
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

 
Case No. 5:20-CR-28-MW/MJF 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
v.        
 
MARGO D. ANDERSON, and  
JAMES D. FINCH, 
 

Defendants.       
                                   / 

 
JOINT MOTION TO MODIFY CONDITIONS OF RELEASE  

 
 Defendants Margo Deal Anderson and James D. Finch respectfully move this 

Court to modify the conditions of their pretrial release, stating:   

 Following the August 18, 2020 Indictment, Defendant Anderson was released 

on a personal signature bond with standard conditions of bond, requiring Anderson 

to avoid all contact, directly or indirectly, with any person who is or may be a victim 

or witness in the investigation or prosecution.  See ECF Nos. 27, 34.  Pretrial 

Services will confirm that she has faithfully followed the Court’s condition. 

Defendant Finch was charged on March 16, 2021, by Superseding Indictment, 

released on a similar personal signature bond, with the same standard condition of 

release.  See ECF No. 87 (“avoid all contact, directly or indirectly, with any person 

who is or may be a victim or witness in the investigation or prosecution, including 

codefendants…”).  Although subject to pretrial release for a shorter time, Defendant 
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Finch has honestly adhered to the Court’s command as well.  Both Defendants will 

continue to do so. 

Consistently, Defendants Anderson and Finch have proclaimed publicly their 

innocence, collectively and individually.  Indeed, the interests of Defendants 

Anderson and Finch are aligned.  They share common defenses and have no 

inconsistent defenses.  While the government wrongly casts a sinister light on the 

clients working in harmony, with each other and with counsel, as it recently did in 

its suggestion of a conflict, we submit that working together and communicating is 

a good thing, not a bad thing.  

Counsel now needs their clients’ active, collective, and aggressive assistance 

in preparing this case.  Communicating is vital to this preparation.  A review of the 

Superseding Indictment proves our point.  The Court previously granted in part 

Defendant Anderson’s Motion to Strike, directing the government to “clean up” the 

first Indictment.  The Superseding Indictment, however, remains fatally flawed in 

multiple respects.  For example, count one attempts to charge multiple distinct 

conspiracies and relies on a dubious “honest services” theory.  The active and 

collective participation by Defendants Anderson and Finch are necessary to unpack 

the Superseding Indictment, identify the intertwined but independent schemes and 

conspiracy and their alleged factual basis, and rebut them. 

 Additionally, because the government has taken aim at over six years of 
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democratically approved construction projects involving countless public servants, 

oversight committees, city department heads, federal and state contractors, 

commission workshops, and more, the government’s discovery is voluminous.1    

Allowing Defendants Anderson and Finch to communicate with each other while 

assisting counsel in reviewing the government’s discovery will greatly assist with 

the timely review of tens of thousands of pages of documents.  Their interaction, 

discussion, and active assistance is necessary, especially in helping counsel wade 

through the millions of pages of discovery.  The Government also recently 

disclosed for the first time, unbeknownst to Defendants Anderson and Finch, that it 

has recorded conversations from an undisclosed source dating back as early as April 

2020 that will need to be addressed.  Allowing Defendants Anderson and Finch to 

communicate will enhance and secure their Sixth Amendment right to effective 

assistance of counsel.   

 The government does not oppose Defendants Finch and Anderson meeting in 

the presence of counsel to prepare for trial.  This is a start but does not itself relieve 

their concerns.  Defendants Finch and Anderson should be permitted to review the 

allegations of the Superseding Indictment and the government’s document 

production together and without the constant supervision of counsel.  There is a lot 

 
1 The government required the Defendant Finch to produce a hard drive with a 2TB 
capacity.  That discovery has yet to be produced. 
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of information from a variety of sources known and unknown spanning many years 

that has been commingled and must now be identified, reorganized, and rebutted.  

For example, the current conditions of release and the government’s opposition to 

modification would preclude Defendants Finch and Anderson from something as 

simple but foundational as going through city commission meeting minutes together 

to refresh their recollection as to which items were discussed and voted on at which 

meeting, or organizing the dates and substance of their social activities before, 

during, and after Defendant Anderson’s tenure as mayor.  There is no legitimate 

bases to forbid or to require the presence of counsel for these discussions.   

 As a practical matter, this joint preparation for trial is no different than what 

is afforded to the government’s agent witnesses, as they prepare for the presentation 

of the government’s case in chief. 

 Finally, as indicated above, Defendants Anderson and Finch have been close 

personal family friends for over 40 years.  Finch was the best man at the Anderson 

wedding.  Their long-term relationship was not born out of corruption, as the 

government suggests, but out of longtime devotion and friendship.  Practically 

speaking, it is not different from allowing charged family members to communicate.  

The same result should occur here. 

 Therefore, the Court should exercise its discretion to modify the conditions of 

release to ensure a fair trial on the merits.  See 18 U.S.C. § 3142.  Pretrial Services 
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has been contacted.  It has no objection to the requested modification of Defendant 

Anderson’s conditions of release2 and takes no position either way to Defendant 

Finch. 

 WHEREFORE, Defendants Margo Anderson and James Finch respectfully 

request that this Court enter an Order modifying their conditions of release allowing 

direct and indirect contact with and without the presence of counsel to assist in the 

preparation of pretrial motions, to prepare for trial and to present common defenses.   

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ W. Robert Vezina, III  
James P. Judkins  
Florida Bar No. 174168  
Ausley & McMullen, P.A.  
123 South Calhoun Street  
Tallahassee, Florida 32301  
850-224-9115  
jjudkins@ausley.com  
fsnavely@ausley.com  
 
W. Robert Vezina, III  
Florida Bar No. 329401  
Anthony L. Bajoczky, Jr.  
Florida Bar No. 96631  
Vezina, Lawrence & Piscitelli, P.A.  
413 East Park Avenue  
Tallahassee, Florida 32301  
850-224-6205  
rvezina@vlplaw.com  

/s/ Guy A. Lewis 
Guy A. Lewis  
Florida Bar No. 623740 
Jeffrey M. Forman 
Florida Bar No. 105135 
The Law Offices of Guy A. Lewis PLLC 
12575 SW 67th Avenue 
Pinecrest, Florida 33156 
954-688-6340 
glewis@lewistein.com 
jforman@lewistein.com 
 
Counsel for Defendant,  
James D. Finch 

 
2  Defendant Anderson’s Pretrial Services Officer advised that Anderson’s 
compliance with her conditions of release has been exceptional in all respects, and 
that Anderson has been timely and forthcoming in all communications with PTS. 
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tbajoczky@vlplaw.com  
rhodge@vlplaw.com  
 
Counsel for Defendant,  
Margo Deal Anderson 
 

 
LOCAL RULE 7.1 CERTIFICATE 

I certify that counsel for the relevant parties conferred before the filing of this 

motion.  The Government does not oppose a modification to the conditions of 

release clarifying that the co-defendants may meet and discuss the case together in 

the presence of counsel but opposes any modification allowing contact outside the 

presence of counsel. 

/s/ W. Robert Vezina, III 
W. Robert Vezina, III 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on April 13, 2021, I electronically filed the foregoing document 

with the Clerk of the Court using CM/ECF and that a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing has been served electronically via the CM/ECF System on all counsel of 

record. 

/s/ W. Robert Vezina, III 
W. Robert Vezina, III 
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