STATE OF FLORIDA
REEMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE APPEALS COMMISSION
In the matter of:
Claimant/Appellant
R.A.A.C. Order No. 13-08134

vs.
Employer/Appellee

Referee Decision No. 13-73817U

ORDER OF REEMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE APPEALS COMMISSION

This case comes before the Commission for disposition, pursuant to Section
443.151(4)(c), Florida Statutes, of an appeal of the decision of a reemployment
assistance appeals referee. By law, the Commission’s review is limited to those
matters that were presented to the referee and are contained in the official record. A
decision of an appeals referee cannot be overturned by the Commission if the
referee’s material findings are supported by competent, substantial evidence and the
decision comports with the legal standards established by the Florida Legislature.
The Commission cannot reweigh the evidence or consider additional evidence that a
party could have reasonably been expected to present to the referee during the
hearing. Additionally, it is the responsibility of the appeals referee to judge the
credibility of the witnesses and to resolve conflicts in evidence, including testimonial
evidence. Absent extraordinary circumstances, the Commission cannot substitute
its judgment and overturn a referee’s conflict resolution.
The issue before the Commission is whether the claimant was discharged by
the employer for misconduct connected with work as provided in Section 443.101(1),
Florida Statutes.
The referee’s findings of fact state as follows:
The claimant worked as a driver for six years with the employer,
an armored transport service. As a driver, the claimant was
responsible for the safety of the messenger while entering and
exiting the vehicle with money. The claimant understood the
importance of looking out for the messenger because he was also at
times scheduled as messenger. On or around May 17, 2013, the
operations manager received a picture via email of the claimant
which appeared to show the claimant sleeping in the armored
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vehicle awaiting the messenger. The email prompted an
investigation by human resources being that sleeping on duty was
a terminable offense. Before the investigation was complete, the
operations manager received a second picture of the claimant
sleeping while behind the wheel of the armored vehicle. The
claimant was called into human resources to meet with the
operations manager. The operations manager showed the
claimant the picture indicating he was sleeping on the job and the
claimant admitted that he had fallen asleep. The claimant was
discharged on June 4, 2013.
Based on these findings, the referee held the claimant was discharged for
misconduct connected with work. Upon review of the record and the arguments on
appeal, the Commission concludes the referee’s material findings of fact are
supported by competent, substantial evidence 1 and are adopted in this order. In
addition, the Commission also accepts the referee’s conclusions of law but writes to
clarify the reasons for doing so.
Effective May 17, 2013, Section 443.036(30), Florida Statutes, 2 states that
misconduct connected with work, “irrespective of whether the misconduct occurs at
the workplace or during working hours, includes, but is not limited to, the following,
which may not be construed in pari materia with each other”:
(a) Conduct demonstrating a conscious disregard of an
employer's interests and found to be a deliberate violation or
disregard of the reasonable standards of behavior which the
employer expects of his or her employee. Such conduct may
include, but is not limited to, willful damage to an employer’s
property that results in damage of more than $50; or theft of
employer property or property of a customer or invitee of the
employer.
The Commission acknowledges that the referee’s findings of fact provide more detail regarding the
content of the photographs than is supported by the record; however, the material findings are
supported by competent, substantial evidence in the record, i.e., the findings that the claimant
appeared in the photographs to be sleeping on duty and that when the operations manager
confronted the claimant about the photographs he admitted he had been sleeping.
2 The referee’s citation to the version of the statutory definition of misconduct in effect from June 27,
2011, through May 17, 2013, is harmless error since the applicable definition is not materially
different; rather, the intent of the amendment effective May 17 was only to provide examples of
misconduct and not to affect the function of the statute. See House of Representatives Final Bill
Analysis, CS/CS/HB 7007, p.35 (May 3, 2013), available at
http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?FileName=h7007z1.EDTS.DOCX
&DocumentType=Analysis&BillNumber=7007&Session=2013 (last accessed May 7, 2014).
1
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(b) Carelessness or negligence to a degree or recurrence that
manifests culpability or wrongful intent, or shows an intentional
and substantial disregard of the employer's interests or of the
employee's duties and obligations to his or her employer.
(c) Chronic absenteeism or tardiness in deliberate violation of a
known policy of the employer or one or more unapproved absences
following a written reprimand or warning relating to more than
one unapproved absence.
(d) A willful and deliberate violation of a standard or regulation
of this state by an employee of an employer licensed or certified by
this state, which violation would cause the employer to be
sanctioned or have its license or certification suspended by this
state.
(e)1. A violation of an employer's rule, unless the claimant can
demonstrate that:
a. He or she did not know, and could not reasonably
know, of the rule's requirements;
b. The rule is not lawful or not reasonably related to the
job environment and performance; or
c. The rule is not fairly or consistently enforced.
2. Such conduct may include, but is not limited to,
committing criminal assault or battery on another employee,
or on a customer or invitee of the employer; or committing
abuse or neglect of a patient, resident, disabled person,
elderly person, or child in her or his professional care.
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The record reflects the employer discharged the claimant for sleeping on the
job. In determining whether sleeping on the job is misconduct, the Commission
considers several factors developed over time in the reemployment assistance case
law. 3 Those factors include, but are not limited to, the following:
• the nature of the employee’s job responsibilities;
• the location in which the employee was found sleeping;
• whether the employer had a rule prohibiting sleeping on the
job;
• whether the employer previously warned the employee for
sleeping on the job; and
• the existence of any mitigating factors, e.g., sleepiness caused
by illness or medication.
See, e.g., Lusby v. Unemployment Appeals Commission, 697 So. 2d 567 (Fla. 1st DCA
1997); Jennings v. Unemployment Appeals Commission, 689 So. 2d 1193 (Fla. 4th
DCA 1997); Paul v. Jabil Circuit Company, 627 So. 2d 545 (Fla. 2d DCA 1993);
Phenix Supply Co. v. Florida Industrial Commission, 115 So. 2d 431 (Fla. 2d DCA
1959). We conclude that these factors remain relevant and instructive after the
2011 amendment. In particular, we examine the nature of the claimant’s job duties
at the time of the incident and the harm or potential harm to the employer’s
interests of the claimant’s unauthorized sleeping.

The courts have not yet issued written opinions analyzing under what circumstances sleeping on
the job is misconduct under the statutory definition as amended in 2011 and thereafter. The
predecessor definition applied by the courts provided that misconduct included the following:

3

(a) Conduct demonstrating willful or wanton disregard of an employer’s interests
and found to be a deliberate violation or disregard of the standards of behavior which
the employer has a right to expect of his or her employee; or
(b) Carelessness or negligence to a degree or recurrence that manifests culpability,
wrongful intent, or evil design or shows an intentional and substantial disregard of
the employer’s interests or of the employee’s duties and obligations to his or her
employer.
§443.036(29), Fla. Stat. (2010) (emphasis added). The degree of requisite mental state is
lower under the current version of Section 443.036(30)(a), Florida Statutes, than prior to the
2011 amendments, so that conduct that may not have been deemed disqualifying prior to
2011 may rise to that level today.
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At the hearing in this case, the claimant altogether denied sleeping on the job
and, therefore, did not bring forth any mitigating factors. In addition, the
circumstances of this case are particularly egregious. The claimant served as an
armored car driver also responsible for providing security for the messenger, who is
the armored vehicle personnel responsible for transporting money to and from the
vehicle. In Florida, the security service industry, which includes armored vehicle
services, is regulated under Chapter 493, Florida Statutes. While the record is silent
regarding whether the claimant secured his firearm and the vehicle prior to
sleeping, the act of sleeping on duty by itself placed his license at risk. Section
493.6118(1)(f), Florida Statutes, provides for disciplinary action for a person licensed
under Chapter 493 for negligence, incompetency, or misconduct in engaging in the
licensed activities. The Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, which is
responsible for administering Chapter 493, considers sleeping on duty to be a
violation of Section 493.6118(1)(f), Florida Statutes. See Department of Agriculture
and Consumer Services Security Officer Handbook, p.17. 4
In addition, the claimant’s sleeping on duty jeopardized the safety of the
messenger, as explained in the testimony of the operations manager. We note that,
according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the rate of fatal injuries for security
guards is more than double the rate for all workers. See USBLS Monthly Labor
Review, February 2012: Security Guard Safety, On guard against workplace
hazards, p.6. 5 For 2012, of the 51 reported fatal injuries among security guards, 42
were the result of violence. See 2012 Census of Fatal Occupational Injuries, Table
A-5, p.6. 6 Among security service occupations, armored vehicle personnel are
particularly vulnerable to violent crime. Federal crime statistics gathered by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation alone reflect that in the single year of 2011 there
were 42 crimes involving armored vehicles resulting in the theft of over six million
dollars; among those armored vehicle crimes, firearms were used in 36 and acts of
violence were committed in 25 thus resulting in 12 injuries, 5 deaths, and 5 persons
taken hostage. See Federal Bureau of Investigation Bank Crime Statistics,
Federally Insured Financial Institutions, Part IV. 7

Handbook available at https://licensing.freshfromflorida.com/forms/P00092 SecurityOfficerHandbook.pdf (last accessed May 8, 2014).
5 Available at http://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2012/02/art1full.pdf (last accessed May 8, 2014).
6 Available at http://www.bls.gov/iif/oshwc/cfoi/cftb0272.pdf (last accessed May 8, 2014).
7 Available at http://www.fbi.gov/stats-services/publications/bank-crime-statistics-2011/bank-crimestatistics-2011 (last accessed May 8, 2014).
4
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Aside from the serious personal safety risks associated with the claimant’s
conduct, other aggravating factors in this case include the increased exposure to risk
of loss of the employer’s vehicle as well as the property of its clients that the
claimant was responsible to protect. In addition, at the hearing the claimant
admitted he was aware that sleeping on the job was a terminable offense under the
employer’s policy.
Given the number and gravity of the aggravating factors present in this case
and the absence of any mitigating factors, the Commission concludes the claimant’s
actions constitute misconduct under both subsections (a) and (b) of the statutory
definition of misconduct. Furthermore, since the claimant violated the employer’s
rule and understood that sleeping on the job was a terminable offense, his conduct
also constitutes misconduct under subsection (e). Accordingly, the referee properly
held the claimant disqualified from reemployment assistance benefits.
The Reemployment Assistance Appeals Commission has received the request
of the claimant’s representative for the approval of a fee for work performed in
conjunction with the appeal to the Commission, as required by Florida Statutes
Section 443.041(2)(a). In examining the reasonableness of the fee, the Commission
is cognizant that: (1) in the event a claimant prevails at the Commission level, the
law contains no provision for the award of a representative’s fees to the claimant’s
representative, by either the opposing party or the State (i.e., a claimant must pay
his or her own representative’s fee); and (2) the amount of reemployment assistance
secured by a claimant may be very small. The legislature specifically gave referees
(with respect to the initial appeal) and the Commission (with respect to the higherlevel review) the power to review and approve a representative’s fees due to a
concern that claimants could end up spending more on fees than they could
reasonably expect to receive in reemployment assistance.
Upon consideration of the complexity of the issues involved, the services
actually rendered to the claimant, and the factors noted above, the Commission
approves a fee of $650.
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The referee's decision is affirmed.
It is so ordered.
REEMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE APPEALS COMMISSION
Frank E. Brown, Chairman
Thomas D. Epsky, Member
Joseph D. Finnegan, Member
This is to certify that on
5/22/2014
,
the above Order was filed in the office of the
Clerk of the Reemployment Assistance
Appeals Commission, and a copy mailed to
the last known address of each interested
party.
By: Kimberley Pena
Deputy Clerk

