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I. 
Introduction 

 
 This is one of two cases involving this claimant and employer before the 
Commission.  This case addresses whether the claimant was paid sufficient wages 
for insured work during the base period to establish monetary qualification within 
the meaning of Sections 443.091(1)(g) and 443.111(2), Florida Statutes. 
 
 Pursuant to the appeal filed in this case, the Reemployment Assistance 
Appeals Commission has conducted a complete review of the evidentiary hearing 
record and decision of the referee.  See §443.151(4)(c), Fla. Stat.  The Commission’s 
review is generally limited to the evidence and issues before the referee and other 
information contained in the official record. 
 

 
II. 

The Findings of Fact 
 

The referee made the following findings of fact:   
 

The claimant worked for the employing unit from November 3, 
2013, to March 25, 2016.  The employing unit is a gentlemen’s 
club.  The claimant was a performer/dancer at the club and also 
sold champagne, private rooms and calendars at the location of the 
club.  The employing unit gave the claimant an IRS Form 1099 for 
2015.  The claimant could not perform work for competitors of the 
employing unit.  The employing unit provided the dressing room, 
dance space and outfit for the claimant.  The employing unit did 
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not provide a vehicle nor give a gas allowance.  The claimant did 
receive training from the employing unit.  The claimant could not 
sub-contract the job.  The claimant did not supervise and hire 
others nor pay them to do the work.  The employing unit did 
provide the facilities used to perform the services.  The claimant 
and employing unit had a written retroactive agreement that was 
entered into on October 1, 2015.  The claimant was told by the 
employing unit to sign the agreement or she could not work.  The 
contract was not explained to the claimant by the employing unit.  
The claimant did have hours of work set by the employing unit 
and was required to work six days per week.  The claimant was 
fined if she left work early.  The claimant received a daily wage of 
one hundred fifty dollars and sales bonuses.  The claimant was 
required to work the normal business hours of the employing unit.  
The claimant received a tee shirt, shoes, hat and shorts from the 
employing unit which she was required to wear while working.  
The claimant was required to report the progress of the work to 
the manager of the employing unit.  The claimant was required to 
personally perform the services.  The written agreement between 
the claimant and the employing unit was such that the claimant 
and employing unit must arbitrate any disputes.  The claimant 
was not in business for herself.  The claimant did not bill the 
employing unit for services performed but did submit time slips.  
The claimant was not responsible for redoing defective work 
without additional compensation.  The claimant did not receive 
any employment benefits.  The claimant was given business cards 
by the employing unit.  The claimant was required to tip the 
employing unit manager and sound personnel.  The claimant was 
required to be licensed to work at the employing unit.   
 
The claimant filed a claim for benefits effective April 17, 2016.  
The claimant worked for [the employer] from November 3, 2013, 
until March 25, 2016, and was paid at least $10,800.00 in the 1st 
quarter of 2015, $10,800.00 in the 2nd quarter of 2015, $10,800.00 
in the 3rd quarter of 2015, and $10,800.00 in the 4th quarter of 
2015.  Total base period wages are $43,200.00.  The claimant was 
not otherwise working during the base period as an employee. 
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Based on these findings, the referee held the claimant eligible for receipt of 
benefits.  The referee concluded that the claimant was an employee, not an 
independent contractor, who earned from the employer $43,200 in total base period 
wages and was, therefore, entitled to wage credits for purposes of reemployment 
assistance benefits.   
 
 

III. 
Issues on Appeal 

 
The issues in this case relate to whether the claimant is monetarily qualified 

for benefits.  The first issue is whether the claimant’s services at the employer’s 
establishment constituted “employment” within the statutory definition so that her 
earnings were from “insured work.”  The second is whether the claimant established 
adequate wage credits by quarter in order to qualify monetarily for reemployment 
assistance benefits. 

 
On appeal to the Commission, the employer raises a number of objections to 

the referee’s findings and conclusions.  As always, we review the record to determine 
whether the referee adequately developed the record in the case; we review the 
referee’s findings to determine whether they are supported by competent, 
substantial evidence, and adequately address the factual issues raised in the 
evidence; and we review the referee’s conclusions to determine whether he properly 
applied the law.   

 
 

IV. 
The Governing Legal Standards 

 
The burden of proof to establish eligibility for benefits rests with the person 

claiming benefits.  Florida Industrial Commission v. Ciarlante, 84 So. 2d 1, 4-5 (Fla. 
1955) (distinguishing eligibility/ineligibility [§443.091, Fla. Stat.] from 
disqualification [§443.101, Fla. Stat.]).  Only claimants who establish earnings from 
“insured work,” that is, in a position deemed as “employment” within the 
reemployment assistance law, are eligible to receive benefits.  See §443.1217(1), Fla. 
Stat. (referencing “employment” as defined in Section 443.1216, Florida Statutes).  
Once it is established that a claimant has base period wages attributable to insured 
work, threshold calculations are required to determine whether he or she has 
sufficient earnings from the insured work to qualify for the receipt of benefits.  See 
§§443.091(1)(g) & 443.111(2)&(3), Fla. Stats.    
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 A. Employment 
 
 Employment under the reemployment assistance law “includes a service 
performed . . . by . . . [a]n individual who, under the usual common-law rules 
applicable in determining the employer-employee relationship, is an employee.”  
§443.1216(1)(a)2., Fla. Stat.   

 
The common law rules referenced in the statute were established by the 

Florida Supreme Court in Cantor v. Cochran, 184 So. 2d 173 (Fla. 1966), which 
adopted the test laid out in the Restatement (2d) of the Law of Agency, Section 220 
(1958).  The Restatement test includes ten non-exclusive factors which must be 
considered by the factfinder in determining whether an individual is subject to the 
degree of control necessary for an employment relationship, or alternatively, 
whether the individual is an independent contractor.   

 
The question of whether a worker is an employee or an independent contractor 

has traditionally been considered an ultimate issue of fact.  See Blackman & 
Huckaby Enterprises v. Jones, 104 So. 2d 667, 669 (Fla. 1st DCA 1958).  As stated by 
the Florida Supreme Court in Adams v. Wagner, 129 So. 2d 129, 131 (Fla. 1961), 
“Whether one is an employee is a question of fact to be determined by the deputy, 
and where such determination is supported by substantial competent evidence and 
the deputy applies correct principles of law thereto, as we hold he did here, the 
findings cannot be disturbed.”  However, some courts have more recently reviewed 
the ultimate issue as a legal conclusion which must be drawn from properly 
supported facts.  John W. Kearns, P.A. v. Department of Labor & Employment 
Security, 680 So. 2d 619 (Fla. 3d DCA 1996).  Numerous courts have reversed 
decisions holding an individual to be an employee on legal grounds, or at least based 
on an evaluation of whether the findings comported with established legal 
principles.  See, e.g., Miami-Dade v. Department of Labor & Employment  
Security, 749 So. 2d 574 (Fla. 3d DCA 2000); Dart Industries, Inc. v. Department of 
Labor & Employment Security, 596 So. 2d 725 (Fla. 5th DCA 1992); Zubi Advertising 
Services, Inc. v. Department of Labor & Employment Security, 537 So. 2d 145 (Fla. 
3d DCA 1989). 

 
The Commission’s analysis on review involves the following steps:   

(1) ensuring that the referee applied the Restatement test as expressed in Cantor 
and interpreted by subsequent decisions; (2) determining whether the referee 
properly adduced evidence from all parties as to each Restatement factor that is 
relevant in the case; (3) determining whether each of the referee’s findings as to the 
Restatement factors is supported by competent, substantial evidence;  
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(4) determining whether the referee properly applied the law in determining 
whether each individual finding he made under the Restatement factors supports an 
employment relationship or an independent contractor relationship; and  
(5) evaluating the ultimate determination of whether an individual was an employee 
or an independent contractor, whether it be considered one of fact or one of law, to 
ensure that it is supported by the referee’s subsidiary findings under the 
Restatement factors, and complies with the legal standards regarding the weight to 
be given to the factors.   
 

With respect to the last test, reviewing the weighing of the factors, we draw 
guidance from Keith v. News & Sun Sentinel Co., 667 So. 2d 167 (Fla. 1995).  The 
Keith court held that “courts should initially look to the agreement between the 
parties, if there is one, and honor that agreement, unless other provisions of the 
agreement, or the parties’ actual practice, demonstrate that it is not a valid indicator 
of status.” Id. at 171.  If “the actual practice of the parties[ ] belie[s] the creation of 
the status agreed to by the parties, [then] the actual practice and relationship of the 
parties should control.” Id.  A court must “place special emphasis on the extent of the 
‘free agency’ . . . in the means and method of performing . . . duties.” Id. at 171-72.  
The court further indicated that “this analysis is consistent with the factors set out 
in the Restatement.”  Id. at 172.  The court also cautioned that the Restatement 
factors should not “routinely be used to support any resolution of the issue by the 
factfinder simply because each side of the dispute has some factors in its favor.”  Id. 

 
Thus, it is clear under Florida law as expressed in Keith that the two most 

important factors are the intent of the parties and, if that is not decisive, the degree 
of control over the performance of the work.  See also 4139 Mgmt., Inc. v. Dep’t of 
Labor & Employment, 763 So. 2d 514, 517 (Fla. 5th DCA 2000); VIP Tours of 
Orlando v. Dep’t of Labor & Employment Sec., 449 So. 2d 1307, 1309 (Fla. 5th DCA 
1984).  As to the issue of control over the performance of the work, we review the 
referee’s findings in light of the conceptual explanation given by the court in 
Farmers & Merchants Bank v. Vocelle, 106 So. 2d 92, 95 (Fla. 1st DCA 1958): 
 

The general rule and basic test is the right of control by the party 
being served over the means to be employed by the party serving in 
performing the service.  If the person serving is merely subject to 
the control or direction of the owner as to the result to be obtained, 
he is an independent contractor; if he is subject to the control of the 
person being served as to the means to be employed, he is not an 
independent contractor.  [citations omitted.] 
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In addition to these factors, we next give priority to two additional factors that 
are of particular pertinence in the cases we review:  the rights of the parties in the 
continuation of the engagement; and the method of determining payment.  As the 
Cantor court held, citing Larson’s workers’ compensation treatise,  

 
"The power to fire is the power to control. The absolute right to 
terminate the relationship without liability is not consistent with 
the concept of independent contractor, under which the contractor 
should have the legal right to complete the project contracted for 
and to treat any attempt to prevent completion as a breach of 
contract.” 

 
184 So. 2d at 174. 
 

On appeal to the Commission, the parties cite numerous cases addressing the 
issue of whether exotic dancers are independent contractors or employees.  These 
cases generally arise in the context of claims under the Fair Labor Standards Act 
(“FLSA”), or cases involving liability for federal employment taxes.  The FLSA 
applies the “economic reality” test, which is significantly different from, and 
purposefully broader than, the common law test.  Bartels v. Birmingham, 332 U.S. 
126, 130 (1947).   The FLSA “has the broadest definition of ‘employee.’" Donovan v. 
Dialamerica Marketing, Inc., 757 F.2d 1376, 1382 (3d Cir. 1985).  It incorporates the 
“control” test as merely one of six factors to examine.  Id.  Although FLSA cases 
might provide some useful principles to apply to the common law test on the issue of 
control, a final conclusion in an FLSA case sheds little light on the issue before us.   

 
Although the employment tax cases1 do apply the common law test [see 26 

U.S.C. §3121(d)(2)], most of the cited cases arise out of IRS enforcement proceedings 
in which the employer asserts the statutory defense contained in Section 530 of the 
Revenue Act of 1978.  If the employer establishes that safe harbor, it has a defense 
to liability for taxes; in such a case, it is not necessary to resolve the ultimate issue 
of whether an individual was properly classified as something other than an 
employee.  Thus, tax cases often do not involve a full assessment of the common law 
test.   

 
  

                                                   
1 Not all of the cases identify which taxes were sought, but we can surmise that the employer-paid 
taxes such as FICA and FUTA are at issue in each of them.  Some cases also appear to involve 
penalties for failure to withhold income tax.   
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We have also surveyed the published judicial precedent of other states 
assessing whether exotic dancers were employees under state unemployment 
statutes.  Other states apply a variety of standards which differ materially from the 
common law test applied in Florida.2  As with the FLSA and tax cases, control is a 
factor in many of the cases, so we draw observations from the cases we find to be 
pertinent.   

 
Florida courts have made clear that it is Florida law that controls on this 

issue.  Brayshaw v. Agency for Work Force Innovation, 58 So. 3d 301, 302 (Fla. 1st 
DCA 2011).  While other authorities may be persuasive to the extent they directly 
address similar facts under the control test, neither we nor the referee are bound by 
them.  Thus, we examine other authorities solely for any specific principles that may 
be persuasive regarding relevant factors in the common law test as applied to the 
claimant’s work environment.   

 
B. Wage Credits and Monetary Qualification. 
 
To be eligible for reemployment assistance benefits, a claimant must establish 

that she was monetarily qualified: 
 

(2) QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS.—To establish a benefit 
year for reemployment assistance benefits, an individual must 
have: 
(a) Wage credits in two or more calendar quarters of the 
individual’s base period. 
(b) Minimum total base period wage credits equal to the high 
quarter wages multiplied by 1.5, but at least $3,400 in the base 
period. 
 

§443.111(2), Fla. Stat.  The claimant bears the burden to establish that she has 
sufficient wage credits to meet these requirements.  In particular, she must establish 
with reasonable certainty the amounts of wages per quarter, in order to satisfy the 
two prongs above.   See Martinez v. Reemployment Assistance Appeals Commission, 
118 So. 3d 878 (Fla. 3d DCA 2013).   

                                                   
2 In some states, the control test is used as an affirmative defense, which requires the employer to 
prove that the individual is an independent contractor.  See Milano's, Inc., v. Kansas Department of 
Labor, 293 P.3d 707 (Kan. 2013); Yard Bird, Inc., v. Virginia Employment Commission, 43 Va. Cir. 
287 (Va. Cir. Ct. 1997).  Other states use the so-called “ABC” test which includes some of the 
common law factors but not all, places the burden of proof on the employer, and requires the 
employer to establish multiple factors.  Club Paradise, Inc., v. Oklahoma Employment Security 
Commission, 213 P.3d 1157 (Okla. Ct. Civ. App. 2008). 
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Proof with reasonable certainty of the high quarter wages is also necessary to 
establish the weekly amount of benefits: 

 
(3) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT.—An individual’s “weekly 
benefit amount” is an amount equal to one twenty-sixth of the 
total wages for insured work paid during that quarter of the base 
period in which the total wages paid were the highest, but not 
less than $32 or more than $275. 
 

* * * * * 
 
§443.111(3), Fla. Stat.   
 
 

V. 
Analysis 

 
Our review reflects a number of flaws in the referee’s development of the 

record and in the decision.  Some are minor issues that by themselves would not 
warrant remand.  Others, however, are sufficiently significant to require remanding 
of the case for additional consideration.   

 
Certain key findings are not supported by the evidence; other findings are not 

sufficiently detailed and are broader than reflected in the evidence.  Further 
development of the record is necessary as to a few factual matters. 

 
Additionally, while the referee utilized the proper general legal test, the 

decision did not reflect consideration of the factors in light of more recent precedent 
of the courts and the factors the Commission has identified as particularly 
significant in determining employment status under the reemployment assistance 
law.  Procedurally, we cannot ascertain whether all interested parties were lawfully 
noticed and afforded an opportunity to participate in the hearing, and the issue of 
the claimant’s representative’s fee approval was not addressed.  For these reasons 
discussed below, we remand for a supplemental hearing and additional or corrected 
findings, and reconsideration of the legal issues based on the analysis in this order. 
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A. Adequacy and Accuracy of the Findings 
 
While many of the findings are adequately made and supported by competent, 

substantial evidence, some are inconsistent with or not supported by the evidence.  
Others either overstate the evidence, or do not fully express the relevant details in 
the testimony, in some cases because the record was not fully developed.  Several of 
the later issues are minor and would not necessitate a remand by themselves, but 
the major issues require further hearing and clarification.  Accordingly, on remand 
the minor issues should be addressed as well.   

 
1. Employment 
 
Major issues include the following: 
 

• The claimant received training from the employing unit. 
 

Although the claimant testified that she did receive training, her testimony 
was that the employer wanted dancers to dress “a certain way”; behave a certain 
way; participate in holiday themes (by wearing hats and masks); sell champagne 
and calendars; and have their hair, nails, and makeup fixed.  This is not training, 
but communication of job expectations.  The issue of training relates to whether it is 
necessary for the employer to teach the claimant the core skills necessary to perform 
her job, or at least provide ongoing training to enhance those skills.  As such, the 
record does not reflect that the employer provided training. 

 
However, the testimony of the claimant is highly relevant to a core factual 

issue in this case.  For exotic dancing, the degree of control over the way in which 
the dancer performs is significant to determine whether the employing unit has 
sufficient control over the engagement to constitute employment.  See Milanos, Inc., 
293 P.3d at 713.  In addressing this issue, however, the referee must distinguish 
between the employer’s restrictions that are designed to comply with any laws or 
ordinances (such as regarding obscenity) or licensing requirements, as opposed to 
restrictions over the artistic nature of the dance.  See Yard Bird, Inc., 43 Va. Cir. at 
289-90.  Requirements that an engaged party comply with the law or be properly 
licensed are common in contracts between independent parties, and are not 
inconsistent with an independent contractor relationship.  See generally Miami-
Dade, 749 So. 2d at 578 (and citing other authorities).3  

 

                                                   
3 To the extent that Milanos and Club Paradise, supra, hold otherwise, we reject that position as 
inconsistent both with Florida law and the logic of the common law test. 



R.A.A.C. Order No. 16-02528 Page No.  10 
 

However, requiring the claimant to perform a particular way in order to 
conform to the club’s atmosphere, enhance the club’s ability to appeal to a particular 
set of patrons, or to sell club products would be indicative of the type of control 
relevant to the common law test.  On remand, the referee should further develop the 
record on this issue and make specific findings. 

   
• The claimant received a daily wage of one hundred fifty dollars and sales 

bonuses. 
 
 This finding is not supported by the record.  The parties disagree whether the 
claimant was promised such a payment, but agree that she was never paid it.  
Accordingly, we reject this finding. 
   

As noted above, the nature of the claimant’s payment is a significant factor in 
the Cantor test.  The factual error here is particularly significant because in addition 
to impacting the decision as to whether the claimant is an independent contractor, it 
likely impacted the referee’s calculation of the claimant’s total earnings, as discussed 
below. 

 
• The claimant could not perform work for competitors of the employing 

unit.  
 

The claimant initially testified that she could not work for competitors.  
However, after the employer testified to the contrary, the claimant did not provide 
directly responsive testimony when asked about the employer’s contention, stating 
instead that that she did not work other places and “was very loyal.”  The issue 
under the Cantor test is not whether she did, but whether she could.  Whether or not 
the claimant could work for competitors is a significant factor in determining 
control.  See, e.g., McGillis v. Department of Economic Opportunity, 42 Fla. L. 
Weekly D 301 (Fla. 3d DCA February 1, 2017).  Given the lack of clarification on this 
issue by the claimant, on remand the referee must further address the issue. 

 
Other findings that need modification or clarification are as follows: 
 

• The claimant was a performer/dancer at the club and also sold 
champagne, private rooms, and calendars at the location of the club.  
 

The employer’s evidence reflected that the claimant could use the private 
rooms for lap dances, but did not specifically “sell” them for the club’s primary 
benefit.  The claimant testified that some customers paid the club for the dances 
with credit cards, but this did not directly refute the employer’s contention that the  
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claimant retained all tips for the dances.  On remand, the referee must make 
additional findings as to how private room arrangements were made and who 
received compensation for them.  For example, what amounts, if any, did the 
employer retain for credit card transactions, and for what reason?4 
 

• The employing unit gave the claimant an IRS Form 1099 for 2015.  
 

This finding is correct, but it does not reflect that the 1099 was limited to 
commissions for sales of specific items such as champagne and calendars.  The 
employer did not report or account for the claimant’s tips, which apparently were a 
major source of income. 

 
• The employing unit provided the dressing room, dance space, and outfit 

for the claimant. 
 
The parties agreed on the first two items here – however, the third and most 

significant of the items, the outfit, was contested.  The employer contended that the 
claimant was not required to wear a particular outfit.  The claimant testified that 
she was given shorts and a t-shirt she had to wear, but also indicated that she was 
provided masks or hats for holidays or special occasions.  The record was not clear as 
to whether the claimant contended that specific outfits including clothing were 
required every day or only on certain occasions.  The regularity with which all or 
specific portions of her outfit were required by the employer is the key issue as to the 
degree of control.  Occasional provision of items is not indicative of a significant 
degree of control; by contrast, if the employer requires the claimant to wear a 
specific outfit on a daily basis, it has exercised a relative degree of control on the 
claimant’s performance.  Provision of an outfit for convenience is not the same as 
requiring it, however.  The referee must elicit and make findings as to what the 
employer required the claimant to wear and when it required her to do so to 
determine the degree of control over the claimant’s appearance. 

 
• Work hours and being fined for noncompliance. 

   
The claimant testified she was scheduled to work six days a week during the 

normal business hours of the employing unit.  The claimant testified that the work 
hours were originally from 2 p.m. to 9 p.m., but the employer extended it until 
10 p.m. at some unspecified time.  The claimant also testified that all of the 
performers would line up at the end of the night to be issued their pay and “in and 

                                                   
4 Credit card companies typically retain between two and three percent of the amount of each 
charge as a transaction fee.   
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out slips” in order to be escorted out of the workplace.  The referee is directed to 
clarify the claimant’s testimony as to whether she was asserting the club closed at  
9 or 10 p.m., or if she was required to wait around for hours, off the clock, before the 
club closed and the dancers were lined up to be issued their “in and out slips.”  The 
referee is also directed to develop the record as to how the employer would “fine” the 
claimant for being late to work or leaving work early.  The record contains no 
explanation as to how the employer could fine the claimant if, as the claimant 
testified, the employer never paid her promised salary of $150 per day. 

 
• The claimant’s requirement to report progress to the manager.  

  
The claimant testified she was required to report her work progress to the 

manager, but no testimony was adduced as to specifically what the claimant was 
required to report and when she was required to report.   
 

• Business cards. 
   

On remand, the referee is directed to develop the record regarding the exact 
content of the “business card” and whether it included the claimant’s name. 

 
2. Wage Credits 
 
As noted above, the findings as to the amount of money the claimant was 

actually paid by the employer is not supported by competent, substantial evidence.  
The claimant testified multiple times during the hearing that she was promised by 
the employer a salary of $150 per day, but she was adamant that the employer never 
paid her the $150 per day salary at any time during her approximately 2 ½ years of 
performing at the club. 

 
Even if this finding were supported, the Commission is unable to decipher how 

the referee calculated the claimant’s total base period wages to equal $43,200, and 
the decision does not explain how the referee derived that amount.  The receipt of 
the money is critical because Section 443.111, Florida Statutes, specifies that the 
Wage Transcript and Monetary Determination (WTD) is calculated based upon 
monies for insured work that is paid, not theoretical or in dispute.  Where the 
parties agree that specific monies were never paid and disagree as to whether the 
monies are truly owed, the Department of Economic Opportunity cannot randomly 
apply unpaid, disputed monies as earnings on a claimant’s WTD.  Until paid 
pursuant to a settlement agreement reached by the parties or an appropriate legal 
tribunal enters a judgment awarding back pay, there is technically no “wage” within  
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the meaning of the statute for the Department to add to the insured workcalculation.  
See §443.1217(1), Fla. Stat.  The referee has no authority or jurisdiction to, in effect, 
resolve a breach of contract claim or wage and hour claim.  To the extent that the 
referee added wages that were disputed and were not paid to his calculations, the 
decision is legally erroneous.   

 
The record reflects the claimant testified that she was paid by the employer a 

commission for her sales of champagne, t-shirts, calendars, and private rooms, and 
the commission was reflected on the IRS Form 1099.5  The claimant stated she was 
not sure the dollar amount of $15,800 printed on the 1099 was an entirely accurate 
reflection of the commission she was paid by the employer, but stated it was “close.”  
The claimant further testified that she kept a portion of the money she earned for 
every dance she sold, the club received a portion, and she made on average $200 to 
$300 per day from dancing, but that total did not include the $150 daily salary she 
believed the employer owed her and never paid.  During the hearing, the claimant 
sometimes referred to the money she earned from dances as “tips” and testified that 
many of the customers paid the club with a credit card for dances performed by the 
claimant.  At the end of each night, all of the dancers would line up to be given their 
individual “check in and out slip” along with their money.  The claimant testified 
that the dancers were subsequently not allowed to leave the club without “paying 
off” the DJ and House Mom and having the “check in and out slip” in hand.  With 
the slip in hand, “a floor guy” would then escort each dancer out of the club to her 
car for safety.  The floor guy would routinely take the slip from the dancer.  The 
claimant testified that she specifically received permission from the employer to 
keep her “check in and out slips” so that she would have a record of how much 
money she had made that year for tax purposes.  The claimant testified she kept 
every slip and provided all of them to her attorney.  The record reflects five such 
slips were provided by the claimant for use at the hearing and admitted into 
evidence as part of Composite Exhibit 1.  None of the slips, however, show any 
amount of money being paid to the claimant, and the evidence appears to be 
inconsistent with the claimant’s testimony.  When questioned as to how the slips 
reflect the claimant’s earnings, the claimant’s answer was unresponsive. 

 
On remand, the referee is directed to develop the record as to the claimant’s 

actual earnings.  The claimant is advised that she has the burden to establish 
eligibility and, therefore, the burden to establish her wages from insured work.  
Because the burden is on the claimant and the employer’s witness testified the 
employer has no records other than the 1099 form because, per the independent 
contractor agreement, it never paid the claimant “wages,” the claimant must provide 
reasonable proof of the income she received from various sources (commission and 

                                                   
5 IRS Form 1099 was admitted into evidence as part of Composite Exhibit 2. 
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tips) from the employer.  Her tax returns reflecting the earnings reported from work 
at the employer’s establishment for the period beginning January 1, 2015, through 
December 31, 2015, which is the base period in question, would be the most 
authoritative evidence of her earnings.  The claimant should also submit anything 
else she may have showing what she earned during the base period.   

 
B. Legal Issues 
 
While the referee largely followed the principles laid out above, the legal 

conclusions do not fully explain the referee’s analysis on certain issues.  First, the 
decision does not adequately address the reasons why the referee concluded the 
parties’ agreement did not control.  While Keith does not abandon the principle that 
the designation of the relationship to the parties is not controlling, it emphasizes the 
importance of examining the agreement, determining the intent of the relationship, 
and evaluating, through development of the record evidence, to what extent the 
parties actually behaved according to the terms of the agreement.  In this case, the 
referee’s findings merely reflected that the “contract was not explained to the 
claimant by the employing unit.”  The referee’s conclusions held that “the parties in 
this case had a written agreement the terms of which were not adhered to . . .” 
without specifying which terms were not followed or whether any such deviation was 
material.6 

 
Likewise, the referee’s conclusion that the employer exhibited control over the 

claimant’s work so that she was properly characterized as an employee is 
inadequately explained.  Although the referee made numerous findings, some are 
not supported and others need further development.  Because the finding regarding 
pay by the employer is erroneous, the referee must specifically revisit this issue, as 
receipt or non-receipt of pay for services is an important factor. 

 
The ultimate conclusion must be supported by sufficient analysis to permit 

any reviewing tribunal to evaluate whether the referee or special deputy weighed 
the facts in conformity with established legal principles.   

 
  

                                                   
6 The referee should also inquire as to the claimant’s status with the employer prior to the parties’ 
execution of the independent contractor agreement on October 1, 2015, and what changed, if 
anything, in her work with the employer after execution of that agreement.   
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C. Procedural Issues 
  

Our review also demonstrates two procedural concerns that must be addressed 
on remand: 

   
• Proper notice to the Department of Economic Opportunity and the 

Department of Revenue.   
 

The record reflects these entities were identified on the record and in the 
referee’s file as “other addresses” and includes the name of a representative for each, 
but the record does not reflect that the notice of hearing was sent to these interested 
parties or that they were afforded an opportunity to participate in the hearing.  On 
remand, DEO and DOR should be mailed notice of the supplemental hearing, and 
any designated representatives telephoned at the time of the hearing. 

 
• Remand of separation case. 

  
We are, by separate order, remanding the decision of a different referee, 

Referee Decision No. 0028414653-02U (October 12, 2016).  The Department should 
give consideration to consolidating the cases before this referee, as facts regarding 
the separation are relevant to the issue of control, and the cases overlap sufficiently 
to create the potential for conflicting resolutions of some factual issues. 

   
• Fees for the claimant’s representative. 

    
Section 443.041(2), Florida Statutes, provides that a representative for any 

individual claiming benefits in any proceeding before the Department’s appeals 
referee or the Commission shall not receive a fee for such services unless the amount 
of the fee is approved by the reviewing body.  The referee’s decision does not address 
the approval of fees.  On remand, the referee is directed to do so. 

   
 

VI. 
Conclusion 

 
 In summary, we remand for the referee to further develop the record on the 
issues of the employer’s control over the claimant’s performance and costume, the 
“fines” assessed by the employer, the business cards used by the claimant, the actual 
earnings of the claimant of all types while engaged at the employer’s location, and 
the legal relationship of the parties prior to execution of the independent contractor 
agreement.  The referee is to augment and correct the subsidiary findings as noted  
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herein and provide further explanation in the conclusions, if appropriate, as to why 
he finds the agreement between the parties not controlling.  The ultimate conclusion 
as to whether the claimant’s engagement was employment must be supported by 
specific explanations as to the Cantor factors, particularly as to the issue of control.   

 
 The decision of the appeals referee is vacated and the case is remanded for 
further proceedings. 

 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  
3/22/2017 , 

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 
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WAGE CREDITS: Whether the claimant was paid sufficient base period wages to

qualify for unemployment compensation benefits, pursuant to Sections 443.036(21),

(27), (45); 443.091(1)(g); 443.111; 443.1216, Florida Statutes; Rule 73B-11.016,

Florida Administrative Code.

ADDITIONAL WAGE CREDITS: Whether the claimant earned additional wages for

insured work during the base period, pursuant to Sections 443.036(21), (27), (45),

443.111; 443.1216, Florida Statutes; Rule 73B-11.016, Florida Administrative Code.

WAGE CREDITS: Whether the claimant was paid sufficient base period wages to

qualify for unemployment compensation benefits, pursuant to Sections 443.036(21),

(27), (45); 443.091(1)(g); 443.111; 443.1216, Florida Statutes; Rule 73B-11.016,

Florida Administrative Code.

ADDITIONAL WAGE CREDITS: Whether the claimant earned additional wages for

insured work during the base period, pursuant to Sections 443.036(21), (27), (45),

443.111; 443.1216, Florida Statutes; Rule 73B-11.016, Florida Administrative Code.

INSURED WORK: Whether services performed by the claimant during the base period

constitute "employment," pursuant to Sections 443.036(21), 443.036(27); 443.1216,

Florida Statutes.

Findings of Fact: The claimant worked for the employing unit from November 3, 2013, to March 25, 2016. The employing unit is a
gentlemen’s club. The claimant was a performer/dancer at the club and also sold champagne, private rooms and calendars at the

location of the club. The employing unit gave the claimant an IRS Form 1099 for 2015. The claimant could not perform work for

competitors of the employing unit. The employing unit provided the dressing room, dance space and outfit for the claimant. The

employing unit did not provide a vehicle nor give a gas allowance. The claimant did receive training from the employing unit. The

claimant could not sub-contract the job. The claimant did not supervise and hire others nor pay them to do the work. The employing

unit did provide the facilities used to perform the services. The claimant and employing unit had a written retroactive agreement that

was entered into on October 1, 2015. The claimant was told by the employing unit to sign the agreement or she could not work. The

contract was not explained to the claimant by the employing unit. The claimant did have hours of work set by the employing unit and

was required to work six days per week. The claimant was fined if she left work early. The claimant received a daily wage of one

hundred fifty dollars and sales bonuses. The claimant was required to work the normal business hours of the employing unit. The

claimant received a tee shirt, shoes, hat and shorts from the employing unit which she was required to wear while working. The

claimant was required to report the progress of the work to the manager of the employing unit. The claimant was required to

personally perform the services. The written agreement between the claimant and the employing unit was such that the claimant and

employing unit must arbitrate any disputes. The claimant was not in business for herself. The claimant did not bill the employing unit

for services performed but did submit time slips. The claimant was not responsible for redoing defective work without additional

compensation. The claimant did not receive any employment benefits. The claimant was given business cards by the employing unit.

The claimant was required to tip the employing unit manager and sound personnel. The claimant was required to be licensed to work

at the employing unit.

The claimant filed a claim for benefits effective April 17, 2016. The claimant worked for                                         from

November 3, 2013, until March 25, 2016, and was paid at least $10,800.00 in the 1st quarter of 2015, $10,800.00 in the 2nd quarter of

2015, $10,800.00 in the 3rd quarter of 2015, and $10,800.00 in the 4th quarter of 2015. Total base period wages are $43,200.00. The

claimant was not otherwise working during the base period as an employee.

Conclusions of Law: The law provides that employment includes services by an individual who is an employee under the usual

common-law rules applicable in determining the employer-employee relationship. The United States Supreme Court held that the term

"usual common law rules" is to be used in a generic sense to mean the "standards developed by the courts through years of

adjudication." United States v. W.M. Webb, Inc., 397 U.S. 179 (1970). In Cantor v. Cochran, 184 So.2d 173 (Fla. 1966), the Supreme

Court of Florida adopted the tests in 1 Restatement of Law, 2d Section 220 (1958) to determine whether an employer-employee

relationship exists, including:
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(1) A servant is a person employed to perform services for another and who, in the performance of the services, is subject to the

other’s control or right of control.

(2) The following matters of fact, among others, are to be considered:

(a) the extent of control which, by the agreement, the business may exercise over the details of the work;

(b) whether the one employed is in a distinct occupation or business;

(c) the kind of occupation, with reference to whether, in the locality, the work is usually done under the direction of the

employer or by a specialist without supervision;

(d) the skill required in the particular occupation;

(e) whether the employer or worker supplies the instrumentalities, tools, and a place of work, for the person doing the work;

(f) the length of time for which the person is employed;

(g) the method of payment, whether by time or job;

(h) whether or not the work is part of the regular business of the employer;

(i) whether or not the parties believe they are creating the relation of master and servant;
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(j) whether the principal is or is not in business.

In Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services v. Department of Labor & Employment Security, 472 So.2d 1284 (Fla. 1stDCA 1985)

the court confirmed that the factors listed in the Restatementare the proper factors to be considered in determining whether an

employer-employee relationship exists. However, in citing La Grande v. B&L Services, Inc., 432 So.2d 1364, 1366 (Fla. 1stDCA 1983),

the court acknowledged that the question of whether a person is properly classified an employee or an independent contractor often

cannot be answered by reference to “hard and fast” rules, but rather must be addressed on a case-by-case basis.

The record reflects that the claimant worked for the employing unit providing dancer/performer and in house sales duties on site daily

as part of the operation services to the club. Regardless of an agreement or lack thereof, the courts have held that the relationship

between a worker and an employing unit must be examined in its entirety. In Justice v. Belford Trucking Company, Inc., 272 So.2d 131

(Fla. 1972), a case involving an independent contractor agreement which specified that the worker was not to be considered the

employee of the employing unit at any time, under any circumstances, or for any purpose, the Florida Supreme Court commented

"while the obvious purpose to be accomplished by this document was to evince an independent contractor status, such status depends

not on the statements of the parties but upon all the circumstances of their dealings with each other.” The parties in this case had a

written agreement the terms of which were not adhered to so the circumstances of their dealings with each other must be examined

in its entirety.

The record reflects that the claimant performed her services for the employing unit at the employing unit’s places of business. It was

shown that the claimant was required to do the work in a specific way and that she was required to work specific hours. In Cawthon v.

Phillips Petroleum Co., 124 So 2d 517 (Fla. 2d DCA 1960) the court explained: Where the employee is merely subject to the control or

direction of the employer as to the result to be procured, he is an independent contractor; if the employee is subject to the control of

the employer as to the means to be used, then he is not an independent contractor. The claimant was required to dress a certain way,

perform and follow sales procedures and was instructed by the employing unit as to how to perform her job.

It was shown that the claimant was paid by time worked rather than based on production or by the job. The employing unit

determined the claimant’s work schedule and she was required to perform the work herself. The claimant was fined if she left early

and was asked to work six days per week. The fact that the employing unit chose to report the claimant’s wages on an IRS Form 1099

for 2015 does not, standing alone, establish an independent contractor relationship. It is to be examined along with the other factors.

In this case, one IRS Form 1099 was given to the claimant by the employing unit. However, the claimant was not in business for herself.

The record reflects that the claimant’s services with the employing unit were an essential part of the employing unit’s business of

operating a gentlemen’s club. The claimant received training. The claimant was charged with performing and selling champagne,

rooms and calendars. She was given business cards and an outfit. Her duties went to the very core of the business enterprise. The

claimant’s services were an integral part of that process, and were thus part of the employing unit’s business. The claimant’s services

were not separate and distinct from the employing unit’s business. In Hilldrup Transfer & Storage of New Smyrna Beach, Inc. v.

Department of Labor and Employment Security, 447 So.2d 414 (Fla. 5th DCA 1984), the Court stated, “if the work performed in the

relationship under consideration is a part of the principle’s business, this factor indicates an employment status, even if the work

requires a high level of skill to perform it.”
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The record reflects that the claimant performed services exclusively for the employing unit from November 3, 2013, until March 25,

2016, a period of almost three years. This length of time is indicative of an employer-employee relationship. Disputes were to be

settled by arbitration. The claimant had no express recourse against the employer and vice versa. These facts reveal the existence of an

at-will relationship of relative permanence. In Cantor v. Cochran, 184 So.2d 173 (Fla. 1966), the court in quoting 1 Larson, Workmens'

Compensation Law, Section 44.35 stated: "The power to fire is the power to control. The absolute right to terminate the relationship

without liability is not consistent with the concept of independent contractor, under which the contractor should have the legal right to

complete the project contracted for and to treat any attempt to prevent completion as a breach of contract.”

The evidence reveals that the employing unit had and exercised control over what work was performed, where it was performed,

when it was performed, by whom it was performed, and how it was performed. The employing unit exercised control over the claimant

regarding the details of the work. The claimant stated she was micro-managed and was required to follow employing unit rules or she

would be fined. She had to tip employing unit personnel. It is therefore concluded that the claimant’s services for the employing unit

were those of an employee, and not an independent contractor. All of the claimant’s wages with the employing unit during the base

period should therefore be used on the claimant’s claim for benefits.

To qualify for Reemployment Assistance benefits, the claimant must have:

(a) Base period wages for insured work in two or more calendar quarters of the base period; and

(b) Total base period wages equaling at least 1.5 times the wages paid during the high quarter of the base period, but not less

than $3400.

The “base period” is the first four of the last five completed calendar quarters immediately preceding the first day of the benefit year.

The “high quarter” is the calendar quarter in which the most wages were paid. The weekly benefit amount equals one twenty-sixth of

the total wages paid during the high quarter, but not less than $32 or more than $275. Available benefits equal twenty-five percent of

total base period wages, with a maximum established by law.

For claims submitted during a calendar year, the duration of benefits is limited to:
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A party who attended the hearing and received an adverse decision may file a request for review to the

Reemployment Assistance Appeals Commission, Suite 101 Rhyne Building, 2740 Centerview Drive,

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-4151; (Fax: 850-488-2123); https://raaciap.floridajobs.org. If mailed, the

postmark date will be the filing date. If faxed, hand-delivered, delivered by courier service other than the

United States Postal Service, or submitted via the Internet, the date of receipt will be the filing date. To

avoid delay, include the docket number and the last five digits of the claimant’s social security number. A

party requesting review should specify any and all allegations of error with respect to the referee’s decision,

and provide factual and/or legal support for these challenges. Allegations of error not specifically set forth

in the request for review may be considered waived.

There is no cost to have a case reviewed by the Commission, nor is a party required to be represented by

an attorney or other representative to have a case reviewed. The Reemployment Assistance Appeals

Commission has not been fully integrated into the Department’s CONNECT system. While

correspondence can be mailed or faxed to the Commission, no correspondence can be submitted to the

Commission via the CONNECT system. All parties to an appeal before the Commission must maintain a

current mailing address with the Commission. A party who changes his/her mailing address in the

CONNECT system must also provide the updated address to the Commission, in writing. All

correspondence sent by the Commission, including its final order, will be mailed to the parties at their

mailing address on record with the Commission.

IMPORTANTE - DERECHOS DE APELACIÓN: Esta decisión pasará a ser final a menos que una

solicitud por escrito para revisión o reapertura se registre dentro de 20 días de calendario después de la

distribución/fecha de envìo marcada en que la decisión fue remitida por correo. Si el vigésimo (20) día es

un sábado, un domingo o un feriado definidos en F.A.C. 73B-21.004, el registro de la solicitud se puede

realizar en el día siguiente que no sea un sábado, un domingo o un feriado. Si esta decisión descalifica y/o

declara al reclamante como inelegible para recibir beneficios que ya fueron recibidos por el reclamante, se

le requerirá al reclamante rembolsar esos beneficios. La cantidad específica de cualquier sobrepago [pago

excesivo de beneficios] será calculada por la Agencia y establecida en una determinación de pago

excesivo de beneficios que será emitida por separado. Sin embargo, el límite de tiempo para solicitar la

revisión de esta decisión es como se establece anteriormente y dicho límite no es detenido, demorado o

extendido por ninguna otra determinación, decisión u orden.

Una parte que no asistió a la audiencia por una buena causa puede solicitar una

reapertura, incluyendo la razón por no haber comparecido en la audiencia, en

connect.myflorida.com o escribiendo a la dirección en la parte superior de esta

decisión. La fecha de la página de confirmación será la fecha de presentación de

una solicitud de reapertura en la página de Internet del Departamento.



53998722

Una parte que asistió a la audiencia y recibió una decisión adversa puede registrar una solicitud de revisión

con la Comisión de Apelaciones de Servicios de Reempleo; Reemployment Assistance Appeals

Commission, Suite 101 Rhyne Building, 2740 Centerview Drive, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-4151; (Fax:

850-488-2123); https://raaciap.floridajobs.org. Si la solicitud es enviada por correo, la fecha del sello de

la oficina de correos será la fecha de registro de la solicitud. Si es enviada por telefax, entregada a mano,

entregada por servicio de mensajería, con la excepción del Servicio Postal de Estados Unidos, o realizada

vía el Internet, la fecha en la que se recibe la solicitud será la fecha de registro. Para evitar demora,

incluya el número de expediente [docket number] y los últimos cinco dígitos del número de seguro social

del reclamante. Una parte que solicita una revisión debe especificar cualquiera y todos los alegatos de

error con respecto a la decisión del árbitro, y proporcionar fundamentos reales y/o legales para substanciar

éstos desafíos. Los alegatos de error que no se establezcan con especificidad en la solicitud de revisión

pueden considerarse como renunciados.

No hay ningún costo para tener un caso revisado por la Comisión, ni es requerido que una parte sea

representado por un abogado u otro representante para poder tener un caso revisado. La Comisión de

Apelación de Asistencia de Reempleo no ha sido plenamente integrado en el sistema CONNECT del

Departamento. Mientras que la correspondencia puede ser enviada por correo o por fax a la Comisión,

ninguna correspondencia puede ser sometida a la Comisión a través del sistema CONNECT. Todas las

partes en una apelación ante la Comisión deben mantener una dirección de

correo actual con la Comisión. La parte que cambie su dirección de correo en el sistema CONNECT

también debe proporcionar la dirección actualizada a la Comisión, por escrito. Toda la correspondencia

enviada por la Comisión, incluida su orden final, será enviada a las partes en su dirección de correo en el

registro con la Comisión.

ENPÒTAN - DWA DAPÈL: Desizyon sa a ap definitif sòf si ou depoze yon apèl nan yon delè 20 jou apre

dat distribisyon/postaj. Si 20yèm jou a se yon samdi, yon dimanch oswa yon jou konje, jan sa defini lan

F.A.C. 73B-21.004, depo an kapab fèt jou aprè a, si se pa yon samdi, yon dimanch oswa yon jou konje. Si

desizyon an diskalifye epi/oswa deklare moun k ap fè demann lan pa kalifye pou alokasyon li resevwa deja,

moun k ap fè demann lan ap gen pou li remèt lajan li te resevwa a. Se Ajans lan k ap kalkile montan

nenpòt ki peman anplis epi y ap detèmine sa lan yon desizyon separe. Sepandan, delè pou mande

revizyon desizyon sa a se delè yo bay anwo a; Okenn lòt detèminasyon, desizyon oswa lòd pa ka rete,

retade oubyen pwolonje dat sa a.

Yon pati ki te gen yon rezon valab pou li pat asiste seyans lan gen dwa mande pou

yo ouvri ka a ankò; fòk yo bay rezon yo pat ka vini an epi fè demann nan sou sitwèb

sa a, connect.myflorida.com oswa alekri nan adrès ki mansyone okomansman

desizyon sa a. Dat cofimasyon page sa pral jou ou ranpli deman pou reouvewti dan

web sit depatman.
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Yon pati ki te asiste odyans la epi li resevwa yon desizyon negatif kapab soumèt yon demann pou revizyon

retounen travay Asistans Komisyon Apèl la, Suite 101 Rhyne Building, 2740 Centerview Drive,

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-4151; (Faks: 850-488-2123); https://raaciap.floridajobs.org. Si poste a, dat tenm

ap dat li ranpli aplikasyon. Si fakse, men yo-a delivre, lage pa sèvis mesaje lòt pase Etazini Sèvis nan

Etazini Nimewo, oswa soumèt sou Entènèt la, dat yo te resevwa ap dat li ranpli aplikasyon. Pou evite reta,

mete nimewo rejis la ak senk dènye chif nimewo sekirite sosyal demandè a sosyal demandè a sekirite. Yon

pati pou mande revizyon ta dwe presize nenpòt ak tout akizasyon nan erè ki gen rapò ak desizyon abit la,

yo epi bay sipò reyèl ak / oswa legal pou defi sa yo. Alegasyon sou erè pa espesyalman tabli nan demann

nan pou revizyon yo kapab konsidere yo egzante.

Pa gen okenn kou pou Komisyon an revize yon ka, ni ke yon pati dwe reprezante pa yon avoka oubyen lòt

reprezantan pou ke la li a revize. Komisyon Apèl Asistans Reyanbochaj pa te entegre antyèman nan sistèm

CONNECT Depatman an. Byenke korespondans kapab fakse oubyen pòste bay Komisyon an, okenn

korespondans pa kapab soumèt bay Komisyon an atravè sistèm CONNECT. Tout pati ki nan yon apèl

devan Komisyon an dwe mentni yon adrès postal ki ajou avèk Komisyon an. Yon pati ki chanje adrès

postal li nan sistèm CONNECT la dwe bay Komisyon an adrès ki mete ajou a tou. Tout korespondans ke

Komisyon an voye, sa enkli manda final li, pral pòste voye bay pati yo nan adrès postal yo genyen nan

achiv Komisyon an.

An equal opportunity employer/program. Auxiliary aids and services are available upon request to individuals with

disabilities. All voice telephone numbers on this document may be reached by persons using TTY/TDD equipment via

the Florida Relay Service at 711.



DEO-UCTI (Rev 06-16) 

ENGLISH : 

This document contains important information, dates, or eligibility status regarding your Reemployment Assistance claim. It is important for you to 

understand this document. This document is available in Spanish and Creole. If you do not read or understand Spanish, English, or Creole, call 1-

800-681-8102 for free translation assistance regarding your Reemployment Assistance claim. 

FRENCH / FRANÇAIS :  

Le présent document contient des informations importantes, dont des dates ou le statut d’éligibilité relatif à votre demande d’aide au réemploi. Vous 

devez absolument en comprendre les tenants et les aboutissants. Si vous ne lisez ni ne comprenez l’anglais, veuillez composer le numéro de 

téléphone 1-800-681-8102 pour obtenir une traduction gratuite par rapport votre demande d’aide au réemploi. 

SPANISH / ESPAÑOL : 

Este documento contiene importante información, fechas, o estado de elegibilidad con respecto a su solicitud de Asistencia de Reempleo. Es 

importante que usted comprenda este documento. Este documento está disponible en Español 

http://floridajobs.org/Unemployment/bri/BRI Spanish.pdf. Si no lee o entiende Inglés, llame al 1‐800‐204‐2418 para asistencia de traducción gratuita 

en relación con su solicitud de Asistencia de Reempleo. 

ITALIAN / ITALIANO : 

Questo documento contiene informazioni importanti, date o stato di idoneità relativi alla richiesta di reimpiego. È importante comprendere questo 

documento.  Se non legge o comprende l’inglese, chiamare il numero 1-800-681-8102 per assistenza gratuita alla traduzione a proposito della 

richiesta di reimpiego. 

GERMAN / DEUTSCHE : 

Dieses Dokument enthält wichtige Informationen, Daten oder Berechtigungsstatus hinsichtlich Ihrer Wiedereinstellungshilfsanspruchs. Es ist wichtig 

für Sie, dieses Dokument zu verstehen. Falls Sie Deutsch nicht verstehen oder nicht lesen können, wenden Sie sich für eine kostenlose 

Übersetzungshilfe hinsichtlich Ihres Wiedereinstellungshilfsanspruchs an 1-800-681-8102. 

SERBIAN / SRPSKI : 

Овај докумeнт садржи важнe информацијe, датумe или доступност вeзано за Ваш захтјeв за помоћ код поновног запошљавања.  Важно јe 

да разумијeтe овај докумeнт. Ако нe можeтe прочитати или разумјeти eнглeски јeзик, позовитe 1-800-681-8102 за бeсплатну помоћ с 

пријeводом вeзано за ваш захтјeв за помоћ при поновном запошљавању. 

BOSNIAN-CROATIAN / BOSANSKI-HRVATSKI : 

Ovaj dokument sadrži važne informacije, datume ili status kvalificiranosti po pitanju vašeg traženja podrške pri ponovnom zapošljavanju. Za vas je 

važno da razumijete ovaj dokument.  Ako ne možete čitati ili razumjeti engleski, pozovite 1-800-681-8102 da dobijete besplatnu pomoć pri prijevodu 

u vezi vašeg traženja podrške pri ponovnom zapošljavanju. 

HAITIAN CREOLE / KREYÒL AYISYEN  : 

Dokiman sa a gen enfòmasyon enpòtan, dat, oubyen estati kalifikasyon konsènan reklamasyon Asistans Reyanbochaj ou. Li enpòtan pou ou 

konprann dokiman sa a. Dokiman sa disponib an kreyòl nan http://floridajobs.org/Unemployment/bri/BRI Creole.pdf. Si ou pa li oswa konprann 

anglè rele 1‐800‐204‐2418 pou sèvis tradiksyon gratis konsènan reklamasyon Asistans Reyanbochaj ou. 

CHINESE TRADITIONAL / 中國 :
本檔包含與您的再就業援助申請相關的重要資訊、日期或資格有效狀態。請您務必理解本檔之內容。如果您閱讀或理解英語的能力有限，
請撥電話 1-800-681-8102，取得與您的再就業援助申請相關的免費翻譯協助。 

CHINESE SIMPLIFIED / 中文 : 
本文件包含与您的再就业援助申请相关的重要信息、日期或资格有效状态。请您务必理解本文件的内容。如果您阅读或理解英语的能力有
限，请拨电话 1-800-681-8102，获得与您的再就业援助申请相关的免费翻译协助。 

JAPANESE /  日本語  : 
この文書には、あなたの再雇用支援の申し立てに関する重要な情報、日付、または資格が示されています。必ずこの文書をよく読んで内容を理解して
ください。英語を読むことも理解することもできない場合は、お電話（1-800-681-8102）にてお問い合わせになり、再雇用支援の申し立てに関する
無料の翻訳支援を受けてください。 

VIETNAMESE / TIẾNG VIỆT : 

Hồ sơ này có các thông tin quan trọng, ngày tháng, hoặc tình trạng điều kiện hội đủ về đơn đề nghị Hỗ Trợ Tìm Việc Làm của quý vị. Điều quan 

trọng là quý vị phải hiểu rõ hồ sơ này.  Nếu quý vị không đọc hoặc hiểu được tiếng Anh, hãy gọi đến số 1-800-681-8102 để được hỗ trợ biên dịch 

miễn phí về đơn đề nghị Hỗ Trợ Tìm Việc Làm của quý vị.

ARABIC / غة ل ية ال عرب  : ال

وى المساعدة في إعادة التوظيف. ومن األهمية لك أن تفهم هذا المستند. وإذا لم تقرأ النص اإلنجليزي أو تفهمه، يحتوي هذا المستند على معلومات مهمة أو تواريخ أو وضع األهلية فيما يتعلق بدع

 على الترجمة المتعلقة بدعوى المساعدة في إعادة التوظيف.  8102-681-800-1يرجى االتصال على للحصول هاتف رقم: 

FARSI / ارس  : یف

اگر نمی توانيد به   درک اين سند برای شما مهم است. ا تقاضای واجدالشرايط بودن شما در مورد درخواست کمک هزينه استخدام مجدد شما می باشد.اين سند حاوی اطالعات، تاريخها ي

 بگيريد. برای ترجمه رايگان در مورد تقاضای کمک هزينه استخدام مجدد خود تماس 1-800-681-8102انگليسی بخوانيد يا انگليسی نمی فهميد با شماره 

RUSSIAN / PYCCKИЙ : 

В этом документе содержится важная информация, даты или сведения о статусе соответствия требованиям в отношении Вашего заявления 

о помощи в получении новой работы при увольнении. Важно, чтобы Вы поняли этот документ. Если Вы не можете прочесть текст на 

английском языке или не понимаете английский язык, позвоните по номеру 1-800-681-8102, чтобы получить бесплатные услуги перевода в 

отношении Вашего заявления о помощи в получении новой работы при увольнении. 




