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STATE OF FLORIDA 

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
 

 

TERRELL WILLIAMS, 

 

     Petitioner, 

 

vs. 

 

PALM BEACH COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS, 

 

     Respondent. 

                                                                  / 

 

 

 

 

Case No. 21-2912 

 

RECOMMENDED ORDER 

This case came before Administrative Law Judge John G. 

Van Laningham, Division of Administrative Hearings (“DOAH”), for final 

hearing by Zoom teleconference on November 23, 2021, at sites in 

Tallahassee, West Palm Beach, and North Miami Beach, Florida. 

 

APPEARANCES 

For Petitioner:  Terrell Williams, pro se 

      772 Northeast 162nd Street 

      North Miami Beach, Florida  33162 

 

For Respondent: David Ottey, Esquire 

      Palm Beach County Attorney’s Office 

      300 North Dixie Highway 

      West Palm Beach, Florida  33401 

 

      Jean-Adel Williams, Esquire 

      Palm Beach County Attorney’s Office 

      301 North Olive Avenue, Sixth Floor 

      West Palm Beach, Florida  33401 
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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 

The issues in this case are whether, in violation of the Florida Civil Rights 

Act, Respondent: (i) subjected Petitioner to a discriminatory pay differential, 

disparate treatment on the job, or wrongful termination of employment, 

based upon his race, color, sex, or national origin; or (ii) retaliated against 

him for engaging in protected activity. 

 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

On March 1, 2021, Petitioner Terrell Williams (“Williams”) filed a Charge 

of Discrimination against Respondent Palm Beach County Board of County 

Commissioners (the “County”) with the Florida Commission on Human 

Relations (“FCHR”), alleging claims of discrimination based upon race, color, 

sex, or national origin. FCHR investigated Williams’s claims and, on 

August 13, 2021, issued a Determination stating that no reasonable cause 

existed to believe that an unlawful practice had occurred. Thereafter, 

Williams filed a Petition for Relief, which FCHR transmitted to DOAH on 

September 17, 2021.  

 

Upon assignment as presiding officer, the undersigned set the case for 

final hearing, which took place as scheduled, with both sides present, on 

November 23, 2021. 

 

At the final hearing, Williams testified on his own behalf and called 

several current or former employees of the County as his witnesses, namely: 

Wayne O. Condry, Richard Torrence, Ramsey John Bulkeley, and Robert 

Santos-Alborna. Petitioner’s Exhibits 1 through 3 were received in evidence. 

The County, too, presented the testimony of Messrs. Condry, Torrence, 

Bulkeley, and Santo-Alborna, albeit during Williams’s case-in-chief in lieu of 

bringing the witnesses back later in the hearing. It also called an additional 

witness, Michelle Malkin-Daniels. Respondent’s Exhibits 1 through 12 were 
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admitted as evidence, and the undersigned took official recognition of 

Respondent’s Exhibit 13. 

 

The final hearing transcript, comprising two volumes, was filed on 

January 23, 2022. The County timely filed a Proposed Recommended Order, 

which was considered in the preparation of this Recommended Order. 

Williams did not submit anything in writing post-hearing except for a late-

filed exhibit, which he had been granted leave to do. 

 

Unless otherwise indicated, citations to the official statute law of the state 

of Florida refer to Florida Statutes 2021. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. In 2019, the County hired Williams as a code enforcement officer 

(“CEO”) in the Planning, Zoning & Building Department, and he started 

work on March 18, 2019. The CEO position is within the County’s Merit 

Service system, which requires new employees to successfully complete a one-

year probationary period before attaining permanent status. During that 

initial year, a department head may dismiss the probationary employee with 

or without cause. Eleven months after hiring Williams, the County dismissed 

him “due to unsatisfactory completion of [the] probationary period.”  

2. Williams, a black male, alleges that he was wrongfully terminated on 

the basis of his race, sex, color, or national origin. Williams alleges, further, 

that the County subjected him to harassment and took several adverse 

employment actions against him during his eleven-month tenure as a CEO, 

all motivated by discriminatory animus. Finally, Williams contends that the 

County retaliated against him for engaging in protected activity in 

furtherance of his civil rights.  
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Refusal to Negotiate Starting Salary 

3. Williams claims that, as the successful applicant to fill a vacant CEO 

position, he attempted to negotiate an initial salary above the minimum level 

($22.44 per hour) as advertised in the job posting, but the County refused to 

bargain with him. If negotiation were not available to Williams but was 

available to similarly qualified candidates outside of Williams’s protected 

categories, resulting in a discriminatory pay differential, then the alleged 

practice about which Williams complains might be deemed unlawful 

discrimination. 

4. In fact, the County did approve higher-than-minimum salaries for at 

least five men appointed as CEOs in the several years preceding the hiring of 

Williams—two whites, a Hispanic, an Asian-American, and an African-

American. The County has a policy addressing this issue, descriptively titled, 

“Requests for Initial Salary Above Minimum Levels.” Pursuant to this policy, 

the Department responsible for making the hiring decision, upon selecting a 

candidate who has made a successful pitch for more money during the 

interview process, must send a request to the Human Resources Department 

for approval to offer the candidate a higher-than-minimum starting salary. 

The request must justify offering an initial salary above the minimum level 

by giving reasons taken from the “justification categories” prescribed in the 

policy, such as difficulty in filling the position, the selected candidate’s 

training and experience, or the successful applicant’s salary history.  

5. Williams failed to prove that a discriminatory pay differential existed, 

however, because the evidence is insufficient to support a finding that the 

County refused to negotiate with him or otherwise discriminatorily applied 

its policy on requests for a higher salary. Williams testified that he told Junia 

Leopold, who then worked in the Human Resources Department, that he 

wanted an initial salary above the minimum. This unrebutted testimony is 

credited as far as it goes, but Williams did not say when he expressed this 

desire, nor did he testify as to precisely what he said to Ms. Leopold, who no 
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longer worked for the County as of the final hearing and did not testify. The 

undersigned infers that Williams made his request after the offer to hire him 

at the minimum salary had been extended. This inference is based upon 

Williams’s testimony that Ms. Leopold responded to him by saying, “That’s 

the offer,” and from the fact that Ms. Leopold was in Human Resources, not 

Planning, Zoning & Building, which had made the decision to select Williams 

from among the applicants for the CEO position.  

6. There is no persuasive evidence that Williams demanded a higher 

salary during the interview process or any time before the County offered to 

hire him at exactly the salary posted in the job listing. There is, moreover, no 

evidence that anyone from the County ever told Williams that salary 

negotiations would not be permitted. At most, Williams has established that 

the County stuck to the offer it had made when, after he received the offer, 

Williams asked if the County could do better on salary. There is no evidence 

that the County refused to entertain a counteroffer from Williams, for there 

is no evidence that he made one. The County simply declined to reconsider its 

offer to hire Williams at the minimum pay rate as advertised, which is not 

quite the same as telling Williams that it could not or would not negotiate 

with him. 

7. Finally, there is no persuasive evidence that the County’s refusal to 

increase its initial salary offer (hardly an unusual bargaining tactic1) was 

motivated by racial animus. Williams failed to present evidence showing that 

the County used disparate tactics in salary negotiations with similarly 

                                            
1 In effect, the County did negotiate. It simply drove a hard bargain and dared Williams to 

walk away rather than accept the County’s terms. Williams could have called the County’s 

bluff, if that’s what it was, by rejecting, or threatening to decline, the County’s offer of 

employment at the minimum salary for the position. There is no evidence that he did this. 

Interestingly, Williams’s full-time job as a CEO for the City of Miami Gardens, which he 

would leave to take the County position, paid $20.17 per hour. The County’s offer, therefore, 

amounted to an 11.25% increase in Williams’s hourly wage, which might explain why he 

accepted the position at the minimum pay rate. 
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situated candidates who were comparable to Williams in every material 

respect except for being outside the protected classes, or that such 

comparators were paid initial salaries higher than the minimum.2 The 

evidence, in short, is insufficient to find the existence of any discriminatory 

pay differential vis-à-vis Williams.  

Paid Training 

8. Williams alleges that he was denied an opportunity, which was 

provided to other employees, to register for and attend—at the County’s 

expense—a training course offered by the Florida Association of Code 

Enforcement (“FACE”). FACE offers four certification courses, including one 

called Legal Issues in Code Enforcement, which Williams wanted to take. He 

claims that he was passed over in favor of white and Hispanic employees, 

whom the County sent for this training.  

9. FACE offers this course and its other courses periodically; Williams, in 

other words, did not miss a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to take the legal 

issues class. Further, there is no evidence that the County decided or told 

Williams that it would never pay for Williams to receive this training. Rather, 

it told Williams that the course was full and that employees were being sent 

in order of seniority. Williams was, of course, a relatively new hire, and thus 

there were a number of employees ahead of him. Williams presented no 

persuasive evidence that any factor other than seniority was used in 

determining which employees were selected to attend the FACE training.  

10. As a separate matter, Williams failed to prove that not being sent to 

the FACE training at the County’s expense unreasonably interfered with his 

                                            
2 Williams complained that candidates having a background in law enforcement who were 

paid higher starting salaries should not have been considered better qualified than he 

because police work is not the same as code enforcement. Williams, however, did not have a 

background in law enforcement; thus, he was not, in fact, comparable to candidates who did. 

More important, there is simply too little evidence concerning the employees who received 

higher salaries for the undersigned to make meaningful comparisons between them and 

Williams.  
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job performance or materially changed the terms and conditions of his 

employment. The County’s decision to select others for the training 

opportunity clearly angered and upset Williams, but it did not amount to an 

adverse employment action.  

Multiple Supervisors 

11. Williams alleges that he was placed under three different supervisors, 

whereas other employees were not reassigned to another supervisor unless 

they requested a change. Williams did have three different supervisors, 

although the first one was acting on a temporary basis immediately after 

Williams came on board. From the County’s perspective, Williams had two 

supervisors during his stint as a CEO, but Williams’s allegation is at least 

technically correct.  

12. Williams failed to prove that other, similarly situated employees 

outside of his protected classes were not moved from one supervisor to 

another in the ordinary course of business. He also failed to prove that being 

assigned to different supervisors unreasonably interfered with his job 

performance or materially changed the terms and conditions of his 

employment. Williams failed to show, in other words, that the County’s 

respective decisions to place him under different supervisors amounted to 

adverse employment actions. 

Disparate Treatment 

13. Williams alleges that he was verbally reprimanded several times for 

allegedly violating workplace policies, and it is undisputed that he was 

“counseled” on a few occasions for performance issues, such as sleeping on the 

job, failing to upload photographs as evidence of code violations, and failing a 

vehicle inspection when his work vehicle was observed in complete disarray.3  

Williams failed, however, to prove that other employees engaged in the same 

                                            
3 While not relevant to Williams’s claim of disparate treatment, it bears mentioning that 

Williams did not deny the conduct for which he was counseled; instead, he offered 

explanations or excuses therefor.  
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or similar alleged behavior and were not counseled. In short, there is no 

persuasive evidence that the County treated Williams differently from other 

employees in regard to counseling or any other form of discipline. 

Denial of Transfer 

14. Once, Williams was observed in a liquor store during working hours 

wearing his CEO attire, which identified him as a County employee. Word 

got back to the office and, not surprisingly, Williams’s supervisor called him 

in to ask about the incident. This upset Williams, who felt that he was being 

falsely accused of buying alcohol.4 Because of this perceived “mistreatment,” 

Williams requested to be transferred to another department. The County 

denied this request, informing Williams that there was nowhere for him to 

go. Williams presented no evidence that this was false, much less that he had 

requested a transfer to a specific department or position. Williams presented 

no evidence that the County had approved transfers for other employees, in 

similar situations (or any situations for that matter). 

15. Finally, Williams failed to prove that not being transferred upon 

request unreasonably interfered with his job performance or materially 

changed the terms and conditions of his employment. 

Wrongful Termination 

16. The County terminated Williams’s employment on February 20, 2020, 

for unsatisfactory performance during the probationary period. Williams 

claims that the County fired him due to his color, race, sex, or national origin. 

There is no persuasive evidence of such discrimination.  

17. It is important to keep in mind that while on probation, Williams was 

effectively an at-will employee. The County did not need “cause” to dismiss 

Williams, and Williams had no right to a hearing to contest his dismissal. As 

this is not a proceeding to determine whether Williams should have been 

fired, moreover, the County has no burden here to prove that it had good 

                                            
4 Williams admitted that he had visited the liquor store while “on break,” but he denied 

having made a purchase.  
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cause to let Williams go; all the County needed to do—and then only if 

Williams first made a prima facie case of discrimination—was articulate a 

legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for its action, which it did. 

18. Williams failed to establish that the County had not terminated other, 

similarly situated probationary employees, i.e., those whose performance the 

County deemed unsatisfactory, who were outside one or more of the protected 

classes in question. Indeed, there is no evidence that the County kept any 

employee past the probationary period whose on-the-job performance was 

comparable to Williams’s. Thus, Williams did not make out a prima facie case 

of unlawful termination. 

19. Further, the County proved that it had legitimate, nondiscriminatory 

grounds for dismissing Williams before he became a permanent employee. 

The greater weight of the evidence shows that Williams’s performance overall 

was mediocre at best. Perhaps his performance was not so bad that the 

County could have fired Williams for cause had he been a permanent 

employee; but, clearly, the County had legitimate business reasons for 

deciding that it likely could find someone, who would do a better job, to take 

Williams’s place. 

20. Several of Williams’s performance deficiencies, e.g., sleeping on the 

job, have been mentioned. To these may be added a few more. In one 

instance, Williams’s supervisor received notice from the staff of an elected 

official that a citizen had seen Williams in uniform, removing signs from a 

public right-of-way (i.e., performing one if his duties as a CEO), while 

smoking a cigar. The citizen had taken a photograph of Williams (which is in 

evidence) and sent it, along with a complaint, to the elected official whose 

staff had forwarded the information to the Planning, Zoning & Building 

Department. Williams admitted that he had been smoking a cigar while 

picking up signs, but claimed he’d been “on break” at the time. Needless to 

say, Williams’s conduct was embarrassing to the Department and 
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unbecoming, for the sight of a uniformed CEO smoking a cigar on the job is 

not a good look.  

21. Another time, Williams’s supervisor assigned him the task of 

inspecting an alleged, unpermitted “pop-up club.” This assignment required 

Williams to work after hours on a weekend night. The undersigned infers 

that assignments of this nature are probably unwelcome, as work 

assignments sometimes are, but there is no evidence that this particular 

assignment was unreasonable, unusual, or outside of the supervisor’s 

authority to give. Williams, in any event, was clearly unhappy to receive it. 

22. Williams claims to have had concerns about his safety, which for all 

the undersigned knows might have been legitimate. There is no evidence, 

however, that Williams took any reasonable steps to address this concern, 

such as request that he be accompanied by law enforcement. What Williams 

did do was unacceptable from an employer’s standpoint. He simply failed to 

show up and perform the inspection. Worse, he didn’t tell anyone that he 

hadn’t done the job until the following Monday, costing the County an 

opportunity to gather evidence of an unpermitted use.  

23. In addition to these specific incidents, Williams was often observed in 

the office wearing flip-flops, looking disheveled and sloppily dressed. To be 

sure, there is no evidence that he went out into the field like this, and his 

slovenliness seems to have been the least of Williams’s deficiencies. Standing 

alone, this probably would not have gotten him fired, the undersigned infers. 

Williams’s appearance, however, which attracted some attention, contributed 

to an impression that he was careless, which reinforced the growing 

perception and ultimate conclusion that his performance was substandard.  

Retaliation 

24. Williams alleges, in conclusory fashion, that the County retaliated 

against him, presumably for speaking up about what he perceived as being 

discriminatory treatment. Williams did not file a complaint with the County, 

which he could have done under its employment policies, and his charge 
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giving rise to the instant proceedings was filed after his termination. 

Regardless, the undersigned assumes for purposes of analysis that Williams 

engaged in protected activity of the sort against which actionable retaliation 

could be taken.  

25. Williams failed to prove that he suffered any adverse employment 

action(s) caused by his protected activity. There is no evidence that any of the 

County’s actions affecting Williams during the course of his employment as a 

CEO would not have occurred without the County’s having unlawfully 

retaliated against him for asserting his civil rights. To the contrary, the 

evidence affirmatively shows that the County had many non-retaliatory 

reasons for it actions. 

Ultimate Factual Determinations 

26. There is no persuasive evidence that the County took any actions 

against Williams motivated by discriminatory animus. Indeed, there is no 

competent, persuasive evidence in the record, direct or circumstantial, upon 

which a finding of unlawful racial discrimination could be made. 

27. There is no persuasive evidence that the County took any retaliatory 

action against Williams for having opposed or sought redress for an unlawful 

employment practice. 

28. Ultimately, therefore, it is determined that the County did not 

discriminate unlawfully against Williams on any basis. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

29. DOAH has personal and subject matter jurisdiction in this proceeding 

pursuant to sections 120.569 and 120.57(1), Florida Statutes. 

30. As stated in City of Hollywood v. Hogan, 986 So. 2d 634, 641 (Fla. 4th 

DCA 2008): 

The Florida Civil Rights Act of 1992 (FCRA) 

prohibits age discrimination in the workplace. 

See § 760.10(1)(a), Fla. Stat. (2007). It follows 

federal law, which prohibits age discrimination 
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through the Age Discrimination in Employment Act 

(ADEA). 29 U.S.C. § 623. Federal case law 

interpreting Title VII and the ADEA applies to cases 

arising under the FCRA. Brown Distrib. Co. of W. 

Palm Beach v. Marcell, 890 So. 2d 1227, 1230 n.1 

(Fla. 4th DCA 2005). 

 

31. Section 760.10(1)(a), Florida Statutes, provides that it is an unlawful 

employment practice for an employer: 

To discharge or to fail or refuse to hire any 

individual, or otherwise to discriminate against any 

individual with respect to compensation, terms, 

conditions, or privileges of employment, because of 

such individual’s race, color, religion, sex, 

pregnancy, national origin, age, handicap, or marital 

status. 

 

32. In McDonnell Douglas Corporation v. Green, 411 U.S. 792, 802-803 

(1973), the U.S. Supreme Court articulated a scheme for analyzing 

employment discrimination claims where, as here, the complainant relies 

upon circumstantial evidence of discriminatory intent. Pursuant to this 

analysis, the complainant has the initial burden of establishing by a 

preponderance of the evidence a prima facie case of unlawful discrimination. 

Failure to establish a prima facie case of discrimination ends the inquiry. If, 

however, the complainant succeeds in making a prima facie case, then the 

burden shifts to the accused employer to articulate a legitimate, 

nondiscriminatory reason for its complained-of conduct. If the employer 

carries this burden, then the complainant must establish that the proffered 

reason was not the true reason but merely a pretext for discrimination. Id.; 

St. Mary’s Honor Ctr. v. Hicks, 509 U.S. 502, 506-07 (1993). 

33. Under the foregoing framework, Williams bears the burden of 

establishing his prima facie case by a preponderance of the evidence and 

must show, among other elements, that: (i) he was subjected to an adverse 

employment action; and (ii) similarly situated employees outside of his 

protected classes were treated differently. Schrock v. Publix Super Mkts., 
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Inc., 653 F. App’x 662, 663 (11th Cir. 2016); see, e.g., Holland v. Gee, 677 F.3d 

1047, 1055 (11th Cir. 2012)(Title VII); Chapman v. AI Transp., 229 F.3d 

1012, 1024 (11th Cir. 2000)(ADEA). 

34. In this matter, the evidence does not establish a prima facie case of 

discrimination based on race, color, national origin, or sex for a couple of 

reasons. First, Williams failed to prove, for the most part, that he was 

subjected to adverse employment actions.5 Williams’s being assigned to 

different supervisors, being told he’d have to wait to attend a training course 

he wanted to take, and being spoken to regarding his performance were 

commonplace employment interactions, not adverse employment actions. 

35. In all instances, even where the (alleged) employment actions were 

adverse, such as the alleged (but unproved) wage disparity6 and his eventual 

dismissal, Williams failed, secondly, to identify any other similarly situated 

employees outside of his protected classes who were treated more favorably. 

He argued broadly and conclusorily that he was singled out for mistreatment 

and that white and Hispanic employees fared better, but these complaints 

were too general to be probative and, in any event, were not proved. 

36. Williams’s failure to make out a prima facie case of discrimination 

ended the inquiry. Because the burden never shifted to the County to 

articulate a legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for its conduct, it was not 

necessary to make any findings of fact in this regard, but the undersigned 

has done so anyway based upon competent substantial evidence adduced at 

  

                                            
5 McCaw Cellular Commc'ns of Fla., Inc. v. Kwiatek, 763 So. 2d 1063, 1066 (Fla. 4th DCA 

1999)(An adverse employment action is one that unreasonably interferes with an employee’s 

job performance or materially changes the terms or conditions of employment.). 

 
6 See Thibodeaux-Woody v. Houston Cmty. Coll., 593 F. App’x 280 (5th Cir. 2014)(disputed 

facts precluded summary judgment on female applicant’s wage discrimination claims under 

the Equal Pay Act and Title VII based upon denial of equal chance to negotiate salary); see 

also Duncan v. Texas Health & Hum. Servs. Comm’n, No. AU-17-CA-00023-SS, 2018 WL 

1833001 (W.D. Tex. Apr. 17, 2018)(Equal Pay Act claim arising from alleged disparate 

negotiating tactics presents genuine issue of material fact.). 
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hearing, to avoid leaving the impression that the County lacked genuine 

business reasons for its actions.  

37. Williams asserts that the County retaliated against him, although, as 

mentioned above, the factual basis for this claim is unclear. Under the 

FCRA’s opposition clause, the County would have been prohibited from 

retaliating against Williams because he opposed an unlawful employment 

practice. § 760.10(7), Fla. Stat. Meanwhile, under the FCRA’s participation 

clause, the County would have been prohibited from retaliating against an 

employee because he “made a charge, testified, assisted, or participated in 

any manner in an investigation, proceeding, or hearing under [the FCRA].” 

Id.  

38. To establish a prima facie case of retaliation, Williams must 

demonstrate that: (i) he engaged in statutorily protected activity; (ii) he 

suffered a materially adverse action; and (iii) a causal relationship existed 

between his protected activity and the adverse action. Goldsmith v. Bagby 

Elevator Co., Inc., 513 F.3d 1261, 1277 (11th Cir. 2008). If Williams 

establishes a prima facie case, the burden shifts to the County to rebut the 

presumption by articulating a legitimate non-retaliatory reason for the 

materially adverse action. Id. Williams then must demonstrate that the 

articulated reason is a pretext to mask an improper motive. Id. In other 

words, Williams must show that his alleged protected activity was a “but for” 

cause of his termination. Univ. of Tex. Sw. Med. Ctr. v. Nassar, 570 U.S. 338 

(2013).  

39. Assuming for argument’s sake that Williams engaged in statutorily 

protected activity, which was not proved, Williams failed to prove that he 

suffered a materially adverse action because of such activity. That is, there is 

no persuasive evidence to support a finding that but for Williams’s asserting 

his civil rights in some way, he would not have been fired, or would have been 

paid a higher salary, or would have had fewer supervisors, etc. The absence  
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of an established causal connection is a sufficient reason to conclude that a 

prima facie case of retaliation was not shown. 

 

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 finding the County not liable for unlawful discrimination or 

retaliation against Williams. 

 

DONE AND ENTERED this 23rd day of February, 2022, in Tallahassee, Leon 

County, Florida.  

S 

JOHN G. VAN LANINGHAM 

Administrative Law Judge 

1230 Apalachee Parkway 

Tallahassee, Florida  32399-3060 

(850) 488-9675 

www.doah.state.fl.us 

 

Filed with the Clerk of the 

Division of Administrative Hearings 

this 23rd day of February, 2022.  

 

COPIES FURNISHED: 

 

Tammy S. Barton, Agency Clerk 

Florida Commission on Human Relations 

4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110 

Tallahassee, Florida  32399-7020 

 

Stanley Gorsica, General Counsel 

Florida Commission on Human Relations 

4075 Esplanade Way, Room 110 

Tallahassee, Florida  32399-7020 

 

 

Terrell Williams 

772 Northeast 162nd Street 

North Miami Beach, Florida  33162 

 

David Ottey, Esquire 

Palm Beach County Attorney’s Office 

300 North Dixie Highway 

West Palm Beach, Florida  33401  
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Jean-Adel Williams, Esquire 

Palm Beach County Attorney’s Office 

301 North Olive Avenue, Sixth Floor 

West Palm Beach, Florida  33401 

 

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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