petitioner was disciplined, 

again in the form of a written Counseling Agreement, for 

"behaving in an unprofessional manner [which] creates an 

environment of tension and discomfort."  

19.  When presented with the counseling agreement, 

Petitioner became very angry, remarked that everything she was 

accused of were lies, and refused to sign the counseling 

agreement. 
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20.  Later that day, Ms. Monteith was approached by 

Ms. Smith who was "very pale" and who advised that Petitioner 

spoke with her (Ms. Smith) following the counseling meeting, and 

appeared to be angry.  Ms. Smith informed Ms. Monteith that 

Petitioner stated that she was "going postal" and that if she 

was "going out" she was taking Ms. Monteith with her.  

Ms. Monteith believed what Ms. Smith told her, and relayed it to 

Ms. DeMatto.  Ms. Monteith and Ms. DeMatto decided to report 

this to Human Resources (HR) Manager Vicky Nelson.  

21.  Ms. Nelson has been employed by Respondent for 33 

years, five of which as HR Manager.  In her capacity as HR 

Manager, Ms. Nelson has conducted approximately 300 

investigations into workplace issues, including allegations of 

unlawful discrimination, harassment, threatening behavior, 

workplace violence, and bullying.  

22.  These investigations included reviewing applicable 

policies and procedures, referring to any prior events of a 

similar nature, interviewing the complaining employee and the 

individual against whom the complaint has been made, and 

reviewing the personnel files of the individual making the 

complaint and the individual who is accused of inappropriate 

behavior.  In some cases, a decision is made to remove the 

accused from the workplace during the pendency of the 

investigation. 
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23.  Ms. Nelson interviewed Ms. Monteith and Ms. DeMatto in 

her office.  She observed that Ms. Monteith appeared to be 

"visibly shaken." 

24.  On the afternoon of December 21, 2010, Petitioner was 

called into the office of Ms. Nelson to discuss the allegations 

that Petitioner made this threatening comment regarding 

Ms. Monteith. 

25.  During the December 21, 2012, meeting, Petitioner 

initially denied making the statement about going postal and 

taking Ms. Monteith with her.  She later admitted that she used 

the word "postal," but was just joking and was not serious.   

26.  At hearing, Petitioner acknowledged that she used the 

word "postal," but in the context that they had her in the 

office "trying to make me postal" and reiterated that she was 

just kidding in using that word.  Petitioner believes that she 

was being accused of acting "crazy."  

27.  While there is some dispute as to the context of 

Petitioner's use of the word "postal," it is not disputed that 

she did use the word "postal" in the workplace, and that 

employees of Respondent were extremely concerned because of it. 

28.  At the conclusion of the December 21, 2010, meeting, 

Ms. Nelson told Petitioner not to return to work until after she 

(Ms. Nelson) had finished the investigation if this matter.         
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29.  Ms. Nelson also asked Petitioner to submit a written 

statement setting forth her position as to the events of 

December 21, 2010.  Petitioner did not submit a written 

statement at that time, but said she would do so later. 

30.  On December 22, 2010, Ms. Nelson interviewed Ms. Smith 

and Ms. Knight, each of whom confirmed what Ms. Monteith 

previously told Ms. Nelson.  Based on the information available 

to her, Ms. Nelson determined that Petitioner's employment 

should be terminated.  Whether or not Petitioner was just joking 

when she used the word "postal," it was taken seriously by her 

employer. 

31.  Ms. Nelson based the termination decision on 

Petitioner's use of the word "postal" and considered it 

inflammatory in nature.  She based her decision in part on the 

comment itself; the credibility of Ms. Smith, Ms. Knight, 

Ms. DeMatto, and Ms. Monteith; her personal observations of 

Petitioner's behavior and demeanor in the December 21, 2010, 

meeting; and the context in which the comment was made, i.e., 

the information she received regarding Petitioner's interaction 

with co-workers on December 20 and 21, and her angry reaction to 

being presented with the counseling agreement on December 20.      

32.  Ms. Nelson contacted Petitioner on January 3, 2011, 

and asked to meet with her the following day.  On January 4, 

2011, Ms. Nelson informed Petitioner of the results of her 
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investigation and of the decision to terminate her employment, 

effective that day. 

33.  At the January 4, 2011, meeting, Ms. Nelson again 

asked Petitioner for a written statement.  Petitioner did not 

give one to her.  

34.  On January 13, 2012, Petitioner filed a written 

request, pursuant to Respondent's Conflict Management Program, 

for peer review of the circumstances surrounding her termination 

from Munroe.  The Panel Review Request Form lists several 

factors for the employee making the request to "check off" as to 

the nature of the dispute.  Petitioner checked the boxes for 

"race" and for "retaliation, but did not check the box for 

"disability."  At no time during the December 21 meeting with 

Ms. Nelson or the time between that meeting and the January 4, 

2011, meeting, did Petitioner advise Ms. Nelson that she 

believed that she was being discriminated against on the basis 

of race, color, or disability.   

35.  On February 23, 2011, the Peer Review Panel 

recommended that Petitioner's termination be upheld and that she 

not be eligible for rehire. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 

 36.  The Division of Administrative Hearings has 

jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter in this case.  

§§ 120.569 and 120.57, Fla. Stat. (2012).     
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37.  Section 760.10(1) and (7), Florida Statutes (2011),
2/
 

states that it is an unlawful employment practice for an 

employer to discharge or otherwise discriminate against an 

individual on the basis of race, color, or handicap, or to 

discriminate against a person who has made a charge of an 

unlawful employment practice. 

38.  FCHR and Florida courts have determined that federal 

discrimination law should be used as guidance when construing 

provisions of section 760.10.  See Valenzuela v. GlobeGround N. 

Am., LLC, 18 So. 3d 17 (Fla. 3d DCA 2009); Brand v. Fla. Power 

Corp., 633 So. 2d 504, 509 (Fla. 1st DCA 1994).  

39.  In her Employment Complaint of Discrimination, 

Petitioner alleged that she was discriminated against by 

Respondent based upon race, color, disability, and retaliation.   

40.  Discriminatory intent can be established through 

direct or circumstantial evidence.  Schoenfeld v. Babbitt,    

168 F.3d 1257, 1266 (11th Cir. 1999).  Direct evidence of 

discrimination is evidence that, if believed, establishes the 

existence of discriminatory intent behind an employment decision 

without interference or presumption.  Maynard v. Bd. of Regents, 

342 F.3d 1281, 1289 (11th Cir. 2003). 
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41.  Petitioner did not produce competent direct evidence 

of racial discrimination.  Therefore, Petitioner may attempt to 

establish her case through inferential and circumstantial proof.  

Kline v. Tenn. Valley Auth., 128 F.3d 337, 348 (6th Cir. 1997).  

Petitioner bears the burden of proof established by the United 

States Supreme Court in McDonnell Douglas v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 

(1973), and Texas Dep't of Cmty. Affairs v. Burdine, 450 U.S. 

248 (1981).  Under this well-established model of proof, the 

complainant bears the initial burden of establishing a prima 

facie case of discrimination.  When the charging party, i.e., 

Petitioner, is able to make out a prima facie case, the burden 

to go forward shifts to the employer to articulate a legitimate, 

non-discriminatory explanation for the employment action.  See 

Dep't of Corr. v. Chandler, 582 So. 2d 1183 (Fla. 1st DCA 1991) 

(court discusses shifting burdens of proof in discrimination 

cases).  The employer has the burden of production, not 

persuasion, and need only persuade the finder of fact that the 

decision was non-discriminatory.  Id.  Alexander v. Fulton 

Cnty., Ga., 207 F.3d 1303 (11th Cir. 2000).  The employee must 

then come forward with specific evidence demonstrating that the 

reasons given by the employer are a pretext for discrimination.  

Schoenfeld v. Babbitt, supra at 1267.  "The employee must 

satisfy this burden by showing directly that a discriminatory 

reason more likely than not motivated the decision, or 
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indirectly by showing that the proffered reason for the 

employment decision is not worthy of belief."  Dep't. of Corr. 

v. Chandler, supra at 1186;  Alexander v. Fulton Cnty., Ga., 

supra.  Petitioner has not met this burden. 

42.  "Although the intermediate burdens of production shift 

back and forth, the ultimate burden of persuading the trier of 

fact that the employer intentionally discriminated against the 

[Petitioner] remains at all times with the [Petitioner]."  EEOC 

v. Joe's Stone Crabs, Inc., 296 F.3d 1265, 1273 (11th Cir. 

2002); see also Byrd v. RT Foods, Inc., 948 So. 2d 921, 927 

(Fla. 4th DCA 2007) ("The ultimate burden of proving intentional 

discrimination against the plaintiff remains with the plaintiff 

at all times."). 

43.  To establish a prima facie case of race 

discrimination, Petitioner must prove that (1) she is a member 

of a protected class (e.g., African-American); (2) she was 

subject to an adverse employment action; (3) her employer 

treated similarly situated employees, who are not members of the 

protected class, more favorably; and (4) she was qualified for 

the job or benefit at issue.  See McDonnell, supra; Gillis v. 

Ga. Dep't of Corr., 400 F.3d 883 (11th Cir. 2005). 

44. Petitioner has met the first and second elements to 

establish a prima facie case of discrimination in that she is a 
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member of a protected class and was subject to an adverse 

employment action.   

45.  However, she has not proven the third element, that 

her employer treated similarly situated employees who are not 

members of the protected class more favorably.  No evidence was 

presented to establish that there were similarly situated 

individuals of other races treated more favorably for the same 

conduct.  See McCann v. Tillman, 526 F.3d 1370, 1373 (11th Cir. 

2008) ("In order to determine whether other employees were 

similarly situated to [Petitioner], we evaluate 'whether the 

employees are involved in or accused of the same or similar 

conduct and are disciplined in different ways.' (citation 

omitted)"). 

46.  As for the fourth element, the preponderance of the 

evidence establishes that Petitioner was qualified for the job.  

Ms. Monteiff recommended Petitioner for a promotion, and 

Petitioner received annual pay raises.  

47.  Applying the McDonnell analysis, Petitioner did not 

meet her burden of establishing a prima facie case of 

discriminatory treatment because she did not prove the third 

element.  Assuming that Petitioner had demonstrated a prima 

facie case of discriminatory conduct, Respondent demonstrated a 

legitimate, non-discriminatory reason for Petitioner’s 

termination.  That is, Petitioner was fired because of 
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inappropriate behavior, including behavior that was considered 

threatening, toward co-workers.  

48.  Even if it were necessary to go to the next level of 

the McDonnell analysis, Petitioner did not produce any evidence 

that Respondent’s legitimate reasons were pretext for 

discrimination.  "The inquiry into pretext centers upon the 

employer's beliefs, and not the employee's perceptions of his 

performance."  Therefore, Petitioner has not met her burden of 

showing that a discriminatory reason more likely than not 

motivated the actions of Respondent toward Petitioner or by 

showing that the proffered reason for the employment decision is 

not worthy of belief.  Dep't of Corr. v. Chandler, supra, 

Alexander v. Fulton Cnty., Ga., supra.  "Would the proffered 

evidence allow a reasonable factfinder to conclude that the 

articulated reason for the decision was not the real one."  

Walker v. Prudential, 286 F.3d 1270 (11th Cir. 2002).  

Consequently, Petitioner has not met her burden of showing 

pretext.    

49.  In summary, Petitioner has failed to carry her burden 

of proof that Respondent engaged in racial discrimination toward 

Petitioner when it terminated her. 

50.  In her Employment Complaint of Discrimination, 

Petitioner also alleges that she was discriminated against on 

the basis of disability.  The record does not establish that 



 16 

Petitioner had a disability.  This allegation appears to be 

based on Petitioner's belief that her co-workers were referring 

to her as "acting crazy."  However, this falls far short of what 

is necessary to establish that Petitioner is a person with 

disabilities entitled to protection under the law.    

51.  The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), 42 

U.S.C. §§ 12101-12213, prohibits discrimination against persons 

with disabilities in employment and other facets of life, such 

as public accommodations.  Federal case law interpreting the ADA 

applies to claims of disability-based discrimination arising 

under the Florida Civil Rights Act.  See Fromm-Vane v. Lawnwood 

Med. Ctr., Inc., 871 So. 2d 312 (Fla. 2d DCA 2004). 

52.  To establish a prima facie case of disability 

discrimination, Petitioner must prove by a preponderance of the 

evidence that she is a handicapped person within the meaning of 

subsection 760.10(1)(a), that she is a qualified individual, and 

that she was discriminated against because of her disability.  

Pritchard v. Southern Co. Servs., 92 F.3d 1130 (11th Cir. 1996); 

Byrd v. BT Foods, Inc., 948 So. 2d 921 (Fla. 4th DCA 2007).  

53.  The ADA defines a disability as "(A) a physical or 

mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of the 

major life activities of such individual; (B) a record of such 

impairment; or (C) being regarded as having such impairment."  

42 U.S.C. § 12102(1).  "Major life activities" include, but are 
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not limited to, caring for oneself, performing manual tasks, 

walking, seeing, hearing, speaking, breathing, learning, and 

working.  29 C.F.R. § 1630(2)(i).  In light of Petitioner's 

assertion that co-workers commented that she was acting "crazy," 

it is presumed that Petitioner believes that she was perceived 

as having a disability.  There is no competent evidence in the 

record that supports this assertion. 

54.  Petitioner failed to establish that she has any 

statutorily covered disability, or that her co-workers perceived 

her as having a covered disability.  Petitioner was not 

subjected to any unlawful employment practice based on 

disability. 

55.  Finally, Petitioner also alleged that she was 

discharged in retaliation for something.  To make a prima facie 

case of retaliation, Petitioner must show that she engaged in 

protected activity, that she suffered adverse employment action, 

and that there is some causal relation between the protected 

activity and the adverse employment action.  Casiano v. 

Gonzales, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 3593 (N.D. Fla. 2006); Jeronimus 

v. Polk Cnty. Opportunity Council, Inc., 2005 U.S. App. Lexis 

17016 (11th Cir. 2005). 

56.  Petitioner failed to establish that she engaged in any 

statutorily protected activity to substantiate a claim of 

illegal retaliation.  The decision to terminate Petitioner had 
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nothing to do with race, color, disability, or retaliation, but 

was rather based on a series of issues regarding Petitioner's 

office demeanor and behavior.   

RECOMMENDATION 

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions 

of Law set forth herein, it is      

RECOMMENDED:   

That the Florida Commission on Human Relations enter a 

final order dismissing the Employment Charge of Discrimination 

and Petition for Relief.    

DONE AND ENTERED this 26th day of February, 2013, in 

Tallahassee, Leon County, Florida. 

S 
___________________________________ 

BARBARA J. STAROS 

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 26th day of February, 2013. 

 

 

ENDNOTES 

 
1/
  Mr. Pearson's was apparently referring to Ms. Monteith but 

identified her as “Belinda.” 
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2/
  All future references to Florida Statutes will be to 2011. 
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