
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

PAN AMA CITY DIVISION 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

v. 
Case No. 5 :20-cr-28-MW /MJF 
FILED UNDER SEAL 

MARGO DEAL ANDERSON, et al., 

Defendants. 
I 

DEFENDANT ANDERSON'S REPLY 
TO GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO MOTIONS TO DISMISS 

Defendant, Margo Deal Anderson, replies to the Government's Consolidated 

Response to Defendants' Pending Motions to Dismiss, ECF No. 238, and says: 

Anderson moved to dismiss the Second Superseding Indictment for charging 

duplicitous counts ("Duplicity Motion"), ECF No. 226, and for misconduct 

("Misconduct Motion"), ECF No. 2361
• The Government served a consolidated 

response ("Response"). The Response goes beyond the issues pertinent to 

Anderson's motions. The issues before the Court and pertinent to Anderson's 

motions are as follows: 

On Friday, December 10, 2021, Anderson served by email, and filed under 
seal with the clerk, Defendant Anderson's Motion to Dismiss Second Superseding 
Indictment for Misconduct. All exhibits were contemporaneously served and filed 
with the motion. The sealed motion and exhibits do not appear on the docket. On 
Monday, December 13, 2021, Anderson filed a redacted version of the motion for 
the public record. ECF No. 236. 
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(1) Are the counts in the Second Superseding Indictment impermissibly 

duplicitous? 

(2) Did the Government improperly withhold Brady material contrary to 

local rules and court orders? 

(3) Do the circumstances create grave doubt that the grand jury’s decision 

to return the Second Superseding Indictment was independent and free from 

improper influence? 

(4) And if the answer to question one, two, or three is yes, what is the 

appropriate remedy? 

DUPLICITY MOTION 

 The Government argues that Count 1 of the Second Superseding Indictment 

charges a conspiracy only for alleged schemes associated with co-defendant James 

Finch and excludes alleged schemes associated with Erosion Control Services and 

World Claim. 

Paragraph 123 of the Second Superseding Indictment incorporates by 

reference all factual allegations for all alleged schemes in Count 1.  Counsel read 

Paragraph 124 to charge a broad, unified conspiracy encompassing all alleged 

schemes.  Counsel did not read and understand Paragraph 125 to then limit the scope 

of the charged conspiracy.  If counsel misread Count 1, that may solve the problem 
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as to Count 1.  But paragraph 125 does not solve the problem that every other count 

in the Second Superseding Indictment alleges multiple offenses. 

 To determine whether a count is duplicitous, the Court should look to the 

“allowable unit of prosecution.”  See United States v. Schlei, 122 F.3d 944, 977 (11th 

Cir. 1997).  The allowable unit of prosecution for wire fraud (and honest services 

wire fraud) is each wire transmission in furtherance of a fraudulent scheme.  United 

States v. Reddy, No. 1:09-CR-483, 2010 WL 3210842, at *10 (N.D. Ga. Apr. 5, 

2010).  Each count against Anderson includes many allowable units of prosecution 

for wire fraud.  See Duplicity Motion, ECF No. 226, at 4-6; see also United States 

v. Conley, 826 F. Supp. 1536, 1543-44 (W.D. Pa. 1993) (finding count for money 

laundering duplicitous because the allowable unit of prosecution is a single financial 

transaction and the count alleged multiple financial transactions). 

 This was avoidable.  In United States v. Parker, for example, the Government 

charged substantive wire fraud counts associated with four different schemes.  Each 

wire fraud count incorporated by reference the conspiracy allegations that pertained 

to the specific scheme furthered by the wire transmission.  The court found the 

counts were not duplicitous because each count alleged a single wire transmission 

and identified which scheme was allegedly furthered by the wire transmission.  

United States v. Parker, No. 1:05-CR-45, 2007 WL 9734884, at *3-5 (N.D. Ga. Apr. 

13, 2007).  By contrast, the Second Superseding Indictment alleges multiple wire 
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transmission in each count, alleges multiple schemes in each count, and does not 

identify which alleged scheme was allegedly furthered by each wire transmission. 

 The Government suggests that a motion to strike, not a motion to dismiss, is 

the proper mechanism to remedy allegations of uncharged offenses in a count.  That 

is impractical.  Because each allegation is incorporated by reference in all counts, an 

allegation that is irrelevant in some counts (e.g., extra wire transmissions) will often 

be relevant and necessary to other counts.2   

 The incorporation of multiple units of prosecution in a single count risks a 

conviction for an offense other than the offense charged in the count.  It also 

unnecessarily confuses issues for the jurors, the parties, and the Court. 

MISCONDUCT MOTION 

Pretrial Disclosure Obligation 

 The Government misplaces reliance on the post-trial standard for reviewing 

alleged constitutional “Brady violations.”  Anderson does not argue that a 

constitutional Brady violation occurred and refrained from using the Brady violation 

phrase in the Misconduct Motion to avoid this confusion.  The Government’s 

compliance with its pretrial discovery obligations is different than its compliance 

with the constitutional minimum necessary to sustain a conviction.  See United 

 
2  Anderson disagrees with the Government’s position that the alleged schemes 
are all relevant to one another, but that question is not currently before the Court.  
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States v. Acosta, 357 F. Supp. 2d 1228, 1232 (D. Nev. 2005) (“Brady’s concern 

whether a constitutional violation occurred after trial is a different question than 

whether Brady is the full extent of the prosecutor’s duty to disclose pretrial.”). 

 Federal districts are authorized to adopt local rules, and judges are authorized 

to regulate pretrial discovery.  This includes imposing discovery obligations that 

supplement the minimum required by the Constitution and Rule 16.  See Fed. R. 

Crim. P. 16 (including commentary that “rule [16] is intended to prescribe the 

minimum amount of discovery to which the parties are entitled.  It is not intended to 

limit the judge’s discretion to order broader discovery in appropriate cases.”); Fed. 

R. Crim. P. 57 (authorizing federal districts to adopt local rules and judges to regulate 

practices in any manner consistent with federal and local rules); United States v. 

Webster, 162 F.3d 308, 339 (5th Cir. 1998) (“[A] district court possesses inherent 

powers reasonably useful to achieve justice, including certain powers over the 

administration of civil and criminal discovery[.]”). 

 As discussed in the Misconduct Motion, the Northern District of Florida 

adopted Local Rule 26.2 that required the Government to provide all Brady and 

Giglio material without regard to materiality to Anderson within seven days of 

arraignment.  The Court entered a pretrial order with the same directive.  ECF No. 

29.  Those are the operative obligations.   
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 The Government says it “recognizes, respects, and abides” by the local rules 

and pretrial orders but then essentially implies that the obligations are aspirational 

and that Anderson has no recourse for non-compliance absent constitutional error.  

This stance is problematic.  The same authority that authorizes the creation of local 

rules and authorizes the Court to regulate pretrial discovery authorizes the Court to 

enforce the local rules and its orders.  See United States v. Diabate, 90 F. Supp. 2d 

140 (D. Mass. 2000) (dismissing indictment for the Government’s non-compliance 

with local rules governing pretrial discovery); United States v. Davis, No. 4:18-cr-

11, 2019 WL 5865935 (W.D. Va. Nov. 8, 2019) (partially dismissing indictment for 

the Government’s non-compliance with pretrial discovery orders).  And as discussed 

in the Misconduct Motion, the Court possesses the supervisory power to dismiss an 

indictment even when the misconduct falls short of a constitutional violation and 

was not intentional.   

Brady and Giglio Material Identification 

The Government cites Wood v. Bartholomew, 516 U.S. 1 (1995), for the 

proposition that inadmissible evidence does not qualify as Brady material.  The 

Wood decision concerned a post-trial review of an alleged constitutional Brady 

violation and turned on the materiality of withheld information.  First, the 

Government overstates the holding in Wood.  A materiality analysis is fact specific.  

If the withheld information would lead to admissible evidence, the information is 

Case 5:20-cr-00028-MW-MJF   Document 241   Filed 01/06/22   Page 6 of 21



Page 7 of 21 

material and can be the basis for a constitutional Brady violation.  See Bradley v. 

Nagle, 212 F.3d 559, 567 (11th Cir. 2000).  Second, the local rule and pretrial order 

governing discovery in this proceeding expressly exclude the materiality qualifier.  

If the information is favorable to Anderson, the Government was obligated to 

provide the information to Anderson regardless of its materiality (e.g., 

admissibility).  

The Government appears to suggest it withheld information due to concerns 

about protecting an ongoing investigation(s).  This is not viable defense.  The 

Government lacks discretion to unilaterally decide not to comply with pretrial 

discovery obligations.  See United States v. Brown, CR. NO. 05-B-257, 2005 WL 

8153944, at *1 n.1 (N.D. Ala. Aug. 25, 2005).  If it needed a protective order, it 

could have requested a protective order.  If it thought a protective order was 

insufficient, it could have raised the issue with counsel and the Court.  But informing 

Anderson that it possessed no additional Brady material and disregarding requests 

for Brady and Giglio material when in fact the Government possessed such material 

was improper and should be unacceptable. 

Lastly, the Government appears to narrowly interpret Brady and Giglio 

material as information that directly negates guilt or contradicts anticipated 

testimony of a witness.  That is too narrow.  The Court’s Brady order more 

appropriately describes Brady and Giglio material as: “evidence that favors the 
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Defendant or casts doubt on the United States’ case.”  ECF No. 92 (emphasis 

added); see also Ochoa v. Davis, 16 F.4th 1314, 1326 (9th Cir. 2021) (“Any evidence 

that would tend to call the government’s case into doubt is favorable for Brady 

purposes.”) (internal quotations and citation omitted). 

Information that calls into question the reliability and thoroughness of the 

Government’s investigation is favorable and should have been provided to 

Anderson.  See Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419, 445-50 (1995).  This would include 

inaccurate grand jury testimony by a case agent.  It would include information 

calling into question the credibility of interviewees, tipsters, and law enforcement 

personnel relied on and involved in the investigation.  The Government cannot shield 

an unreliable source by not calling him or her as a witness.  The defense could call 

the source as a witness to discredit the investigation.  It would also include 

information leading to potential Rule 404(b) evidence against Government 

witnesses. 

Brady and Giglio Material Outstanding 

The Government takes issue with Anderson’s statement in the Misconduct 

Motion that the Government possesses additional, unproduced Brady material.  The 

reference was intended to include Brady and Giglio material.  If counsel misspoke, 

it was not intentional.  But the Government did represent that it possessed additional 
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pretrial discovery to be produced to Anderson, and Anderson believes it possesses 

additional Brady and Giglio material that needs to be produced.  

On November 23, 2021, the Government advised by email that it expected to 

have additional discovery to defendants prior to the status conference scheduled for 

December 8.  The Government indicated that Brady and Giglio material, if it exists, 

would be included in the production but refused to say whether the Government 

characterized anything in production as Brady or Giglio material.  See 2021.12.13 

USAO Email.  Anderson has not received the production or any additional insight 

about what may or may not be included in the outstanding production. 

The Second Superseding Indictment alleges that an agreement existed prior 

to the City contracting with World Claim that Anderson “agreed to accept free 

services if World Claim were awarded City business[.]”  ECF No. 214, at 32.  This 

alleged agreement is not referenced in the prior indictments and is inconsistent with 

the interview reports  

 

 

 

On or about December 6, 2021, counsel spoke with the Government about the 

alleged pre-contract agreement and its inconsistency with prior interview reports.  

The Government indicated that the alleged agreement came to light during a 
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subsequent interview and, to the best of undersigned counsel’s recollection, that a 

report of the interview was being prepared.  The details of the interview about the 

newly disclosed agreement are Giglio material, should be provided to Anderson, but 

have not yet been provided to Anderson.  See United States v. Rodriguez, 496 F.3d 

221, 226 (2d Cir. 2007) (“The obligation to disclose information covered by the 

Brady and Giglio rules exists without regard to whether that information has been 

recorded in tangible form.”).      

At the same time, counsel spoke with the Government about a cell phone 

seized from  

 

 

 

  Anderson reasonably expects 

that the cell phone download contains Brady and Giglio material.  First, it should 

demonstrate an absence of communications between Anderson and .  

Second, it should contain impeachment material consisting of inconsistent 

statements and potential Rule 404(b) evidence.  Finally, it may reveal 

communications with  

 that would be favorable to Anderson.  The 
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Government indicated it would look into whether it possessed the cell phone 

download, but Anderson has not received any response.   

Grand Jury 

The Government argues that an agreement to influence unidentified matters 

as the opportunities arise satisfies the requirements of honest services fraud.  

Anderson disagrees.  This is important because it goes to whether the grand jury was 

properly instructed. 

 The Supreme Court first determined that section 1346 criminalizes only 

schemes involving bribes and kickbacks.  Skilling v. United States, 561 U.S. 358, 

409 (2010).  The Supreme Court next determined that the bribe substantiating a 

section 1346 offense must include a quid pro quo.  McDonnell v. United States, 136 

S. Ct. 2355, 2371 (2016).  The McDonnell decision focused on the quo.   

In part, the McDonnell decision determined that the quo must be a specific 

and focused question or matter.  The Supreme Court found the district court erred 

because its instruction failed to require a promise to influence an official act 

concerning a specific and focused question or matter: 

[T]he jury could have thought that the relevant “question, matter, 
cause, suit, proceeding or controversy” was something as nebulous as 
“Virginia business and economic development[.]” . . .  To avoid this 
misconception, the District Court should have instructed the jury that 
the pertinent “question, matter, cause, suit, proceeding or controversy” 
must be something specific and focused . . . such as the question 
whether to initiate the research studies. 
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McDonnell, 136 S. Ct. at 2374 (emphasis added).  The nebulous question or matter 

rejected by the Supreme Court in McDonnell -- “Virginia business and economic 

development” -- is analogous to the nebulous question or matter argued by the 

Government in this case -- “James Finch business interests.”  The question or matter 

must be more specific and focused. 

 The McDonnell decision also determined that the specific and focused 

question or matter must be identified at the time of the quid pro quo agreement.  The 

Supreme Court found the district court erred because its instruction allowed the jury 

to convict without finding a promise to influence a specific and focused question or 

matter identified at the time of the quid pro quo agreement: 

At trial, several of Governor McDonnell’s subordinates testified 
that he asked them to attend a meeting, not that he expected them to do 
anything other than that.  If that testimony reflects what Governor 
McDonnell agreed to do at the time he accepted the loans and gifts from 
Williams, then he did not agree to make a decision or take an action on 
any of the three questions or matters . . . . 

 
. . .  [I]t is also possible that the jury convicted Governor 

McDonnell without finding that he agreed to make a decision or take 
an action on a properly defined “question, matter, cause, suit, 
proceeding or controversy.” 

 
McDonnell, 136 S. Ct. at 2374-75 (emphasis added).  In other words, it makes no 

difference for purposes of section 1346 whether the parties subsequently identified 

and took official action concerning a specific and focused question or matter because 

section 1346 is evaluated at the time of the agreement.   
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 In United States v. Silver, the Second Circuit simply followed the Supreme 

Court’s precedent in McDonnell: 

Thus, for an official to promise to perform an official act -- and 
thereby engage in the prohibited quid pro quo -- the official must 
promise to act on an identified “question, matter, cause, suit 
proceeding, or controversy” at the time of the promise.     

 
 United States v. Silver, 948 F.3d 538, 556 (2d Cir. 2020) (emphasis added). 

 Contrary to the Government’s arguments, Anderson does not contend that the 

“as the opportunities arise” theory of bribery has been eliminated and does not 

contend that a public official must promise to perform a specific official act at the 

time of the quid pro quo agreement.  Rather, the point made by McDonnell and Silver 

and advocated by Anderson is that the official must promise to perform or influence 

an official act concerning a specific and focused question or matter identified at the 

time of the quid pro quo agreement.  Although the means of performing the promise 

may be left open (e.g., the influence and official acts), the specific and focused 

question or matter that is the subject of the promise must be identified. 

 The Government cites a recent order from this district (on a post-conviction 

motion arguing unpreserved objections to jury instructions).  The decision states that 

a requirement that the specific and focused question or matter be identified at the 

time of the agreement would be “open season” for corruption and that the defendant 

provided no analytical basis for its contrary position.  United States v. Burnette, No. 
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4:18cr76, 2021 WL 5987025, at *7 (N.D. Fla. Dec. 18, 2021).  There is an analytical 

basis for this position. 

 First, the open season concern delves into whether the law is good policy.  The 

Court should not concern itself with policy.  Furthermore, federal courts frequently 

recognize the limited reach of federal fraud laws.  For example, hypothetical 

criminals could evade the reach of section 1343 and section 1346 by not causing the 

use of wire transmissions.  That does not mean the scheme is lawful; it simply means 

it falls outside the reach of section 1343 and section 1346.   

 Second, not all “bribes” are equal under the law.  Section 201 distinguishes 

between bribes and gratuities: section 201(b) criminalizes a bribe and requires a quid 

pro quo; section 201(c) criminalizes a gratuity and requires a nexus between the 

benefits received and promised but not a quid pro quo.  United States v. Whitman, 

887 F.3d 1240, 1247 (11th Cir. 2018); see also United States v. Gatling, 96 F.3d 

1511, 1522 (D.C. Cir. 1996) (“This court has held that ‘payments to a public official 

for acts that would have been performed in any event are probably illegal gratuities 

rather than bribes’ and that bribery implies a quid pro quo.”) (internal citation 

omitted).  The Eleventh Circuit also distinguishes between bribes criminalized by 

section 201 and section 666.  Although a bribe under section 201 requires a quid pro 

quo, a bribe under section 666 does not.  United States v. McNair, 605 F.3d 1152, 

1187-88 (11th Cir. 2010).  But in regards to a charge for honest services fraud under 
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section 1346, whether the bribe substantiating the charge is characterized by section 

201, section 666, or other state or federal law, the “decisive factor is that the public 

official has ‘corruptly entered into a quid pro quo[.]”  United States v. Grace, F. 

App’x 344, 350 (5th Cir. 2014) (emphasis added) (internal citation omitted).  The 

Government’s argument that a specific and focused question or matter need not be 

identified at the time of the quid pro quo agreement would eviscerate the quid pro 

quo requirement and the distinction between those bribes that can substantiate a 

section 1346 offense and those bribes and gratuities that, whether or not unlawful in 

their own right, cannot substantiate a section 1346 offense.3 

 The government poses a hypothetical of an attorney paying cash to a judge.  

Anderson contends the hypothetical does not accurately state the law of honest 

services fraud.  If a similar hypothetical was given to the grand jury, they were 

misled to believe that non-quid pro quo bribes and gratuities could substantiate 

honest services fraud under section 1346.  Because the hypothetical attorney’s 

 
3  The Government cites United States v. Roberson and suggests the Eleventh 
Circuit rejected the Second Circuit’s decision in Silver.  This is not the case.  The 
Roberson decision concerned section 666, not section 1346, and held that the retainer 
theory survived the McDonnell decision.  United States v. Roberson, 998 F.3d 1237, 
1251 (11th Cir. 2021).  It did not hold that an agreement that fails to identify a 
specific and focused question or matter at the time of the agreement substantiates a 
section 1346 offense. 
 The Government also cites United States v. Lopez-Cotto and includes a 
parenthetical that suggests no quid pro quo agreement is required under a stream of 
benefits theory.  The Lopez-Cotto decision also concerned section 666, not section 
1346.  United States v. Lopez-Cotto, 884 F.3d 1 (1st Cir. 2018). 
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“cases” were not identified and may not have existed at the time the agreement was 

reached and money provided to the hypothetical judge, the requisite quid pro quo to 

substantiate a section 1346 offense was lacking.  Again, the hypothetical may 

amount to a bribe under section 666 or other state of federal law; it may amount to 

an unlawful gratuity under section 201(c); but it does not amount to a quid pro quo 

bribe for purposes of section 1346.  

As to facts presented in the indictments and to the grand juries, the record 

speaks for itself.  The Government paraphrased a text message in a manner that 

affirmatively changed its meaning and implicated Anderson.  The Government 

cannot misrepresent the substance of documentary evidence because it believes 

testimonial evidence will be different.  The Government also presented to the grand 

jury an indictment including an inaccurate allegation that Anderson executed an 

unapproved promissory note in favor James Finch  

 

.  And even after the Government learned that the promissory 

note executed in favor of James Finch was unanimously approved by the City 

Commission, the Government prepared the operative Second Superseding 

Indictment alleging that the promissory note was considered by the City 

Commission, that Anderson voted in favor of the promissory note, and that Anderson 

signed the promissory note.  The fact that the note was approved by the City 
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Commission, let alone that it was unanimously approved and that Anderson was 

obligated to execute the note in her position as the Mayor-Commissioner, was 

omitted.  ECF No. 214, at 6.  These are known, indisputable examples that are not 

intended to be exhaustive.            

 This creates grave doubt that the Government improperly influenced the grand 

jury in a manner that deprived Anderson of her right to an independent grand jury. 

Defense Counsel 

The Government again takes aim at defense counsel.  At a prior hearing, the 

Court set a deadline for the Government to move to disqualify counsel because 

Anderson needs counsel to focus on preparing her defense.  ECF Nos. 170, 175.  The 

deadline has passed, and the Government chose not to file a motion.  ECF No. 176.  

The Court also advised the Government that the Court would declare a mistrial if its 

comments implying misconduct or conflicts by counsel were made at trial.  The 

Government refuses to let the issue go.   

Instead, the Government implies something nefarious by alleging a de facto 

joint representation and referring to counsel as “Finch’s attorney.”  Neither bears 

relevance to the arguments before the Court.  
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Pattern of Misconduct and Errors 

Finally, the Government responds that the complained of information has 

been provided and thus that any missteps have been resolved.  The “no harm no foul” 

defense is misplaced.   

First, as discussed above and in the Misconduct Motion, inaccurate 

instructions and inaccurate or deceptive facts presented to grand juries likely 

deprived Anderson of her constitutional right to an independent grand jury.  The 

indictments were returned.  The prejudice has already occurred.   

Second, the point of the Misconduct Motion was to demonstrate non-

exhaustive but indisputable examples of misconduct and errors in the Government’s 

investigation and management of the case.  With few exceptions, the Government 

has not been accountable for the missteps.  At this point, Anderson lacks any 

confidence that the Government has or will provide all Brady and Giglio material.  

She also lacks any confidence that the Government obtained and preserved 

potentially favorable evidence.   

By way of example, if the Government failed to locate the City Commission 

Meeting Minutes authorizing the executed promissory note in favor of James Finch 

, and this 

information had to be provided to the Government by Anderson, what else has been 

overlooked but unknown to Anderson?  The same can be said for the information 
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downloaded from .  It inevitably contains favorable 

information, and if counsel had not closely read all search warrant applications in 

their entirety, this source of information would have never been disclosed.  The 

Government also knew no later than November 2019 that  

 

, but to Anderson’s knowledge, the 

Government did nothing to secure evidence from .  If it did, 

the information has not been disclosed; if it did not, the information is presumably 

gone forever. 

CONCLUSION 

Each count in the Second Superseding Indictment contains multiple units of 

prosecution.  The Government has withheld Brady and Giglio material contrary to 

the local rules and the Court’s pretrial order.  And there is grave doubt under the 

circumstances that the indictments returned against Anderson, including but not 

limited to the operative Second Superseding Indictment, were returned by an 

independent grand jury.   

The Court may dismiss an indictment to remedy violations of a recognized 

right.  Here, the Government deprived Anderson of her right to pretrial discovery 

and deprived Anderson of her right to an independent grand jury.  The Court may 

also dismiss an indictment to protect the integrity of the judicial system and to deter 
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future conduct.  Here, the Government misrepresented its possession of material 

information to Anderson and misrepresented the substance of material evidence to 

the grand jury.  Anderson also believes the Government mis-instructed the grand 

jury.   

The Court may dismiss the indictment with prejudice if the misconduct caused 

prejudice.  Here, there is grave doubt that Anderson was afforded her right to an 

independent grand jury.  This was prejudicial.  The Government’s withholding of 

information has also prejudiced Anderson because it has impaired her ability to 

prepare a defense.  The Government should not be able to salvage its case. 

For the reasons explained in Anderson’s motions and this Reply, the motions 

should be granted. 
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Dated this 6th day of January, 2022. 
 
/s/ W. Robert Vezina, III    
W. Robert Vezina, III 
Florida Bar No. 329401 
/s/ Anthony L. Bajoczky, Jr. 
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 
tbajoczky@vlplaw.com 
rhodge@vlplaw.com 
 
Counsel for Defendant, 
Margo Deal Anderson 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document has been 
served electronically via the CM/ECF System on this 6th day of January, 2022. 

    /s/ W. Robert Vezina, III    
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