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

PENSACOLA DIVISION 
 

KELLS HETHERINGTON,  
Plaintiff, 

v. 

GINGER BOWDEN 
MADDEN, in her official 
capacity as State Attorney for 
the First Judicial Circuit in and 
for Escambia County, Florida, 
et al. 

Defendants. 

     
 
 
 

Case No.: 3:21-CV-671                   

 

DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND 
INCORPORATED MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT 

 COMES NOW Defendant, Ginger Bowden Madden, in her official capacity 

as the State Attorney for the First Judicial Circuit in and for Escambia County, 

Florida (the “State Attorney”), by and through undersigned counsel and pursuant to 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56, respectfully submits this Motion for Summary 

Judgment and Incorporated Memorandum of Law in Support and in support thereof 

states the following: 

INTRODUCTION 

 Plaintiff, Kells Hetherington, filed a one (1) count complaint alleging 

violations of his First Amendment right to free speech pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983. 

[DE 1]. Plaintiff alleges that his right to free speech was violated during a 2018 
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election when Plaintiff ran for a seat on the Escambia County School Board. More 

specifically, the Florida Elections Commission (the “FEC”) investigated Plaintiff 

after receiving a complaint that he described himself as a “lifelong republican” 

during the campaign in violation of Fla. Stat. §106.143(3). The FEC found probable 

cause to impose a fine upon Plaintiff. Importantly, the FEC did not refer the 

complaint about Plaintiff’s statement to the State Attorney’s Office nor did the FEC 

seek advice or counsel from the State Attorney at any time regarding Plaintiff’s 

alleged misconduct, the subsequent investigation, findings, or ultimate fine. In fact, 

the State Attorney first learned of Plaintiff’s previous campaign and alleged 

violation of Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3) was when this action was filed. 

Plaintiff alleges that he plans to again run in the nonpartisan election for 

Escambia County School Board and intends to make statements regarding his 

affiliation with the Republican party. Plaintiff’s action challenges the validity of Fla. 

Stat. § 106.143(3) which specifically prohibits candidates running for nonpartisan 

office from campaigning based on party affiliation. Plaintiff sued the State Attorney 

stating that he stands in fear of the State Attorney enforcing the challenged statute. 

Plaintiff files this action being fully aware that the State Attorney has never 

investigated or prosecuted Plaintiff based on any alleged violations of Florida’s 

election laws. Plaintiff instead asks the Court for injunctive relief against the State 

Attorney based on unfounded hypothetical conjecture rather than providing any facts 
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or evidence which support that he is legitimately in fear of enforcement from the 

State Attorney. Plaintiff’s “fear” is unsupported by evidence and the plain reading 

of Fla. Stat. §§ 106.143, 106.265, and 106.25, which do not impart any authority 

upon the State Attorney to impose civil penalties for any alleged violation of the Fl. 

Stat. § 106.143. Plaintiff has offered no evidence to show a traceable injury by the 

State Attorney to support Plaintiff’s “fear” of infringement of his First Amendment 

rights nor has he provided evidence to show that the injunctive relief sought will 

avoid any irreparable harm alleged in his Complaint.  

Furthermore, the statute which Plaintiff challenges prevents Plaintiff from 

running for a non-partisan position based on party affiliation. The statute does not, 

however, prevent Plaintiff from stating his views on budgets, education, or any other 

matter which Plaintiff deems important to include in his platform for election to the 

Escambia County School Board. Section 106.143(3) is narrowly tailored and to 

serve Florida’s compelling interest in maintaining the integrity of a non-partisan 

election and further ensuring that the right of Florida voters to vote without 

confusion or undue influence in maintained. The interest of maintaining the integrity 

of a non-partisan election is far greater that any minor burden placed on Plaintiff by 

not being able to state that he is running as a Republican. 
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Plaintiff’s claims fail as a matter of law because he cannot establish a prima 

facie case of any deprivation or credible threat of deprivation of Plaintiff’s rights to 

free speech by the State Attorney, and the Court should grant the instant motion.  

STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED FACTS 

 Plaintiff ran for a nonpartisan seat on the Escambia County School Board in 

2018. (Ex. A at ¶ 2). In May 2018, Michelle Salzman filed a complaint with the FEC 

alleging multiple violations of Florida’s elections laws against Plaintiff. (Ex. A at ¶ 

4; Ex. B at 3). Ms. Salzman’s Complaint provided an excerpt of a statement made 

by Plaintiff which described his conservative ideals and further explained that 

Plaintiff was a “lifelong Republican.” (Ex. B at 3). In response, the FEC conducted 

an investigation led by Keith Smith (“Mr. Smith”), Investigation Specialist for the 

FEC. (Ex. C at 1-3). The FEC’s ROI detailed the steps taken by Mr. Smith on behalf 

of the FEC to investigate Plaintiff’s alleged violation of Fla. Stat. § 106.14. Id. It is 

clear from the FEC’s ROI, that the FEC did not refer the investigation to the State 

Attorney, the State Attorney was not consulted during the FEC’s investigation, nor 

did the FEC receive any recommendations from the State Attorney regarding the 

allegations against Plaintiff. Id. The FEC concluded its investigation on May 1, 

2019. Id.  

 On July 11, 2019, following the FEC’s ROI, the FEC issued its Staff 

Recommendation Following Investigation (“SRFI”) which provided the FEC’s 
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recommendation of a finding of probable cause regarding Plaintiff’s conduct in 

concurrence with the ROI. (Ex. D at 3). On or about August 13, 2019, the FEC issued 

its official finding of probable cause against Plaintiff. (Ex. E at 2). The FEC’s finding 

of probable cause was based on Ms. Salzman’s Complaint, FEC staff 

recommendations, and oral statements (if any) made at a probable hearing on the 

matter. Id. at 1. Importantly, the FEC’s finding of probable cause was not based on 

any input whatsoever from the State Attorney’s Office. Id. On November 19, 2019, 

the FEC entered its Final Order regarding Plaintiff’s alleged violation of Fla. Stat. § 

106.143. (See generally, Ex. F).  The Final Order detailed the nature of the 

Complaint received by the FEC, the steps taken to investigate Plaintiff’s alleged 

violations, and the findings of facts which the FEC used to determine that Plaintiff 

had violated Fla. Stat. § 106.143 and that Plaintiff should be fined $500.00 for the 

noted violation. Id. At all times material to the investigation, finding of probable 

cause, and final disposition, all correspondence regarding the matter was transmitted 

from the FEC and did not include the State Attorney’s Office in any manner. (See 

Exs. A-F) In fact, all of Plaintiff’s correspondence regarding the reported violation 

of Fla. Stat. § 106.143 and the subsequent fine issued were directed only to the FEC 

and not the State Attorney’s Office. (Ex. G). Plaintiff further noted that he was 

considering filing suit against the FEC and its staff. Id. At no time material to the 

allegations in Plaintiff’s Complaint did Plaintiff allege any wrongdoing on part of 
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the State Attorney’s Office to include any alleged violation of his right to free 

speech. Id. Indeed, in Plaintiff’s declaration in support of his Motion for Preliminary 

Injunction, he does not mention any actions or wrongdoing on behalf of the State 

Attorney’s Office regarding his previous campaign. See generally Ex. A. In fact, 

Plaintiff only details the FEC’s involvement regarding his prior campaign violation 

and that he intends to run again in the future but is in fear of investigation, hearings 

and fines based on the previous enforcement action. (Ex. A at ¶¶ 4-7, and 12) 

(emphasis added). 

STANDARD FOR GRANTING SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

 “[S]ummary judgment shall be granted if the pleadings, depositions, answers 

to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show 

that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is 

entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c); Fernandez v. Bankers 

Nat’l Life Ins. Co., 906 F. 2d 559, 564 (11th Cir. 1990). The moving party bears the 

initial burden of showing the court that there is no genuine dispute concerning any 

material facts. Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 323 (1986). The movant 

discharges its burden by showing the Court that there is an absence of evidence to 

support an essential element of the non-movant’s case. Id. at 325. The party opposing 

summary judgment cannot rest on its pleadings or merely reassert its previous 

allegations. A “mere scintilla of evidence” supporting the non-movant’s case is 

Case 3:21-cv-00671-MCR-EMT   Document 68   Filed 12/27/21   Page 6 of 16



7 
 

insufficient to defeat a motion for summary judgment. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, 

Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 252 (1986). Instead, the non-movant must go beyond the 

pleadings and “come forward with significant, probative evidence demonstrating the 

existence of a triable issue of fact.” Chanel, Inc. v. Italian Activewear of Florida, 

Inc., 931 F. 2d 1472, 1477 (11th Cir. 1991). 

  In this case, Plaintiff’s claims are factually and legally insufficient to 

withstand a motion for summary judgment. Plaintiff has not and cannot provide any 

evidence to show that the State Attorney has previously or will in the future violate 

his First Amendment rights. Instead, Plaintiff’s claims are based solely on 

conclusory allegations which are insufficient to support a prima facie case against 

the State Attorney.  

SUPPORTING MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

A. Plaintiff Cannot Establish a Prima Facie Case Of Continuing 
Impact by the State Attorney Because the State Attorney is Not 
Authorized to Enforce or Impose Penalties for Violations of Fla. 
Stat. § 106.143.  
 

Plaintiff claims he is in fear that the State Attorney will enforce Fla. Stat. § 

106.143(3) during his planned campaign for Escambia County School Board. 

However, Plaintiff provides no evidence that the State Attorney previously enforced 

Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3) against Plaintiff during his 2018 campaign, or that she would 

do so in the future.  
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Plaintiff’s claims fail because he cannot establish sufficient evidence that the 

State Attorney has previously deprived, or is presently depriving, Plaintiff of his 

right to free speech.  Furthermore, the State Attorney may only impose penalties as 

prescribed by law for alleged violations of Florida’s election laws. Importantly, Fla. 

Stat. § 106.143 does not authorize the State Attorney to impose any civil penalties 

against a person alleged to have violated any provision of the statute. As such, 

Plaintiff cannot establish a threatened invasion of judicially cognizable interest 

because there are no facts which support that Plaintiff’s alleged harm is actual or 

imminent rather than merely conjectural or hypothetical.  

Section 106.143(3) provides that “[a] candidate for nonpartisan office is 

prohibited from campaigning based on party affiliation.” The statute further provides 

that the statute “does not prohibit a political advertisement from stating the 

candidate’s partisan-related experience.” Id. Any person found in violation of any 

section of Chapter 106 is subject to the civil penalties prescribed in Fla. Stat. § 

106.265. See Fla. Stat. § 106.143(11). Section 106.625(1) provides that the FEC or 

the administrative law judge (“ALJ”), when a case is referred to the Department of 

Administrative Hearings (“DOAH”) pursuant to §106.25(5), are authorized to issue 

civil penalties for a violation of Fla. Stat. §106.143. Importantly, the civil penalties 

noted in §106.265 are the only appropriate penalties provided by statute. Notably, 

§106.265 does not authorize the State Attorney to impose any civil penalties upon 
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any person accused and/or found to have violated Fla. Stat. § 106.143. Instead, only 

the FEC or ALJ may determine and enforce civil penalties upon review of a 

complaint filed. Although Fla. Stat. § 106.25(6) imparts an obligation upon the State 

Attorney to investigate an alleged violation of Florida’s election laws, this obligation 

is triggered only when a case is referred by the FEC. Even if the State Attorney were 

to conduct an investigation of Fla. Stat. § 106.143, the State Attorney may only 

undertake such criminal or civil actions as are justified by law. Id. (emphasis added). 

Indeed, the State Attorney is not justified by law to impose any penalties, civil or 

criminal, for a violation of Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3) based upon the plain reading of 

§106.265.1  

Plaintiff has not and cannot provide any evidence to show that the State 

Attorney previously investigated and/or enforced any alleged violations of Fla. Stat. 

§106.143(3) during his 2018 campaign, nor can he provide evidence of any such 

credible future threat. Indeed, Plaintiff’s own correspondence throughout the 

pendency of enforcement of the first violation was solely directed at the FEC as the 

sole enforcement agency of Plaintiff’s civil penalty. In addition to Plaintiff’s lack of 

 
1  In contrast, Fla. Stat. §106.08(7) prescribes that a person in violation of that statute 
may be found guilty of a misdemeanor in the first degree or a felony in the third-
degree dependent upon the severity of the violation. See Fla. Stat. § 106.08(7)(a-b). 
Penalties for such violations are as prescribed by Fla. Stat. §775.082 which 
specifically outlines various criminal penalties justified by law and shall be imposed 
by the State Attorney. 
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evidence to support sustaining a claim against the State Attorney, the statutory 

provisions of Fla. Stat. §§ 106.143(3) and 106.265 clearly establish that the only 

agencies authorized by law to impose civil penalties for violation of Fla. Stat. 

§106.143(3) are the FEC and an ALJ upon receiving referral of a case pursuant to 

Fla. Stat. §106.25(5).2  

Pursuant to Florida law, the State Attorney is not the proper enforcing 

authority of Fla. Stat. § 106.143, and Plaintiff cannot prove otherwise. This flaw is 

fatal to his claims, as the statutory provisions clearly delineate which agencies may 

enforce the civil penalties prescribed by the challenged statute, and the State 

Attorney is not one of those agencies. Even if Plaintiff could establish that the State 

Attorney was alternatively charged with the enforcement responsibility  which he 

cannot, there is no evidence to show that Plaintiff is legitimately in fear of such 

enforcement of Fla. Stat. §106.143(3). At most, the State Attorney could investigate 

an alleged violation of Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3), but only if such violation is referred 

by the FEC. However, even if the State Attorney were to conduct an investigation, 

the State Attorney is not authorized to enforce the provisions of Fla. Stat. §106.143 

or impose any civil penalties as a result of any alleged violation.  

 
2 A referral pursuant to Fla. Stat. §106.25(5) occurs only when a person alleged by 
the FEC to have committed a violation of Chapter 106 elects, as a matter of right, 
within thirty (30) days after the date of filing of the allegations, to have a formal 
hearing in front of an ALJ.   
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Summary judgment in the State Attorney’s favor is proper because there are 

no material facts in dispute, and there is no evidence supporting Plaintiff’s position.  

B. Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3) Serves a Compelling State Interest and is 
Narrowly Tailored to Serve the State’s Compelling Interest. 

 
Even if the Court were to determine that the State Attorney is an enforcement 

authority of Fla. Stat. §106.143(3), Plaintiff’s claims still fail as the provisions 

contained in the challenged statute serve a compelling state interest and are narrowly 

tailored to serve that interest. 

Plaintiff challenges Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3) stating that it prevents his right to 

free speech by forbidding Plaintiff from stating his political affiliation during his 

campaign for non-partisan office. However, there are no provisions of the challenged 

statute which prevent Plaintiff from expressing past positions held by him, previous 

political experience, or opinions on important issues. Plaintiff is simply prevented 

from stating his party affiliation during the pendency of his campaign for the purpose 

of ensuring integrity in a non-partisan election and to further prevent voter confusion 

at the ballot box. Section 106.143(3) is narrowly tailored to achieve the State’s 

interest as it is reasonable, viewpoint neutral legislation intended to protect the 

integrity of Florida’s non-partisan elections.  

As previously explained by the FEC, there is a compelling interest to ensure 

that Florida’s voters’ fundamental right to vote is protected by ensuring a non-

partisan election is free from confusion. Here, Plaintiff is asking the Court to find 
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that his right to expression of his political affiliation essentially outweighs the 

protection of Florida voter’s right to vote free from confusion and undue influence.  

Importantly the “right to vote freely for the candidate of one’s choice is of the 

essence of a democratic society.” Burson v. Freeman, 504 U.S. 191, 199 (citing 

Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 552 (1964)). “Other rights, even the most basic, are 

illusory if the right to vote is undermined.” Id. (citing Wesberry v. Sanders, 326 U.S.  

1, 17 (1964)). Indeed, it has previously been decided that a State has a compelling 

interest in protecting voters from confusion and undue influence. See Eu v. S.F. Cty. 

Democratic Cent. Comm., 489 U.S. 214, 228-29 (1989). It has also been recognized 

that a State “indisputably has a compelling interest in preserving the integrity of its 

election process.” Id. at 231. Thus, it is without question that Florida has a 

compelling interest in maintaining the integrity of its non-partisan elections and Fla. 

Stat. § 106.143(3) is narrowly tailored to serve that interest. The key concept of Fla. 

Stat. § 106.143(3) is to prevent those running for non-partisan office from running 

as a party candidate. Section 106.143(3) does not limit a candidate’s freedom of 

expression of his views. In fact, a candidate running for non-partisan may 

communicate his viewpoints, his previous experiences and opinions, and any other 

issue which the candidate deems important. The only restriction on a candidate for 

non-partisan office is that he cannot communicate his party affiliation. The purpose 

of this restriction is to ensure that a voter has a fair and reasonable opportunity to 
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examine a non-partisan candidate on a basis other than party affiliation and to 

prevent voter confusion in expecting to see a party label next to a candidate name at 

the ballot box.  

Further, Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3) is not underinclusive for failure to restrict all 

expression regarding party affiliation. The failure to regulate all speech does render 

a statute fatally underinclusive when faced with a strict scrutiny analysis. Burson, 

504 U.S. at 207. In order to protect the integrity of Florida’s non-partisan elections 

there has to be some restriction in place to ensure the integrity that a non-partisan 

election remain exactly that. It is without question that ensuring the integrity of a 

non-partisan election free from confusion is necessary to further the State’s 

compelling interest. To require the State to prove that such voter confusion would 

occur by allowing non-partisan candidates to run based on their party affiliation is 

implausible as voter confusion is nearly impossible to detect. See Burson, 504 U.S. 

at 2018 (holding that a Tennessee statute was not underinclusive for failing to isolate 

the effect of statutes on voter intimidation where voter intimidation was and has 

always been difficult to detect). To require proof that Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3)’s 

provisions are perfectly tailored to address the issue of voter confusion “would 

necessitate that a State’s political system sustain some level of damage before the 

legislature could take corrective action.” Id. (quoting Munro v. Socialist Workers 

Party, 479 U.S. 189, 195 (1986)). Instead, a State “should be permitted to respond 
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to potential deficiencies in the electoral process with foresight rather than reactively, 

provided that the response is reasonable and does not significantly impinge on 

constitutionally protected rights.” Id. at 195-96.  

Here, the limitations of Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3) do not constitute a significant 

impingement. Instead, the challenged statute ensures the integrity of Florida’s non-

partisan elections and protects voters from unnecessary confusion while at the ballot 

box in deciding how to vote for a non-partisan candidate. The State’s interest of 

maintaining the integrity of non-partisan elections is significant and the burden 

placed upon Plaintiff, if any, is slight as Plaintiff is free to engage in rhetoric which 

describes his past positions or his opinions on important issues. Plaintiff is merely 

prevented from stating that he is running as a Republican which would undoubtedly 

cause voter confusion in the upcoming non-partisan election. While it is undeniable 

that Plaintiff is entitled to the exercise of free speech, it is also undeniable that 

Florida voters have a right to cast a ballot free from confusion or undue influence in 

a non-partisan election. In weighing these two rights, the Court should find that the 

provisions contained in Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3) do not constitute an unconstitutional 

compromise. 

CONCLUSION 

 The undisputed record evidence shows that Plaintiff cannot maintain an action 

against the State Attorney for any alleged deprivation of Plaintiff’s right to free 
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speech as the State Attorney has no authority under the law to impose penalties for 

any alleged violations of Fla. Stat. §106.143(3). Furthermore, any limitations placed 

on Plaintiff by the statute are minimal as Plaintiff may engage in speech which 

undoubtedly shows his political views regarding issues of importance during the 

upcoming non-partisan election. The challenged statute is narrowly tailored to serve 

the State’s compelling interest in non-partisan elections to and further protect voters 

from undue influence or confusion. Therefore, the State Attorney is entitled to 

summary judgment on all of Plaintiff’s claims including nominal damages, 

injunctive relief, attorney’s fees, and any such further relief sought by Plaintiff. 

Respectfully submitted this 27th day of December 2021. 

/s/ Jennifer K. Sniadecki 
Mark L. Bonfanti 
Florida Bar No. 0010185 
mbonfanti@hgrslaw.com 
Jennifer K. Sniadecki 
Florida Bar No. 1010134 
jsniadecki@hgrslaw.com 
1241 Airport Road, Suite A 
Destin, Florida 32541 
Telephone: (850) 502-2004 
Facsimile: (404) 537-5555 

Counsel for the State Attorney 

LOCAL RULE 7.1(F) CERTIFICATION 

I CERTIFY that the pertinent part of this Motion does not exceed 3468 words. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I CERTIFY that on this 27th day of December 2021, the within and foregoing 

document has been filed using the CM/ECF System which will automatically serve 

all counsel of record. 

/s/ Jennifer K. Sniadecki 
Jennifer K. Sniadecki 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

PENSACOLA DIVISION  

KELLS HETHERINGTON, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

LAUREL M. LEE, et al, 

Defendants. 

Case No.  
3:21cv671-MCR-EMT 

DECLARATION OF KELLS HETHERINGTON IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

I, Kells Hetherington, declare as follows: 

1. I am the Plaintiff in the above referenced action. I am competent

to make the statements contained herein and declare the following 

based on my personal knowledge. 

2. After moving to Pensacola, Florida, in 2017, I ran in the 2018

election for a seat on the Escambia County School Board. I grew up 

watching my father serve our community, holding positions on a town 

council and other municipal boards, and his service inspired me to do 

the same. I am especially concerned about the rising cost of public 
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education in Escambia County coupled with the lagging performance of 

the school system. Escambia County public schools consistently rank 

among the worst in the state of Florida. Having said that, I firmly 

believe in the virtues of public education and I look forward to having 

my child in the schools here. I want the schools to be excellent for her 

and for every other young person in Escambia County.  

3. During the 2018 campaign, I visited thousands of homes and 

had countless discussions with voters to explain my positions on 

important issues and why they should vote for me. I also wrote a 

statement for the Escambia County voter guide, in which I described 

myself as a “lifelong Republican,” to help the voters learn more about 

my background and values.  

4. In May 2018, Michelle Salzman, the former president of the 

Parent Teacher Association filed a complaint with the Florida Elections 

Commission (“FEC” or “Commission”) alleging multiple violations of 

Florida’s elections laws. 

5. The FEC’s staff conducted an investigation and recommended to 

the Commission that there was probable cause to support one charge: 

expressing my partisan affiliation in a nonpartisan election.  
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6. On November 19, 2019, the FEC entered a decision ordering me 

to pay a $500 fine for describing myself as a “lifelong Republican.” After 

reconsidering the order in August 2020, the FEC reduced the fine to 

$200.  

7. I paid the fine on March 23, 2021, by sending a check to the 

FEC. The bank posted the cleared check to my account on April 7, 2021. 

8. On March 30, 2021, I established my candidacy for the 2022 

Escambia County School Board election by filing Form DS-DE 9, which 

appoints a campaign treasurer and designates a campaign depository.  

9. On April 7, 2021, I established my primary campaign depository. 

10. In my current campaign, I will again speak personally with 

voters, in their homes, in meetings, and on the street and other public 

locations. I will communicate with them on social media, in mailings, 

and in other campaign literature. And I will again share my candidate 

statement in the Escambia County voter guide. In all these situations I 

intend to share my political party affiliation, telling them that I am a 

lifelong Republican, to help communicate my positions on issues that 

are important to the voters. Sharing that I am a lifelong Republican 

gives voters an important overview or representation of my values when 
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I don’t have the time or opportunity to share every aspect of my 

platform. 

11. For example, in interviews with the media, candidates are often

asked for a single quote. Stating that I am a Republican is the fastest 

way to share the most information. Similarly, in the candidate 

statement for the Escambia County Supervisor of Elections, it is 

important to have the freedom to share my party affiliation.  

12. I am currently refraining from sharing my party affiliation with

voters, however, out of fear that I will again have to face investigation, 

hearings, and a fine for violating Fla. Stat. § 106.143(3). The previous 

enforcement action took over two years to complete and I’m worried 

about enduring that process once again.  

13. That the schools are run well is important to me and the future

of my family. So, whether I win or lose in the 2022 election, I will run 

for Escambia County School Board in future elections. I will also run for 

other nonpartisan offices in my community. It is important to be free to 

share my party affiliation with the voters regardless of the position I 

am running for.  
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