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REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
COMPLAINT NO. 18-044

(D) Michael R. Vincent of Okeechobee, is the Supervisor/Secretary of the Coquina Water
Control District (District) and files this compliant on behalf of the District. He alleges that the
Respondent, Dorothy Miles, a former member of the District's Board of Supervisors, violated
the Code of Ethics for Public Officers and Employees. Mr. Vincent alleges that the
Respondent performed accounting work for the District for which she sought payment. When
the Board refused, he alleges, she waited until the Board was comprised of new members
unfamiliar with the refusal, and again sought payment. The Complainant also alleges the
Respondent improperly obtained payment to which she was not entitled for actions taken in
her capacity as a District Supervisor. To obtain such payment, the Complainant alleges, the
Respondent falsely informed new Supervisors that past members of the Board had been paid
for work performed for the District, sent outside-the-Sunshine text requests to another
Supervisor asking that he support her motion to allow Supervisors to receive additional
compensation, refused to sign District payroll checks until she received her own
compensation, removed the Complainant's authority to become a bank signatory, directed
bank staff to refuse signatory authorization to a newly elected member, and posted false
notices indicating that an emergency Board meeting where banking/signatory issues would be
discussed had been cancelled.

(2) The Complaint further alleges that the Respondent authorized construction of a new
cattle fence for a landowner in exchange for him agreeing to follow her directions when
voting on District issues, instructed the Board's secretary to shred a stack of ballots before
they could be considered in an election recount, and authorized a friend to contact the Board's
outside counsel at District expense. Additionally, during the course of this investigation,
information was discovered indicating that the Respondent may have voted on matters inuring
to her own special private gain.

(3) The Executive Director of the Commission on Ethics noted that the above-referenced
allegations were sufficient to warrant a preliminary investigation to determine whether the
Respondent's actions violated Sections 112.313(2), Florida Statutes (Solicitation or
Acceptance of Gifts), 112.313(3), Florida Statutes (Doing Business With One's Agency),
112.313(6), Florida Statutes (Misuse of Public Position), 112.313(7)(a), Florida Statutes
(Conflicting Employment or Contractual Relationship), and 112.3143, Florida Statutes
(Voting Conflicts).

4) The District is a special district established and organized for the purposes of ensuring
proper water management within its boundaries. It operates and maintains drainage systems,
canals, equipment, and certain roads. The District Board of Supervisors is comprised of three
members elected by the landowners to a three-year term. The length of service for a
Supervisor is staggered so that a Supervisor is either elected or re-elected every year at an
annual landowners meeting, which is held on the second Friday of October.

Payment for the accounting work




(5)  The Complainant alleges that the Respondent wrote herself a check for $800 for
accounting/bookkeeping work she had offered to do as a volunteer, and which was performed
from April through July of 2015. The Complainant states the Respondent asked then-Board
Supervisor Tom Feldt to sign the check, and that Mr. Feldt refused and told the Respondent to
bring the check to the next Board meeting so the matter could be discussed. The complaint
alleges that the Board voted against paying the Respondent the $800, yet the Respondent kept
the check and made the request again a year later, to an entirely new Board, without
mentioning to them that the previous Board had voted against paying her.

(6) The Respondent said she served as a District Supervisor for 12 years. Relevant to the
allegations in this Complaint, she served as Supervisor/Secretary from 2014 through 2016,
and as Supervisor/Chair during 2016 and 2017. The Respondent stated that she did not seek
re-election when her term ended in October 2018. The Respondent explained that her
understanding was that landowners had approved compensating Supervisors $50 for each
monthly meeting. In addition, she said, there was a time when Board Supervisors agreed they
could be paid for any additional work performed for the District over and above the $50 per
meeting. The Respondent could not recall when the Board of Supervisors agreed to provide
this additional compensation, but said that after Tom Feldt was elected as a Board
Supervisor/Chairman "no one got paid for doing extra work." Note: District records reflect
that Mr. Feldt was elected in 2013.

(7 District landowner meeting minutes confirm that on October 8, 2014, landowners
voted against any monetary compensation for District Supervisors. Landowner meeting
minutes for September 30, 2015, reflect that the landowners voted and approved
compensation for Supervisors to be paid "$50 one time per month, provided they attend their
scheduled monthly meeting." The September 2015 minutes also reflect that additional
compensation for Supervisors was discussed when former Supervisor and landowner Melvin
Byres suggested that the Respondent be paid for additional duties. September minutes also
reflect that then-acting-attorney for the District, John Weig, advised the Board that Florida
Statutes allows for the Secretary of the Board to receive additional compensation beyond that
of other Board members. However, the minutes do not reflect that a vote was taken on the
matter. On October 8, 2016, landowners voted to affirm the existing compensation set at $50
per month. The minutes from the October 27, 2017, landowner meeting reflect the existing
policy was reaffirmed, allowing board members $50 per month compensation.

(8) Current District General Counsel Scott Fitzpatrick stated via telephone that the
decision to allow additional compensation for a Supervisor serving as the Board's Secretary
does not require a vote by the landowners. He noted that while the compensation for
Supervisors was set by landowners at $50 per month, Section 298.14 Florida Statutes,’ states
that "If the secretary is a member of the board, he or she is entitled to compensation as
provided in this chapter." Mr. Fitzpatrick then went on to cite Section 298.20, Florida
Statutes,” which allows the Board of Supervisors to fix compensation, and "provide for the

! Florida Statutes 298.14 is attached as Exhibit A.
2 Florida Statutes 298.20 is attached as Exhibit B.



compensation for work done by any officer, engineer, attorney, or other employee..." He
stated, based on Section 298.20, that additional compensation for a Supervisor/Secretary is at
the discretion of the Board of Supervisors and requires them to vote.

9) The Respondent said that in 2015, the District was without an accountant, and she and
Supervisor Feldt orally agreed that she would handle the District's bookkeeping/accounting,
which entailed paying District payroll as well as invoices from contractors and vendors. She
said, prior to her commencement of accounting duties the matter had not been brought before
the Board for a vote, nor brought before the landowners for approval. She recalled that she
and Mr. Feldt discussed monetary compensation for her taking over the duties of the previous
accountant/employee, whom Mr. Feldt had fired. She said she performed these duties from
April 2015 until July 2015, submitted an invoice in December 2015 for her services to newly
hired District accountant Dina Hampton, and received a check dated December 3, 2015, for
$800. The Respondent explained that, at this time, all District checks required two
Supervisors' signatures. Note: Records reflect that in October 17, 2016, District
Superintendent Howard Sensaboy was added as a bank signatory, so that he, in addition to the
Supervisors, could also sign checks. The Respondent said she signed the check, but
Supervisor Feldt refused to sign it. The Respondent confirmed that she brought the check to
the December 30, 2015, Board meeting to discuss the matter. The Respondent stated that she
is not a professional accountant or bookkeeper and does not own or work for any accounting
or bookkeeping companies. She stated that these were extra duties she performed in her
capacity as the Supervisor/Secretary, and that she denies deceiving the District in order to be
compensated for her work.

(10)  Mr. Feldt stated that he and the Respondent agreed she would perform the
bookkeeping and accounting services for the District until a new accountant could be hired.
He stated that when District Administrative Assistant Rachel English presented him with the
Respondent's check for his signature, he refused to sign it. He recalled that, at a subsequent
Board meeting, the Board voted against paying the Respondent. Mr. Feldt said he refused to
sign the check because the Respondent had agreed "she was going to do the work for free."
He said he could not recall a time when Board Supervisors were paid extra money for
additional work they performed for the District, and that he considered the extra work that the
Respondent performed for District as being in the course of her services as the
Supervisor/Secretary.

(11)  The Respondent and then-Supervisor Carlin Galvan were present at the December 30,
2015 Board meeting, and then-Supervisor Feldt was absent. The minutes® reflect that there
was a discussion on whether to compensate the Respondent retroactively (for April through
July 2015). The Board minutes also reflect that Supervisor Galvan said she assumed the
Respondent volunteered to perform the accounting work for the District. The minutes also
reflect that then-General Counsel William Nielander advised the Respondent that she would
not be allowed to vote concerning her own compensation, and suggested the matter be tabled
and discussed at a future meeting so that all Board members would be present to vote on

3 District Board meetings were not recorded until September 2017.



whether the Respondent should be paid. Supervisor Galvan moved to table the matter and
continue the meeting on January 6, 2016, and the Respondent seconded the motion.

(12)  The January 6, 2016, Board meeting minutes indicate that the matter was raised again
and was voted on by the Board. Then-Supervisor Galvan moved that the Respondent not be
paid for the work that she did as bookkeeper/accountant. Then-Supervisors Feldt and Galvan
voted in favor of the motion and the motion passed, with the Respondent abstaining.

(13)  The issue was brought forth again at the September 14, 2016 Board meeting. The
meeting minutes indicate the Respondent reiterated she had performed accounting work as
Supervisor/Secretary for the District from April 2015 through July 2015, explaining that then-
Supervisor Feldt had "called her up and asked her to take care of the bills and payroll each
week...until Ms. Hampton was hired," but had then refused to approve her payment. During
the meeting, then-General Counsel Lon Worth Crow, IV, advised that the "issue is that the
work was done without Board approval." The minutes indicate that no new action was taken
regarding the Respondent's request for compensation.

(14)  According to the Respondent, Ms. Hampton was terminated as the District's
accountant in October 2016, and the new accounting firm Wicks, Brown, Williams and
Company, was hired. The Respondent stated that she asked the District's new accountant,
Cheryl Williams, if Williams could void the original $800 check and issue a new one. The
Respondent said Ms. Williams instructed her to obtain Board approval for a new check. The
Respondent stated that on January 13, 2017, she presented the original check to the Board,
informing them that it was for accounting work she performed in 2015, and that Supervisor
Feldt had refused to sign the check. She asked the Board for a replacement check and the
Board (which no longer included Mr. Feldt or Ms. Galvan) agreed to have the check reissued.
She could not recall if the matter was voted upon.

(15) According to the January 13, 2017, Board meeting minutes, new Supervisor Michael
Vincent (the Complainant), and the Respondent (who was then-Supervisor/Chairman) were
present, and Supervisor Danny Faircloth was absent. The minutes reflect the Respondent
informed Mr. Vincent that she had an expired check for her time performing the District
bookkeeping, and that former Supervisor Feldt had refused to sign it. The minutes further
reflect that the Respondent asked for a replacement check, but do not indicate whether the
Board voted on the matter. Then-District General Counsel Tony Young was present at the
meeting, but the minutes do not reflect whether he gave any advice on the matter. The
minutes note only that "the Board discussed same and agreed to have the check re-issued." A
second $800 check made payable to the Respondent was issued on January 20, 2017, and
signed by the Respondent and District Superintendent Sensaboy. The minutes do not indicate
whether the Respondent informed the Board that her request for compensation had been
previously denied at the January 6, 2016, Board meeting.

Improperly obtained compensation




(16) The Complainant alleges that the Respondent billed the District for additional
compensation, and received a total of $3,100 in unauthorized and unlawful payments.
Landowner James Griffith, who helped author the ethics complaint, said the $3,100 is the total
approximation of invoices billed to the District, inclusive of the $800 the Respondent received
for the accounting work she performed.

(17)  The invoices the Respondent submitted to the District, dated March 16, 2017, through
November 16, 2017, indicate that, in addition to the monthly Board meetings, the Respondent
billed the District $50 each time she performed services such as: "checking bridge,"
"attending workshop," "landowner meeting," "check signing,” "check canal D," "budget,"
"check signing payroll," "audit," "purchase apple computer,” "bank business,"
"deputy/computer,” and "Coquina business." The total earnings by the Respondent from the
District, for "non-employee compensation” on her 2017 1099 tax form totaled $3,350.00,
compared to 2016, which lists $600 ($50 per meeting per month for 12 months) as "non-
employee compensation.”

(18)  The Respondent confirmed that she submitted invoices to the District's accountant for
work she performed as Supervisor/Chairman from March 16, 2017, through November 16,
2017. She also confirmed accepting payment for her services over and above the
compensation set for Supervisors by landowners for attending meetings. She explained that
Mr. Sensaboy, who was employed as the District Superintendent, accompanied her to the
accountant's office to sign checks for the District's payables and District payroll. She
explained that when a check for payment was issued for her services, she and Mr. Sensaboy
both signed the check. The Respondent said she felt entitled to additional compensation for
her time.

(19)  Accountant Cheryl Williams, who, as previously noted, became the District's
accountant in late 2016, explained via telephone that before every Board meeting, she
prepares a monthly itemized financial statement of all payments (warrants) the District has
made, which she said, includes payments made to Supervisors for additional work they have
performed for the District. She prepares a packet containing the finalized financial statement
and transaction list from the bank, and gives it to each Supervisor for review. This statement
is voted on and approved by the Board at every meeting. She confirmed that every invoice
the Respondent submitted for payment in March 2017 and thereafter, was consistently
included in the itemized financial statement.

(20) Ms. Williams said that as long as the Board continued to approve the itemized
financial statements, she did not question the Respondent's frequent submission of invoices to
the District for payment because she "took the Respondent at her word that she was fulfilling
her duties." Ms. Williams said although she was not aware of any prohibition for a
Supervisor signing a check for payment to themselves, she was not totally comfortable with
the Respondent signing checks payable to herself.

(21)  Ms. Williams noted that she pays District bills bi-weekly and weekly, and that 99
percent of the invoices that are received in her office are prepared, signed, and issued prior to
the Board's monthly review of them.



(22) District Paralegal Erin Fralix stated that the Board reviews and votes to approve the
financial statement each month, a practice which is reflected in the meeting minutes. She
stated that the approval of the monthly warrants is not an audit, and that the Board is not
approving invoices or expenditures to be paid, as they are payments that have already been
made. She stated that it is to confirm the accounting is correct, re-categorizing expenditures,
and moving around budgeted money to allow for upcoming expenditures.

(23) Ms. Fralix confirmed that the Respondent never sought Board approval before
submitting her invoices to the accountant. Ms. Fralix said that the Respondent signed her own
checks, along with Mr. Sensaboy, and that the payments the Respondent received went
unnoticed and/or unaddressed by other Board members from March 2017 until November
2017.

(24) Board meeting minutes between March 2017 and October 2017, reflect that, during
the "Approval of Minutes and Warrants" portion of the meeting, a motion to approve the
minutes and warrants from the previous month's Board meeting would be made, and that the
Respondent participated in the votes.

(25)  Supervisor Vincent stated via telephone that he gradually began to notice the
payments to the Respondent on the District's monthly financial statements and said he
questioned whether the Respondent's requests for payment from the District were authorized
by the Board. He stated he that he was fairly new to the Board and was still learning how the
District operated.

(26) Note: This ethics complaint refers to an investigation by the Okeechobee County
Sheriff's Office on January 24, 2018, wherein the Complainant (Supervisor Vincent) and
landowner James Griffith, on behalf of the District, filed a criminal complaint for theft against
the Respondent, alleging that she made unauthorized payments to herself totaling $3,100.
Detective Dale La Flam concluded that the "investigation did not yield any evidence that Mrs.
Miles [the Respondent] committed any theft."

(27) The Complainant alleges that, in March 2017, the Respondent falsely informed
Supervisors that past Supervisors were given additional compensation for performing extra
work for the District, and that the practice had been abolished and needed to be reinstated.

(28) The March 10, 2017, Board meeting minutes confirm that the Respondent, who was
then Supervisor/Chairman, informed the other Board members that past Supervisors received
additional compensation for doing extra work for the District. She told them that previous
Boards voted against this practice, but she wanted it reinstated. The meeting minutes also
indicate that Attorney Young advised that Supervisors could be paid for additional work as
long as the Board voted to approve it. Meeting minutes reflect that Supervisor Faircloth
moved to compensate any Supervisor performing additional work for the District. Supervisor
Vincent seconded the motion, and it was unanimously passed, with the Respondent
participating in the vote



(29) The Respondent said she recalled that past Supervisors were allowed to receive
additional compensation for extra duties performed for the District, but could not recall
specific examples. She denied fabricating a story to mislead the Board in order to obtain
additional compensation from the District.

(30)  Former-Supervisor Feldt said he was not aware of a time when Supervisors were given
additional compensation. Former-Supervisor Faircloth said he was not aware of any
Supervisor receiving additional compensation, nor did he ever ask for any.

(31) District Accountant Williams recalled that, prior to 2015, deceased then-Board
Supervisor Melvin Byres was given additional compensation for his expertise and work with
shale pits.

(32) District Superintendent Sensaboy said he has been a District employee for 15 years,
and has served as the District Superintendent for the past three years. He confirmed that
former Supervisor Byres was given additional compensation by the District. Mr. Sensaboy
could not recall any other Supervisor asking for, or being provided with additional
compensation.

(33) The Complainant alleges that the Respondent, in violation of the Sunshine Law, sent
requests via text to then-Supervisor Faircloth in or around March 2017, asking him to support
a motion or make a motion allowing Board members to receive additional compensation over
and above $50 per meeting. The Complainant alleged that he learned about the texts from
District Paralegal Fralix.

(34) Ms. Fralix stated Mr. Faircloth had told her that the Respondent had sent him
"multiple texts regarding district issues." Furthermore, Ms. Fralix advised, "I believe she [the
Respondent] tried to influence his vote on certain matters, but I do not recall which matters."

(35)  Mr. Faircloth denied receiving any requests via text from the Respondent asking him
to support or to make a motion allowing District Supervisors to be compensated for extra
work they performed for the District.

(36) The Respondent denied sending any requests via text to Supervisor Faircloth, in
violation of Florida's Sunshine Law. She said she never asked or directed him to make a
motion that would allow Supervisors to receive additional compensation. However, she
stated that when Mr. Faircloth was employed as the District Superintendent (in charge of the
District work crews), she regularly communicated with him via text regarding various work
projects within the District.

(37) The Complainant alleges that in or around November 2017, the Respondent refused to
sign payroll checks for District employees unless she received compensation for doing so.

(38) Ms. Fralix stated that in November 2017, she told the Respondent that she [the
Respondent] could not keep submitting invoices to the District for additional compensation.



Ms. Fralix said the Respondent then refused to sign District payroll checks if she was not
paid. Ms. Fralix said this was during a time when the Respondent was the only Board
Supervisor with authority to sign checks. Ms. Fralix asserted that she and accountant
Williams complied with the Respondent's demands to ensure that District employees received
their paychecks on time.

(39) The Respondent acknowledged refusing to sign checks unless she received
compensation for her time. She stated that when Ms. Fralix told her that she could not keep
invoicing the District for extra compensation, she responded, "If I don't get paid for this, I
won't be signing any checks."”

(40)  District records reflect that from October 31, 2017, until on or about November 22,
2017, the Respondent was the only Supervisor who was an authorized bank signatory.
Supervisor Vincent had been removed from Seacoast Bank as a signatory, and Supervisor
Faircloth had resigned. The only two authorized signatories were the Respondent and Mr.
Sensaboy, the District Superintendent.

(41) The Complainant alleges that the Respondent removed his check signing authority
without Board approval, and that, in November 2017, the Respondent prevented a newly
elected Supervisor, David Law, from becoming a bank signatory. The resignation of
Supervisor Faircloth, he stated, left the Respondent as the only Supervisor authorized to sign
checks.

(42) Elizabeth Cartwright, Manager of Deposit Operations at Seacoast Bank, stated via
telephone that when adding or removing bank signatories, the minutes of District Board
meetings are used to verify who holds an elected seat. She explained the Bank requires
Supervisors to submit paperwork before they can be approved to sign checks on behalf of the
District. Ms. Cartwright stated that one Supervisor cannot remove another Supervisor's
signatory authority without authorization from the full Board.

(43) The Respondent acknowledged going to Seacoast Bank to remove Supervisor
Vincent's authority to sign checks. She maintains that she and then-Supervisor Faircloth
talked about removing Supervisor Vincent from having the authority to sign checks due to his
absenteeism from District meetings. She said she did not recall when or at which meeting this
was discussed. The Respondent said Supervisor Vincent missed two consecutive meetings in
July and August 2017 without contacting a Supervisor to explain his absence, and that, after
the August 11, 2017, Board meeting, she and Supervisor Faircloth signed a document to
remove Supervisor Vincent as a bank signatory.

(44)  Supervisor Vincent confirmed via telephone that he was out of town for the Board
meetings held in July and August 2017. He could not recall exactly when he was not
authorized to sign checks, but at some point after the November 10, 2017, Board meeting, he
went to the bank to complete paperwork and found that he had been removed as a signatory.
Initially he said only the Respondent's signature was on the completed bank form authorizing
his removal. When questioned again, he said he was not sure if he ever saw the form.



(45) Ms. Cartwright provided a copy of a letter, signed by the Respondent and Supervisor
Faircloth, to Seacoast Bank dated August 11, 2017, advising the bank to remove Supervisor
Vincent as a signatory from the District's accounts. Ms. Cartwright also provided a copy of a
document with the heading "Account Agreement" dated August 15, 2017. The box selected
on the form reads "removing Michael Vincent," and the form is signed by Supervisor
Faircloth, the Respondent, and Mr. Sensaboy.*

(46) Board meeting minutes for July, August, and September 2017, do not reflect any
discussions or votes taken regarding the Board's intent to remove Supervisor Vincent as a
signatory on the District's accounts.

(47)  Supervisor David Law stated he was elected to the Board and subsequently sworn in
during the October 27, 2017, Board meeting.> He stated that during the November 10, 2017,
Board meeting, he was instructed by the Respondent to go to Seacoast Bank and complete
paperwork to become a signatory. The November 10, 2017, minutes, confirm this, but do not
indicate that a vote was taken to approve him as a signatory. Supervisor Law said he went to
the bank the following Monday, and crossed paths with the Respondent and Respondent's
friend, Barbara Slack. Supervisor Law said the Respondent questioned why he was there. He
claimed that Ms. Slack gave him a "hard time" and began to argue with him. Ms. Slack, he
said, called 911 and reported to the police that he was at the bank to steal all the District's
money. Supervisor Law stated that the police arrived, and Ms. Fralix, whom he called, came
to the bank with the Board meeting minutes in an effort to explain to police that he was a
newly elected Supervisor and was there to complete the forms necessary to become a
signatory on the District's accounts. Supervisor Law said that because Ms. Slack called the
police and made accusations against him, the bank decided not to process any requests to add
new signatories to the account that day.

(48)  The Respondent stated that she was at the bank that day to pick up bank forms to have
a supply on hand at the District office. She said Supervisor Law came to the bank at the same
time she was there. She said he had only the bank authorization form with him, so she told
him that he would also need meeting minutes reflecting that the Board had voted to approve
him as a signatory, and, since the Board had not yet voted on the issue, he would not be able
to become a signatory that day. The Respondent does not deny telling Supervisor Law at the
meeting on November 10, 2017, that he needed to go to Seacoast Bank to complete
paperwork.

(49) Okeechobee Police Department records confirm the bank incident took place on
November 13, 2017, and no arrests were made.

(50) Ms. Fralix verified that she met Supervisor Law at the bank with the Landowner
minutes of October 27, 2017, and the District Board meeting minutes of November 10, 2017,

4 A copy of the bank letter and the account agreement are attached as composite Exhibit C.
> The District Board meeting on October 27, 2017, was held immediately following the
annual landowners meeting.



which indicated he had been elected to office and instructed by the Respondent to go to
Seacoast Bank to complete signatory forms.

(51) Ms. Slack stated via telephone that the Respondent asked her to drive her to the bank
to pick up some forms for the District. She recalled that Supervisor Law was also at the bank,
and that he told the Respondent that he was there to complete the form to be added as a
signatory on the District's account. Ms. Slack reported that the Respondent told him that he
could not become a signatory without the Board's approval. Ms. Slack stated that Supervisor
Law argued with the Respondent, so she (Ms. Slack) said to him, "you're not getting on the
bank signing today, David, go away." Ms. Slack said an argument ensued and she felt
threatened, so she called the police. Ms. Slack said that the bank manager told the
Respondent that she would not add anyone as a signatory to the account until she obtained the
minutes from the Board reflecting that it had properly approved Supervisor Law.

(52) Board meeting minutes indicate that the Board voted to approve Supervisor Law and
Supervisor Vincent as bank signatories on November 22, 2017, nine days after the bank
incident. The November 10, 2017, meeting minutes indicate that Mr. Faircloth resigned from
the Board on October 31, 2017. District records reflect that between October 31, 2017, and
November 22, 2017, the Respondent was the only Board Supervisor who was an authorized
signatory.

(53) The Complainant alleges that the Respondent tried to cancel an emergency Board
meeting by posting a "fake" Board meeting cancelation notice on the door of District
Headquarters, and by attempting to publish an advertisement to the same effect in the local
newspaper. The Complainant further alleged that the emergency Board meeting—scheduled
for November 22, 2017—was to address and resolve the bank/signatory issues.

(54) Lake Okeechobee News records indicate that an advertisement for an emergency
Board meeting scheduled for November 22, 2017, appeared in the newspaper on November
15, 2017, with the Respondent's name listed at the bottom of the advertisement, identifying
her as the District's Chairman. Notice of a canceled emergency meeting was never published
in the newspaper, however a "galley proof," which must be approved before publishing,
appeared on the District's website on or about November 19, 2017. Despite this action to
cancel the emergency meeting, it still took place as originally advertised.

(55) Ms. Fralix confirmed that she placed the advertisement for the emergency Board
meeting in the newspaper under the direction and advisement of Supervisor Law, Supervisor
Vincent, then-Board attorney Young, and accountant Cheryl Williams. Ms. Fralix stated that
the decision to hold the emergency meeting was made outside of a Board meeting, after the
incident at Seacoast Bank took place, in order to "pass a resolution specifying who the signors
should be on [the District's] bank accounts." Ms. Fralix explained that she directed Ms. Angie
Bridges of the Lake Okeechobee News to publish the notice of the emergency Board meeting.
Ms. Fralix stated that Ms. Bridges subsequently informed her that the Respondent had
submitted for publication an advertisement canceling the meeting. Ms. Fralix said she
directed Ms. Bridges not to publish the Respondent's cancellation notice in the newspaper,
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given the clear instructions she received from Board Supervisors, the accountant, and the
Board attorney.

(56) The Respondent acknowledged trying to cancel the emergency Board meeting by
attempting to place an advertisement in the Lake Okeechobee News and by posting a notice
on the door at District Headquarters, both of which stated the emergency meeting was
canceled. The Respondent said she tried to cancel the meeting because she thought Ms. Fralix
had no authority to advertise a meeting without her (the Respondent's) consent.

(57) District General Counsel Fitzpatrick stated via telephone that the Board does not vote
on whether to schedule a Board meeting, and that the Chair typically schedules emergency
meetings, although there is no rule saying they can only be scheduled by the Chair. Mr.
Fitzpatrick advised that he was not aware of any language in the statutes specifying a process
by which a Board meeting or emergency meeting should be scheduled and/or canceled. He
said the District is required to publish a public notice regarding any upcoming meetings, and
added that emergency meetings may be held as necessary. Although he could not clarify
whether or not a supervisor can singlehandedly cancel a Board meeting, he explained that,
according to statute, it takes two Supervisors for any action to prevail, and that, in general, a
single Supervisor does not have the authority to act independent from the other Supervisors,
unless the action was previously agreed upon at a Board meeting.

Construction of a cattle fence

(58) The Complainant alleges that the Respondent authorized and directed the District to
construct a cattle fence for District landowner, Arlund Woodham. He further alleged that
landowners with cattle must purchase and construct their own cattle fences, and that the
Respondent agreed to install Mr. Woodham's cattle fence in exchange for him agreeing to
follow her directions when submitting landowner votes on District issues.

(59) The Respondent denied knowing Mr. Woodham, and denied authorizing construction
of a cattle fence in exchange for Mr. Woodham voting on District issues in a manner that
would benefit her. The Respondent stated unequivocally that Mr. Sensaboy and Bryan
Clemons, the District's Engineer, advised the Board that the fence was necessary. She further
stated that the Board voted on and approved the construction of the fence before any work on
it began.

(60) Mr. Clemons disclosed in a letter for the purpose of this investigation that the cattle
fence was necessary to keep cattle from accessing the District's canal and the access roads
paralleling the canal. He wrote that cattle hooves and grazing can cause the canal banks to
become unstable and void of vegetation, leading to erosion and other problems. Mr. Clemons
added that the cattle fence was constructed at the easement line.

(61) District Board meeting minutes of June 9, 2017, indicate that then-General Counsel

Young advised that the District could install a cattle fence as long as it did not prevent Mr.
Woodham from accessing his property. Mr. Clemons' engineering report stated, "I believe we
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need to fence this section to maintain the canal and sides...[Mr. Woodham] seems to agree as
long as his cows still could get water...I do not know if we can legally fence the area if he
decides to object."”

(62) Superintendent Sensaboy recalled that after the District reconstructed one of its canals,
it needed to protect its easement and the work that had been completed on the canal. He
explained that he and Mr. Woodham discussed erecting a fence along the District's easement
line to protect the property. He stated that Mr. Clemons discussed the matter with the Board
and the Board agreed to it. Mr. Sensaboy said the fence was constructed solely on the
recommendation of Mr. Clemons.

(63) The July 14, 2017, District meeting minutes indicate that the Respondent moved to
construct the cattle fence. Then-Supervisor Faircloth seconded the motion, and the motion
unanimously passed.

(64)  Mr. Woodham could not be reached for a statement.

Shredding proxy ballots

(65) The Complainant alleges that during the Board elections in October 2016, the
Respondent instructed then-Administrative Assistant Rachel English to shred landowner
proxy votes so they could not be counted in an election recount between Mr. Vincent
(Complainant) and Mr. Faircloth. The Complainant stated that, initially, he was declared the
winner of the election. However, Mr. Faircloth challenged the results and requested a
recount. The Complainant stated that on the Monday following the election, the Respondent
told Ms. English to destroy a stack of proxy ballots before the recount was completed. Note:
District Board Supervisors are elected by a one-acre, one-vote method.

(66) Ms. English provided a copy of the complaint she made with the District against the
Respondent on October 11, 2016, which attests that the Respondent instructed her to "destroy
proxy ballots that were turned-in at the Landowner's meeting." Ms. English stated that she
did not destroy the ballots, but rather hid them in a District filing cabinet. Mr. Sensaboy
retained the ballots after Ms. English was terminated by the Respondent, and submitted them
to the Ethics Commission for the purpose of this investigation.

(67) The Respondent affirmed that she directed Ms. English to shred votes, specifically
proxies held by Tom Feldt. The Respondent explained that a man named Mr. Morris brought
Mr. Feldt's proxy ballots to the Landowner's meeting, and told her and Attorney Young that
Mr. Feldt wanted his proxies to be transferred to Mr. Vincent. The Respondent said she was
told by then-attorney Young that votes for then-Supervisor Feldt did not count because Feldt
had dropped out of the election and the race was only between Mr. Faircloth and Mr. Vincent.
She said she was also told by Mr. Young that transferring a proxy ballot was illegal, and that
proxy ballots assigned to one landowner could not be re-assigned by the proxy holder to
another landowner. For these reasons, the Respondent said, she assumed the proxies would
not count in the election and could be discarded. She denied that she instructed that the proxy
votes be destroyed for the purposes of helping Mr. Faircloth win the election.
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(68) Mr. Young recalled telling the Respondent that any votes cast for Mr. Feldt would not
count, as he had withdrawn from the race. He said that while Mr. Feldt could still use the
proxy ballots assigned to him to vote for any remaining candidates, Feldt could not remove
his name from the proxy and transfer them to another individual so that they could hold the
proxy and cast votes.

(69) Current General Counsel Fitzpatrick stated that a landowner gives the proxy holder, in
this case, Mr. Feldt, the delegated authority to cast a vote. Mr. Fitzpatrick stated that Mr.
Feldt could have cast a proxy vote even though he dropped out of the election, provided that
he attended the Landowner's meeting to vote. However, Mr. Fitzpatrick added, because Mr.
Feldt did not attend the Landowner's meeting, not only could Mr. Feldt not use the proxies,
but neither could anyone else use the proxies on Mr. Feldt's behalf. Mr. Fitzpatrick stated that
no ballots or proxies should ever be destroyed, and that they should have been retained no
matter what the circumstances.

Unauthorized legal expenses

(70)  The complaint alleges that, without Board approval, the Respondent authorized a $624
payment on behalf of landowner Barbara Slack to then-District Special Counsel Kenneth
Edwards, of Caldwell, Pacetti, Edwards, Schoech and Viator LLP. The Complainant claimed
this payment was for legal inquiries that were not in the interests of, nor on behalf of, the
District.

(71)  The Complainant stated that to calculate the $624 attorney fee, he looked at each item
on the attorney's invoice to the District which pertained to Ms. Slack, and multiplied the total
hours spent communicating with her by the attorney's hourly rate. The Complainant stated
that he does not have any personal knowledge of the subject matter of the communications,
which included multiple e-mails and telephone conversations.

(72)  The Respondent denied any and all involvement in arranging the payment for legal
services to Mr. Edwards on behalf of Ms. Slack. The Respondent maintains that the District
retained Mr. Edwards for a lawsuit filed against it, and that the District was billed thousands
of dollars by Mr. Edwards' law firm for this representation. She stated that she had no
knowledge of whether Mr. Edwards billed the District for matters concerning Ms. Slack.

(73)  Ms. Slack stated that during one of the landowner meetings, Mr. Edwards asked her if
she had taken videos of the landowners' meetings or District Board meetings, and, if so,
requested that she provide him with the videos. She said she agreed to comply and submitted
the videos to him.

(74)  Mr. Edwards stated he did not provide any legal assistance to Ms. Slack. His law firm
represented the District in a lawsuit involving District landowners, and he was advised that
Ms. Slack had videotaped one or more of the landowners' meetings. He advised that attorney
William Doney of his firm had one or more conversations with Ms. Slack about what
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information she had in her possession and what she was willing to provide. He explained that
"[the Firm] was seeking a videotape and information that [Ms. Slack] had so that we could
begin preparing for defense, for the lawsuit that was filed against the District." He said his
law firm billed the District a total of $6,482.50.

END OF REPORT OF PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION
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The 2018 Florida Statutes
Title XXl Chapter 298 View Entire Chapter
DRAINAGE DRAINAGE AND WATER CONTROL

298.14  Organization of board; annual reports to landowners; compensation of members of board.—
Immediately after their election or appointment, the board of supervisors shall meet at some convenient place;
choose one of their number to serve as president of the board; and elect as secretary some suitable person, who
may or may not be a member of the board, and who may be required to execute bond for the faithful performance
of the secretary’s duties, as the board of supervisors may require. Such board shall adopt a seal with a suitable
device; and it shall keep a record of all of its proceedings in a substantially bound book to be kept for that
purpose, which shall be open to inspection by any interested person or the person’s agent or attorney. The board of
supervisors shall report to the landowners, at the annual meeting held under the provisions of s. 298.12, of what
work has been done, either by engineers or otherwise. The members of the board shall be reimbursed for their
travel expenses pursuant to s. 112.061, but shall receive no compensation for their service unless the landowners
at the annual meeting determine to pay a compensation, which in no event may exceed $50 per day for the time
actually engaged in work for the district and in attending sessions of the board; however, if the secretary is a

member of the board, he or she is entitled to compensation as provided in this chapter.
History.—s. 7, ch. 6458, 1913; RGS 1104; CGL 1457; s. 11, ch. 63-400; s. 1, ch. 65-517; s. 1, ch. 83-170; s. 262, ch. 95-148.
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The 2018 Florida Statutes e
Title XXI Chapter 298 View Entire Chapter
DRAINAGE DRAINAGE AND WATER CONTROL

298.20 Supervisors to fix compensation for work and employees.—The board of supervisors, except where
otherwise provided, shall, by resolution, at time of hiring or appointing, provide for the compensation for work
done by any officer, engineer, attorney, or other employee and shall also pay the fees, and necessary expenses of
all court and county officers who may, by virtue of this chapter, render service to said district. Reimbursement of
travel expenses shall be made as provided by s. 112.061. It is understood that the ordinary fee statute does not
apply to services rendered under this chapter by any county officer, but each such officer shall receive only a
reasonable compensation for services actually rendered, the same to be fixed by the court in which the proceeding
is pending, except where otherwise provided in this chapter, that said districts or petitioners for such corporations
may prepare, write or print all copies of petitions, writs, orders, and decrees or other papers, and furnish same to
the clerk or other officer for his or her use, and in such event said officer shall be entitled to receive as
compensation for issuing the said writs and copies of petitions, decrees, orders, or other papers, only the

reasonable value of the services actually rendered.
History.—s. 37, ch. 6458, 1913; RGS 1134; CGL 1489; s. 19, ch. 63-400; s. 8, ch. 79-5; s. 264, ch. 95-148,
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COQUINA WATER CONTROL DISTRICT

17429 NW 242nd Street
Okeechobee, Florida 34972

August 11, 2017

Seacoast National Bank
1409 South Parrot Avenue
Ckeechobee, Florida 34974

RE: Accounts for Coguina Water Control District
Dear SirfMadam:

Please be advised that we are removing MICHAEL VINCENT, Treasurer for
Coquina Water Control district, as a signing officer on all of the accounts for Coquina
Water District, effective immediately. )

Any checks or other account authorizations signed by him, bearing a date on or
after the date of this letter should not be honored. Please contact the undersigned if this

sittigtions occurs.

Please amend your records immediately and accordingly. Please note that the
undersigned officers, as per your records, remain the same.

Sincerely,

DOROTHY MILES :
Chairwoman Secretary



ACCOUNT AGREEMENT

Seacoast National Bank
815 Colorado Ave
Stuart, FL 34994

Agreement Dans; __ 0871 5/2017 __ By: Maria Lima-Pacheco
¥ EXISTING Account - This agreoment replaces previous agraement{s}.
Account Description: Special Public Funds

] Checking [} Savings [ NOW &
Initial Deposit $ 130.098.48

Source: Transfer

Number:

Account Owneris) Name & Address
Coguina Water Control District
Special Funds

504 Nw 5th Ave

Okeechobee FL 34972-2570

Ownership of Account - CONSUMER (Select One and Initial]

[0 single-Party Account [ Trust-Separate Agreement

[ moliple-Parly Accaunt

] Muliple-Party Account - Tenancy by the Entireties
[ Other

Rights at Death (Sefect One and Initial)
Single-Party Account
Multiple-Party Account With Right of Survivorship
Muitiple-Party Account Without Right ot Survivorship
. Single-Party Account With Pay On Death

Muttiple-Party Acceunt With Right of Survivorship
and Pay On Death

Pay-On-Dusth Bensfidares. Ta Add Pay-On-Death Bensticiaries Name Onag o More:

ooDono

Ownership of Account - BUSINESS Purpose

[ Sole Proprietarship (O Single-Member LLC O Parmership
[ LLC #ic tax elassification: O ccop Ll5com L1 Partnership)
B C Corporation [ S Corporation 3 won-prafit

a

- BUsirisss: =

Backup Withkolding Cenifications ar-"U.S. Persors” - Use separate Faem W-8)

B By sigeing ot ght, 1, Danny Faircloth
certify under penaities of perjury that the s1atements mare in this saction are tiua.

¥i TSN:M_______ Tha Taxpayer |dentification
Number {Tt xpayer identification number.

Not Subject to Backup Withholding. | amn NOT subject to backup
withholding either because | have not been notified that | am subject te backup
withholding as a result of a failore to report all interest or dividends, or the Internal
Revenue Service has notified me 1hat | am no longer subjact to backup withholding.

[0 Exempt Recipient. |am an exemngt resipient under the Inlernal Revenve
Service Regulations. Exempt payes code if any) _ :

FATCA Code. The FATCA cods entered on this form (if any) indlicating that } am
exempt from FATCA reporting is correct.

1.S. Persan. | am a U.S. citizen or other U.S. person (as defined
in the instructions).

Additional Informaiion:

Signature{s). The undersigned certifies the accuracy of the information hefshe has
provided and acknowledges receipt of 2 completed capy of this form. The undersigned
authanizes the finznsial institution to verify credit and emplayment histary andfor have
a credit reporting agency prepare a credit report oo the undersigned, as individuals.
The undersigned also acknowledge the recsipl vl a copy and agree to the terms of the
following agreemenls} andlor disclosurels):

K Terms & Conditions [ Truth in Savings ¥ funds Availability
R Electronic Fund Transfers [ Privacy O substitute Checks
[ Common Festures B remavin Michae] Vincent

The !mernal Revenue Service does not require your consent 1o any
provision of this document other than the certifications required 10

-

i fx fu/’a{:‘éﬁ
Danny Faircloth
1.D. #

avoid backup withholding.

4

D.D.B. 08/26/1948

2. (-

12):

3k
vo. /. 5.6 ___10/05H875
i~ s
{4 Lx .
104 0.0.B.

T convenience Account Agent (Single-Party Accounis Only}

L. ]

LD # D.0.B.

Slgnaturg Card-FL
Botkers SystemsT® Var®@
Wolters Kluwer Finenciel Services ©2018

Ce

0BF ﬁ‘ D17
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