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PER CURIAM.



Affirmed. See § 447.503(1), Fla. Stat. (2025) (“[A] charge shall contain
a clear and concise statement of facts constituting the alleged unfair labor
practice, including the names of all individuals involved in the alleged unfair
labor practice, specific reference to the provisions of s. 447.501 alleged to
have been violated . . . . The charge must be accompanied by sworn
statements and documentary evidence sufficient to establish a prima facie
violation of the applicable unfair labor practice provision. Such supporting
evidence is not to be attached to the charge and is to be furnished only to
the commission.”); Fla. Admin. Code R. 60CC-5.001(3)(c), (d) (“The charge
shall contain . . . [a] clear and concise statement of the facts constituting the
alleged unfair labor practice, including the name(s) of the individual(s)
involved in the alleged unfair labor practice, the time and place of occurrence
of the particular act(s) giving rise to the dispute . . . [and] [t]he specific
provision(s) of Section 447.501, Florida Statutes, alleged to have been
violated . . . .”); § 447.503(6)(b), Fla. Stat. (“[A]n unfair labor practice charge
is untimely if it is based on events that occurred more than six months prior
to the filing date unless the person filing the charge was prevented from

doing so by reason of service in the Armed Forces . . . ."); see also Titus v.

Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Dep’'t Emp., 42 FPER 118 (2015) (“A factually

deficient charge cannot be cured by resorting to supporting documents.”)



(citing Sarasota CTA v. Sch. Bd. of Sarasota Cnty., 14 FPER 4 19010 (G.C.

Summary Dismissal 1987)).



