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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA  

 PANAMA CITY DIVISION  

  

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,  

                

v.                  Case No.:  5:20cr28-MW/MJF  

  

MARGO DEAL ANDERSON et al.,   

  

  Defendants.   

__________________________________/  

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART DEFENDANTS’  

MOTIONS IN LIMINE  

  

 This Court has considered, without hearing, Defendant Margo Deal Anderson and 

James David Finch’s motions in limine. ECF Nos. 425 & 426. The Government filed 

a response in opposition, ECF No. 439,1 to which Defendants filed replies, ECF Nos. 

446 & 447. Defendants’ motions are now under submission and ripe for disposition. 

For the reasons set out below, Defendants’ motions in limine, ECF Nos.  

425 & 426, are GRANTED in part and DENIED in part.  

I  

 
1 As the Government notes in its response to Defendants’ motions in limine, its arguments 

in opposition are largely set out in its own motion in limine. See ECF No. 439 at 1.  
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Anderson moves to exclude the following items from being admitted into 

evidence: (A) “evidence concerning her alleged involvement in the Erosion Control 

Services (‘ECS’) and WorldClaim projects,” and (B) “evidence concerning her  

  
retention and payment of counsel.” ECF No. 425 at 1. Finch also seeks to exclude 

these items, as well as an order (C) excluding evidence and arguments related to 

bidrigging allegations; and (D) an order requiring the Government to identify all 

alleged co-conspirators and their statements that it intends to offer at trial. ECF No. 

426 at 1–2. The Government argues that evidence on these matters is due to be 

admitted and that Finch’s request for information on co-conspirators amounts to an 

improper bill of particulars. See ECF No. 439 at 2. This Court will address each 

argument in turn.  

A  

 Defendants argue that evidence related to Anderson’s connections to the ECS and 

WorldClaim schemes should be excluded under Federal Rule of Evidence 403 

because its probative value is substantially outweighed by “the danger of unfair 

prejudice, confusing the issues, and misleading the jury.” ECF No. 425 at 11. 

Specifically, Defendants contend that the Government’s purpose in introducing this 

evidence—to show Anderson’s intent to accept bribes as alleged in indictment based 

on her willingness to do so in the past—offers little in probative value. See id. at 9. 
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This minimal value, Defendants argue, is substantially outweighed by the danger of 

confusing the issues and misleading the jurors because she would then necessarily 

introduce evidence refuting her participation in the uncharged ECS and WorldClaim 

schemes. See id.  

2  

 The Government insists that it only seeks to introduce limited evidence about 

Anderson’s involvement with the ECS projects to prove her intent to be bribed as 

well as to corroborate Michael White’s anticipated testimony of his corrupt 

relationship with Anderson. ECF No. 427 at 17. Further, this evidence would give 

context, the Government contends, to Anderson’s funneling of hurricane debris 

removal business to Finch, as well as the timing of her motorhome transaction with  

Finch. Id. at 19–20. The Government acknowledges that a “minimalist approach” to 

ECS evidence, where this Court excludes evidence of Anderson’s role in the ECS 

scheme as well as Defendants’ potential whistleblowing evidence, may be “the best 

option to ensure a fair and efficient trial . . . .” Id. at 12. The Government also 

suggests an approach where it would introduce limited evidence about Anderson’s 

involvement with ECS in the form of its work on her property, the allegedly fake 

invoices this prompted, and the timing of the ECS indictment to show the effect it 

had on Anderson. Id. at 13–16.  
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 As for World Claim, the Government seeks to introduce testimony “from two 

witnesses and a few documents to establish that Defendant Anderson agreed to 

accept free insurance adjustment services” from WorldClaim in exchange for 

directing the City of Lynn Haven to award it with a contract. Id. at 25. The 

Government argues that this evidence is highly probative because it, like the ECS  

3  

evidence, shows Anderson’s intent to accept bribes as described in the charged 

offenses. Id.  

 Under Federal Rule of Evidence 403, a district court “may exclude relevant evidence 

if its probative value is substantially outweighed by a danger of one or more of the 

following: unfair prejudice, confusing the issues, misleading the jury, undue delay, 

wasting time, or needlessly presenting cumulative evidence.” Exclusion under Rule 

403 “should be used only sparingly since it permits the trial court to exclude 

concededly probative evidence. The balance under the Rule, therefore, should be 

struck in favor of admissibility.” United States v. Fallen, 256 F.3d 1082, 1091 (11th 

Cir. 2001).  

  While a close call, this Court finds that most of the evidence that the  
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Government seeks to introduce as to Anderson’s involvement with ECS and 

WorldClaim should be excluded under Rule 403. 2  As the Government notes, 

Anderson’s alleged involvement with both the ECS and WorldClaim projects offers 

some probative value as to her intent to accept bribes like the ones charged in the 

indictment, as well as Anderson’s husband’s tendency to conduct allegedly corrupt 

transactions on her behalf.3 This limited probative value, however, is substantially  

  
outweighed by the effect such evidence would have in confusing the issues and 

misleading the jury. At its core, the “middle approach” pursued by the Government 

would create a trial-within-a-trial on Anderson’s involvement with ECS and 

WorldClaim—conduct not charged in the operative indictment—to offer limited 

evidence on Anderson’s intent to accept bribes generally. This evidence would create 

a substantial risk of the jury considering Anderson’s culpability in two uncharged 

corruption schemes when tasked with assessing her and Finch’s guilt as to other 

projects. The Government does not dispute that Finch was not involved with the ECS 

and WorldClaim schemes. This Court also previously severed the ECS and 

WorldClaim charges directed at Anderson alone under Federal Rule of Criminal 

 
2 Because this Court finds that this evidence is due to be excluded under Rule 403, it need 

not address whether the evidence should be excluded under Rule 404.  

  
3 The Government’s insistence that this evidence provides important context for charged 

conduct, ECF No. 427 at 18–20, is unpersuasive. The ECS and WorldClaim conduct has little 

connection to the conspiracy as charged besides showing Anderson allegedly accepted bribes in  

4  
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Procedure 14(a) due to the risk of confusing the jury with Defendants being tried 

jointly. See ECF No. 335. As uncharged conduct,4 this evidence poses the same risk 

of misleading the jury with even less probative value.   

This Court finds that the “minimalist” approach submitted by the  

Government, see ECF No. 427 at 12, comes closer to striking an appropriate balance  

  
the past. In other words, this Court’s exclusion of most ECS and WorldClaim evidence does not 

leave gaps in the Government’s efforts to show a public corruption conspiracy with Finch at the 

center as described in the indictment and briefing on the motions to dismiss. See ECF No. 403 at 

8–9.  
  

under Rule 403. The Government will not be permitted to introduce evidence about 

the alleged ECS and WorldClaim schemes, with the following exceptions:   

• the timing of the ECS indictment, which mentioned Anderson, being 

unsealed the day after the FBI interviewed her, as well as electronic 

evidence that Anderson saved a copy on the day it was unsealed;5  

 
4 The Government filed a superseding indictment without charges related to the ECS and 

WorldClaim schemes following this Court’s severance order. See ECF No. 355.  

5  
5  Anderson concedes that the timeline of the ECS indictment being unsealed and 

Defendants’ subsequent actions are admissible to show consciousness of guilt. ECF No. 446 at 2. 

This Court agrees. See Wright v. Sec’y, Dep’t of Corr., No. 18-80002-CV, 2021 WL 445232, at 

*13 (S.D. Fla. Jan. 15, 2021) (finding that evidence of covering up a crime may show a defendant’s 

consciousness of guilt), report and recommendation adopted, No. 9:18-CV-80002-RLR, 2021 WL 

430726 (S.D. Fla. Feb. 8, 2021); cf. Hickory v. United States, 160 U.S. 408, 415–16 (1896) (noting 

that “concealment of the evidence of crime has been regarded by the law as a proper fact to be 

taken into consideration as evidence of guilt”).  
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• grand jury subpoenas which were served on both Defendants in late 

December 2019 compelling production of documents concerning the 

financial relationship between them; and  

• Defendant Anderson’s spouse issuing a $20,000 check to Defendant Finch 

shortly after the subpoenas issued, with a note purporting that the payment 

was for the motorhome, and a withdrawal of $15,000 in cash from 

Anderson and her spouse’s joint bank account.  

This Court notes that the excluded evidence about the substance of the ECS and 

WorldClaim schemes may be admissible if Defendants open the door at trial. For 

example, if Defendants present evidence that suggests they were actually 

whistleblowers raising the alarm about corruption in Lynn Haven, this Court will  

  
permit the Government to rebut that narrative with evidence of the ECS and  

WorldClaim schemes. See United States v. Beechum, 582 F.2d 898, 909 (5th Cir. 

1978) (“It is derogative of the search for truth to allow a defendant to tell his story 

of innocence without facing him with evidence impeaching that story.”).6  

B  

 

6  
6  In Bonner v. City of Prichard, 661 F.2d 1206, 1209 (11th Cir.1981) (en banc), the 

Eleventh Circuit adopted as binding precedent all decisions of the former Fifth Circuit issued 

before October 1, 1981.  

7  
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 Next, Defendants’ request to exclude evidence of Anderson’s retention and payment 

of counsel. Defendants argue that any mention of Finch helping Anderson select 

counsel or his financial assistance in procuring counsel should be excluded under 

Rule 403 because the danger of unfair prejudice substantially outweighs its probative 

value. ECF No. 425 at 15. Specifically, Defendants note that evidence of Finch’s 

association with Anderson’s counsel serves only to show a connection between 

Defendants, which can (and likely will) be shown by a bevy of other evidence. Id. 

This minimal probative value, Defendants contend, is substantially outweighed by 

the danger of unfair prejudice that some jurors will “assume something nefarious lies 

beneath” Finch’s assistance, id., perhaps that Finch is paying to keep Anderson from 

cooperating with the Government, ECF No 426 at 8.  

The Government argues that evidence of Anderson’s financial arrangement 

with her counsel and Finch “tends to show that Defendants had a corrupt  

  
arrangement,” which it intends to prove by introducing only evidence of Finch’s  

“initial transfer of $200,000” to Anderson’s counsel. ECF No. 439 at 5–7. The 

Government cites, among other cases, United States v. Frazier, 944 F.2d 820, 824 

(11th Cir. 1991), for the proposition that evidence of a defendant’s particular choice 

of counsel is fair game when the choice of counsel is relevant to the dispute. ECF 

No. 427 at 33.  
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This Court agrees with Defendants—evidence regarding Anderson’s retention 

and payment of counsel is due to be barred under Rule 403. The Government’s point 

that this evidence is probative of Defendants’ potentially corrupt association is well 

taken. However, the probative value of this evidence is substantially outweighed by 

the danger of undue prejudice—namely, that the jury finds Finch paid for Anderson’s 

counsel to prevent her from cooperating with the Government. Allowing the 

Government to introduce evidence of Finch helping to finance Anderson’s legal 

defense presents a substantial and undue risk that the jury will question both 

Anderson’s right to counsel of her choice as well as this Court’s verification that she, 

by knowingly and voluntarily waiving any potential conflict of interest, see ECF No. 

104, controls the scope of her representation. The probative value of the Government 

introducing evidence regarding Anderson’s retention and payment of counsel is 

substantially outweighed by the undue prejudice that would result from its 

admission. Accordingly, such evidence is due to be excluded under Rule 403.   

8  

C  

Now, Finch’s request to exclude prior evidence of his alleged bid-rigging. 

Finch contends that the Government should not be permitted to introduce evidence 

of “so-called bid-rigging,” including any bids for contracts or the purchase of city 

owned property unrelated to the city projects at the core of the operative indictment. 
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ECF No. 426 at 2–3. The Government argues that while this evidence is relevant, it 

“does not presently intend to offer such evidence in its case in chief.” ECF No. 439 

at 9. “It may be a relevant topic,” the Government notes, “for cross examination for 

certain potential defense witnesses, or in a rebuttal case.” Id. Rather than address the 

issue of admissibility for these purposes now, the Government suggests that this 

Court refrain from addressing the admissibility of this evidence now and instead 

require counsel “to approach the bench before eliciting evidence or argument on the 

subject . . . .” Based on this representation, this Court will refrain from ruling on 

Finch’s request to exclude prior evidence of his alleged bid-rigging. 7  If the 

Government seeks to introduce argument of evidence on this subject, it must 

approach the bench to make its case for admissibility.  

  
D  

Finally, Finch’s request for the Government to produce the names of all 

alleged co-conspirators and a description of their statements it intends to introduce. 

ECF No. 426 at 12–14. Finch argues that, where the Government intends to introduce 

 
7 This Court will rule on the Government’s more specific argument regarding Finch’s 

purchase of the Hatcher Drive property when it addresses the Government’s motion in limine, ECF 

No. 427.  

9  
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statements under the co-conspirator hearsay exception, it can mitigate the danger of 

prejudicing a defendant by admitting such statements without a proper foundation 

by requiring information about the conspirators and their statements prior to trial. Id. 

at 13 (citing United States v. Barretine, 591 F.2d 1069, 1077 (5th Cir. 1979)). The 

Government contends that it does not need to produce this information at this stage 

and that Finch is essentially asking for a bill of particulars. ECF No. 439 at 11.   

This Court declines to exercise its discretion to direct the Government to 

produce this information. First, this sort of request is improper for a motion in limine, 

which should aim to resolve evidentiary issues—not discovery. Second, as the  

Government notes, Finch is essentially asking for a bill of particulars,8 which this 

Court declines to mandate. Accordingly, Finch’s request for the Government to 

produce the names of all alleged co-conspirators and a description of their statements 

it intends to introduce is denied.  

  
II  

As set out above, this Court finds that most of the evidence that the 

Government seeks to introduce as to Anderson’s involvement with ECS and  

 
8 The case cited by Finch to support his assertion that the Government should be required 

to produce this information concerns a bill of particulars—not a motion in limine. See United 

States v. Barrentine, 591 F.2d 1069, 1077 (5th Cir. 1979).  

10  



Case 5:20-cr-00028-MW-MJF   Document 468   Filed 02/13/23   Page 12 of 12 

 

WorldClaim should be excluded under Rule 403. Similarly, evidence regarding 

Anderson’s retention and payment of counsel is due to be barred under Rule 403. As 

for Finch’s individual requests, this Court will refrain from ruling on his request to 

exclude prior evidence of his alleged bid-rigging and will require counsel to 

approach the bench before eliciting evidence or argument on the subject. This Court 

declines Finch’s request to direct the Government to produce the names of all alleged 

co-conspirators and a description of the statements it intends to introduce. 

Accordingly, Defendants’ motions in limine, ECF Nos. 425 & 426, are GRANTED 

in part and DENIED in part.  

SO ORDERED on February 13, 2023.  

           s/Mark E. Walker         ____  

             Chief United States District Judge  

  

11  


