
OFFICIAL MEETING MINUTES 
OF THE 

PALM BEACH COUNTY COMMISSION ON ETHICS 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

FEBRUARY 7, 2013 

THURSDAY 
1:38 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
GOVERNMENTAL CENTER 

I. 

II. 

Ill. 

CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 

MEMBERS: 

Manuel Farach, Esq., Chair 
Robin N. Fiore, Ph.D., Vice Chair 
Patricia L. Archer 
Daniel T. Gala, Esq. 
Ronald E. Harbison, CPA 

STAFF: 

Mark E. Bannon, Commission on Ethics (COE) Interim Staff Counsel 
Gina A. Levesque, COE Intake Manager 
James A. Poag, COE Investigator 
Megan C. Rogers, COE Interim Executive Director 
Leilani Yan, County Human Resources Recruitment and Selection 

Manager 

ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF: 

Julie Burns, Deputy Clerk, Clerk & Comptroller's Office 

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

Megan Rogers, Interim Commission on Ethics (COE) Executive Director, stated 
that a quorum was present. 

Commissioner Manuel Farach said that electronic devices should be turned off or 
silenced, and that those wishing to speak should complete and submit a 
comment card containing the agenda item. 
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IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM JANUARY 10, 2013 

MOTION to approve the January 10, 2013, minutes. Motion by Patricia Archer, 
seconded by Ronald Harbison, and carried 5-0. 

v. PRESENTATION OF AWARD TO ALAN S. JOHNSON 

Commissioner Daniel Galo commented that Alan Johnson had always been a 
good friend to many people and a great public servant. He thanked Mr. Johnson 
for the experience and opportunity to work together as advocates. 

Commissioner Patricia Archer said that Mr. Johnson had left a strong impression 
on the COE and staff. She thanked him for his input, and she expressed 
admiration for his abilities and what he had accomplished. 

Commissioner Robin Fiore stated that Mr. Johnson began the ethics vision that 
everyone had hoped for. She said that the COE would not have been as 
exemplary so soon without his capability and willingness to handle all aspects of 
the job. She thanked him on behalf of everyone in the county. 

Commissioner Ronald Harbison commented that Mr. Johnson had set the bar 
high for anyone following in his footsteps. He said that he valued Mr. Johnson's 
friendship, and that he had grown to rely on his intellect, common sense, and 
judgment. He added that he would be looking for the type of culture that 
someone new would bring, and he thanked Mr. Johnson for bringing so much to 
the COE and to the community. 

Gina Levesque, COE Intake Manager, said that from staff's perspective, Mr. 
Johnson had set in motion an office that was second to none in the county. She 
thanked him for bringing her on board, and she said that she would miss working 
with him. 

Mark Bannon, COE Interim Staff Counsel, stated that he echoed Ms. Levesque's 
comments. He added that he had learned a great deal from Mr. Johnson, and 
that he would be missed. 

James Poag, COE Investigator, thanked Mr. Johnson for g1v1ng him the 
opportunity to come on board. He said that he appreciated Mr. Johnson's 
understanding during many conversations. He added that Mr. Johnson was the 
consummate professional, and that he left a great impression on him. 
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V.- CONTINUED 

Megan Rogers, COE Interim Executive Director, said that she never imagined 
having such an extraordinary mentor. She said that she was grateful to Mr. 
Johnson, and that she looked forward to seeing him in his new role. 

Richard Radcliffe, League of Cities Executive Director, commented that Mr. 
Johnson had conducted himself with respect and dignity. He thanked Mr. 
Johnson for the effect that he made in setting the COE's foundation. 

Marty Rogal, Chair, Ethics Committee, Leadership Palm Beach County, said that 
everyone who was involved in the COE's ordinance creation had been focused 
on how it would be implemented. He said that Mr. Johnson did an extraordinary 
job in setting up the COE. 

Commissioner Farach said that Mr. Johnson should be singled out as the person 
most responsible for the county's current ethics culture, and he thanked him for a 
job well done. 

Mr. Johnson said that he appreciated the respect that he had received from the 
COE members, his staff, and the community. He stated that the key to the COE's 
success was longevity and presence, and he thanked everyone. 

(CLERK'S NOTE: Commissione Farach called a brief recess for taking photographs.) 

RECESS 

At 1 :56 p.m., the chair declared the meeting adjourned. 

RECONVENE 

At 1 :58 p.m., the meeting reconvened with Commissioners Archer, Farach, Fiore, 
Galo, and Harbison present. 

VI. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR APPLICANT UPDATE AND PROCEDURE 
DISCUSSION 

Leilani Yan, County Human Resources Recruitment and Selection Manager, said 
that: 

• The COE Executive Director position was advertised and placed in 
multiple media sources from January 9-25, 2013. 
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VI. -CONTINUED 

• The advertisement produced 57 applicants, which reflected the COE's 
minimum qualification requirement that the applicant possess a juris 
doctor degree, and that the search remain in Florida. 

• Application packets should have been delivered to the COE approximately 
one week ago. The COE members could rerank and reorder the 
applications however they saw fit. 

The next step would be to discuss a shortlist. The following procedures 
occurred during the first Executive Director's selection: 

o After the application period closed, the COE chair had 
suggested that the panel members attend the next COE 
meeting and bring their top-ten candidate list. A request was also 
made that the panel members email their top-ten candidate lists to 
Ms. Yan. 

o A frequency table was made that depicted how often a 
candidate's name appeared in the various top-ten lists. The table 
served as a starting point for the COE meeting. 

o The COE meeting had an open discussion regarding the 
qualifications of each panel member's top-ten candidates that he or 
she wanted to move forward in the selection process. 

Some departments utilized telephone interviews to reduce a large 
candidate list to a manageable number for face-to-face interviews; 
however, they were difficult to perform in the public arena. 

Commissioner Harbison said he recalled that the panel members had elected not 
to consider anyone appearing less than two or three times on the frequency 
table, although it was not strictly adhered to. 

Commissioner Fiore said that she was pleased that some applicants had 
performed military service. 

(This space intentionally left blank.) 
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VI.- CONTINUED 

Responding to Commissioner Fiore, Ms. Yan stated that: 

• The County did not possess a veterans' preference application for State 
senior management service positions; therefore, no requirement existed to 
give numerical or additional preference to veterans. Panel members could 
make personal preferences. 

The County was a veterans' preference employer; however, preference 
limitations existed based on the job classification being solicited. 

(CLERK'S NOTE: During an attempted motion by Commissioner Fiore to approve that 
the panel members email their candidate list to Ms. Yan, questions and 
discussion ensued.) 

Ms. Yan suggested that the panel members send emails to her of their top-ten 
candidate list. 

Commissioner Gala said that Ms. Yan would perform a calculation of how often a 
candidate's name appeared in each panel member's top-ten list. 

Ms. Yan said that: 

• The panel members could decide to split the top-ten candidate list into the 
top five and then the next five. 

• Weaker selected candidates could be brought back later for additional 
discussion. 

• Panel members should limit their selections to those candidates with 
whom they wanted to speak in the public forum. 

• Panel members could limit the number of candidates; however, they 
should not rank them. 

MOTION to approve emailing Ms. Yan a list of up to 10 unranked candidates 
whom the panel members were most interested in interviewing. Motion by 
Robin Fiore. 

Commissioner Fiore said that she supported choosing the top five and second 
five candidates, and not a top-ten list. 
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VI. -CONTINUED 

(CLERK'S NOTE: Motion seconded later during discussion.) 

Commissioner Harbison said that it was important to remember who would be 
interviewed. 

Commissioner Archer stated that the panel members were not required to 
interview everyone on the top-ten list since that could be decided when reviewing 
the frequency table. 

MOTION SECONDED by Patricia Archer. 

Commissioner Farach said that once the lists were anonymously submitted, Ms. 
Yan would construct a frequency table of those candidates whom the panel 
members wanted to interview in a public forum. 

UPON CALL FOR A VOTE, the motion carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Farach said that the next step was the public interview process. 

Ms. Yan said that public interviews could take place at the March 7, 2013, 
general COE meeting. 

Ms. Levesque said that she would set March 21, 2013, as an alternate day. She 
clarified that the interviews would take place in the Board of County 
Commissioners' (BCC) chambers, and that County television Channel 20's staff 
would tape them. 

Commissioner Farach requested that staff perform reference and background 
checks on the chosen top-ten candidates. He said that during the last interview 
process, the panel members were reading the candidates' writing samples while 
simultaneously performing interviews. He suggested that the candidates perform 
a written test approximately one week before the interviews. 

Ms. Yan said that the candidates could be provided advanced study material to 
help them produce a product of their written communication and analytical 
abilities for the panel members. 

Commissioner Farach suggested that Ms. Yan and Ms. Rogers draft an ethics 
brain teaser-type question that could be sent in advance to the candidates. 
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VI. -CONTINUED 

Commissioner Harbison said that the COE should ensure that each candidate 
was the one who produced the written product. 

Commissioner Fiore stated that the candidates could be sent advanced study 
material for written production in the BCC chambers. 

Commissioner Farach said that the visual Internet communication application, 
Skype, could be utilized. 

Ms. Yan said that: 

• Both options were acceptable, however, the process should somehow be 
proctored. 

• Each candidate could produce an affidavit stating that he or she produced 
the written product. 

• Previously, candidates were given highly standardized, on-demand written 
samples with time constraints on-site. 

Commissioner Farach suggested that Mr. Bannon and Mr. Poag sit with the 
candidates while they took the written test. 

Commissioner Harbison suggested that the panel members read the candidates' 
written products between interviews. 

Ms. Levesque commented that during the staff counsel interview process, 
candidates were given copies of the County's Code of Ethics (Code) and other 
materials in advance. Applicants could also draw information from the Internet. 
She added that they were allowed 40 minutes to write an advisory opinion. 

Commissioner Farach suggested that staff work with Ms. Yan to implement a 
similar process. 

Ms. Yan said that between the shortlist's creation and the interviews, there would 
be a short timeframe to gain background check releases, secure them, and 
provide the results to the panel members. She added that when the shortlisted 
candidates were selected, staff could contact each of them for two reference 
letters. 
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VI. -CONTINUED 

VII. 

VI I.a. 

Commissioner Archer said that if indecisiveness existed in choosing a candidate, 
the panel members could re-interview the top three candidates. 

Commissioner Fiore said that she wanted assurance that the candidates 
interacted with staff regarding matters such as how the COE operated. 

Ms. Yan stated that: 

• No past issues existed when candidates had interacted with staff. 

• Mr. Johnson had negotiated his salary with Brad Merriman, Assistant 
County Administrator. A written document was then produced with the 
agreed-to amount. 

• No rule existed for salary negotiation; however, the hiring authority 
typically set the salary standard and approved the amount. 

Commissioner Farach suggested that the COE provide a salary range, or further 
refine the salary ranged listed in the advertisement. 

Ms. Yan commented that: 

• 
• 

The salary range was at the COE's discretion . 

The candidates' applications were public record; however, exemptions 
existed for those with certain occupations. A letter was sent to the last 
candidate pool advising them of the public record status. 

PROCESSED ADVISORY OPINIONS (CONSENT AGENDA) 

Request for Proposal (RQO 13-001) 

MOTION to approve the consent agenda. Motion by Robin Fiore, seconded by 
Patricia Archer, and carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Fiore said that ROO 13-001 was the first opinion letter that was 
not signed by the COE executive director. 

Ms. Rogers clarified that whenever Mr. Johnson was out of the office, she would 
sign the letter as staff counsel. She said that since she was out of the office, Mr. 
Bannon signed the letter as acting staff counsel. 
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VIII. ITEMS PULLED FROM CONSENT AGENDA- None 

IX. PROPOSED ADVISORY OPINIONS 

IX. RQO 12-083 

Ms. Rogers said that: 

• A Town of Palm Beach (Town) attorney asked whether an elected official 
was prohibited from voting on changes to zoning regulations related to a 
five-acre area where an employee, who worked for the official's outside 
employer, was the part-owner of two restaurants within the plan area. 

• Staff had submitted that: 

o Elected officials were prohibited from using their official positions, 
from participating, or from voting on an issue that would give a 
financial benefit to their outside employer, or to a person who 
worked for their outside employer, not shared with similarly situated 
members of the general public. 

o No bright line existed whether a contingent financial benefit similar 
to this situation created a conflict. 

o In evaluating a conflict of interest under the County's Code, the 
COE considered how many individuals would gain from a decision, 
and whether the gain or loss was remote and speculative. 

o Based on the facts and circumstances presented, including the 
limited class of persons or entities that stood to gain from the 
proposed ordinance and the existence of incentives provided by 
the zoning application, the potential financial benefit to the 
restaurant owner was not so remote and speculative as to eliminate 
a conflict; therefore, the Town official was prohibited from voting. 

MOTION to approve proposed advisory opinion letter RQO 12-083. Motion by 
Daniel Galo, seconded by Robin Fiore, and carried 5-0. 
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X. INDEPENDENT BOARDS AUTHORIZED AND CREATED BY STATE 
LAW WHOSE MEMBERS ARE APPOINTED BY THE BOARD OF 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

X.a. RQO 12-077 

Ms. Rogers advised that the COE should first discuss the advisory opinion and 
then staff's memorandum. She stated that: 

• The Palm Beach County Housing Finance Authority (HFA) was an 
independent of the County and municipalities; therefore, the HFA was not 
within the COE's jurisdiction. 

• Since an HFA member was appointed by the BCC, he or she was 
considered an official under the County's Code. 

• An HFA potential appointee asked whether he was permitted to serve 
on the HFA based on contractual relationships that his outside employer 
may have with the HFA and with the County. 

o The individual was being appointed to the HFA since his outside 
employer did not have contracts with the HFA or the County. 

o By Code, these unique individuals were prohibited from contracting 
with the appointing entity rather than with the bodies that they 
served. 

o The outside employer could enter into contracts with the HFA but 
not with the County. Since the HFA was regulated by State statute, 
it was not within the COE's jurisdiction; therefore, the outside 
employer also could not contract with the County. 

o Staff had advised that the potential appointee could serve on the 
HFA. 

• The BCC could grant waivers for advisory board members; however, the 
potential appointee would be considered an official so the waiver provision 
would not apply. 

• If the HFA board member resigned from the HFA and maintained his 
outside employer relationship, under the Code, the outside employer 
could contract with the County. 

COMMISSION ON ETHICS 10 FEBRUARY 7, 2013 



X.a. -CONTINUED 

MOTION to approve proposed advisory opm1on letter RQO 12-077. Motion by 
Robin Fiore, seconded by Ronald Harbison, and carried 5-0. 

Ms. Rogers said that: 

• The HFA's counsel, Skip Miller, and HFA Executive Director David Brandt 
had reviewed RQO 12-077 and had contacted COE staff. 

• Staff met with Mr. Miller and Mr. Brandt and recognized that a 
significant issue existed due to an HFA board member being considered 
an official, and the BCC's inability to issue a waiver. 

o Issuing a waiver provided a disclosure process to the contractual 
relationship's provision between the advisory board member and 
the governmental entity. 

o Issuing a waiver would recognize an advisory board member's 
ability to influence public decision making resulting from the 
appointment, and was limited to that narrow board on which he or 
she served. 

Staff recommended that for the HFA's limited purpose, the COE issue an 
advisory opinion interpreting HFA members as advisory board members 
rather than as officials. 

o Treating HFA members as advisory board members would meet 
the Code's intent. 

o Someone appointed to the HFA would be in no better position to 
influence any aspect of a contract between the person or his or her 
employer and the County. 

o The COE's interpretation would target the actual contract that was 
the substance of the contractual relationship's provision, which was 
the contract between the board member and the HFA. 

• Another option was that the COE could enter into a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) with the HFA limiting the HFA's scope. 
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X.a. - CONTINUED 

Responding to Commissioner Fiore's questions, Ms. Rogers said that: 

• Approximately five boards in the county had similar State statute 
requirements, and several of them were not under the COE's jurisdiction. 
The HFA was different than pension boards since the appointing 
mechanism was controlled solely by State law. 

The COE was empowered to interpret the Code, and based on unique 
circumstances, it could endorse an advisory opinion. 

• Assistant County Attorney Leonard Berger had advised that entering into 
an MOU would be an option; however, the same Code interpretation 
would be required. 

Morgan Regions Bank (bank), the HFA appointee's outside employer, 
currently did not have contracts with the County. 

Commissioner Fiore said that the COE was attempting to do an "end run" so that 
individuals could maintain outside employers who had contracts with the County. 

Ms. Rogers said that instead of targeting contracts between an appointed 
member and the County, the appointed member was prohibited from contracting 
with the entity that he or she actually oversaw. 

Commissioner Fiore said that: 

• If the bank wanted to contract with the County, it would simply sever its 
relationship with the HFA board member. 

The COE was not preventing anyone from contracting with the County but 
was advising that the appointed member could not have certain types 
of relationships, sit on the HFA board, and contract with the County. 

(This space intentionally left blank.) 
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X.a. - CONTINUED 

(CLERK'S NOTE: Commissioner Farach allowed comment from Mr. Miller.) 

Mr. Miller stated that it was difficult filling HFA vacant appointments since the 
State's statute and the County's ordinance required that board members have 
expertise in specific areas. He said that HFA board members were similar in 
function to advisory board members, and that he agreed with staff's 
recommendation. He added that the COE's option of entering into an MOU was 
also acceptable. 

Commissioner Fiore commented that she preferred entering into an MOU. She 
expressed concern that implementing staff's recommendation would set a 
precedent where individuals would rather serve as advisory board members than 
as officials. 

Ms. Rogers said that the issue with the definition of official was that aside from 
the lack of the waiver provision in contractual relationships, some gift law 
provisions did not apply to officials. She added that staff's recommendation 
would be specific to the HFA. 

Commissioner Gala suggested that staff prepare a draft of the proposed advisory 
opinion. 

Commissioner Harbison said that the issue was well thought through by staff and 
the HFA representatives. He recommended that staff pursue the methodology 
that they discussed today and condense it into a proposal. 

Ms. Rogers stated that a proposed MOU and a proposed advisory opinion could 
be drafted for the COE's review. 

Ms. Archer said that she supported preparing a proposed advisory opinion that 
was specific to the HFA. 

Commissioner Harbison said that he liked the option of an MOU. 

Commissioner Fiore stated that she wanted the BCC's input regarding the 
language's interpretation so that rules were not created that could not be found in 
the Code. 

Commissioner Farach said that the BCC may need to meet with Mr. Berger and 
refine portions of the Code. He said that Mr. Miller's input was invaluable, and he 
asked him to continue working with Ms. Rogers. 
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X.a.- CONTINUED 

Ms. Rogers said that staff was reluctant to enter into an MOU for the following 
reasons: 

• Mr. Brandt, as the HFA's executive director, was a County employee who 
was covered under the Code. 

• The HFA board members were subject to the COE's jurisdiction based on 
their appointment status. 

• Since the board members were within the Code's jurisdiction, there would 
be an additional fee for the COE's services to provide potential authority. 

o Fees were determined on a case-by-case basis or on an hourly 
basis. 

o The hourly rate depended on whether an investigation or an 
advisory opinion was being sought and which staff member was 
utilized. Advisory opinions and inquiries were $150 to $200 per 
hour, up to $400 per hour for an investigation, $1,000 per hour for 
probable cause, and moving upwards for a final hearing. 

o Subject to BCC approval, fees could be waived given the 
composition of the HFA board. 

Commissioners Fiore and Harbison said that they did not want to charge the HFA 
board. 

Commissioner Farach said that the COE members could agree to waive the fees; 
and Ms. Rogers clarified that it would be subject to BCC approval, and that she 
would consult Mr. Berger regarding the COE's request. 

RECESS 

At 2:57p.m., the chair declared the meeting recessed for an executive session. 
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RECONVENE 

At 5:49 p.m., the meeting reconvened, and at Commissioner Fiore's request for a 
roll call, Commissioners Archer, Fiore, Galo, and Harbison were present. 

XI. EXECUTIVE SESSIONS 

Commissioner Fiore said that Commissioner Harbison would read the public 
reports and final orders of dismissal and the accompanying materials for C 13-
003, C12-015, and C12-016. 

(CLERK'S NOTE: Items Xl.a., Xl.b., and Xl.c. were presented in numerical order by 
complaint number.) 

Xl.b. C12-015 

Commissioner Harbison read the public report and final order of dismissal as 
follows: 

Complainant, Alan S. Johnson, Executive Director of the 
Commission on Ethics, filed the complaint on November 19, 2012, 
alleging a possible ethics violation involving Respondent, Robert 
Margolis, Village of Wellington Mayor. 

The complaint alleges that on July 22, 2012, Respondent, Robert 
Margolis, knowingly accepted a gift in excess of one hundred 
dollars ($1 00) from a principal or employer of a lobbyist. 

Pursuant to Chapter 2, Article V, Division 8, Section 2-258(a) of the 
Palm Beach County Code, the Commission on Ethics is 
empowered to enforce the Palm Beach County Code of Ethics. An 
official may not knowingly accept any gift with a value of greater 
than one hundred dollars ($100) from any person or business entity 
that the recipient knows or should know with the exercise of 
reasonable care is a lobbyist or any principal or employer of a 
lobbyist. 

COMMISSION ON ETHICS 15 FEBRUARY 7, 2013 



Xl.b. -CONTINUED 

On November 19, 2012, the complaint was determined by staff to 
be legally sufficient. On October 19, 2012, the Commission on 
Ethics (COE) staff received copies of two (2) State of Florida 
quarterly gift disclosures (Form 9) filed by Respondent, Mayor of 
the Village of Wellington. Listed on these gift disclosure forms were 
four separate entries indicating that Respondent had received 
funds for his legal defense fund concerning a re-count for his 
election as Mayor, and pursuant to COE Rule of Procedure 4.1.3, a 
preliminary inquiry was commenced. After obtaining sworn 
statements from material witnesses and documentary evidence 
sufficient to warrant a legally sufficient finding, a memorandum of 
legal sufficiency was filed, and an investigation commenced 
pursuant to Article V, Division 8, Section 2-260(d). 

The matter was investigated and presented to the Commission on 
Ethics on January 10, 2013, with a recommendation that probable 
cause exists to believe there was a code of ethics violation. At that 
time, the Commission conducted a hearing. The Commission on 
Ethics reviewed the complaint and memorandum of inquiry and 
requested that staff obtain additional information, and the matter 
was tabled. 

On February 7, 2013, a supplemental memorandum of investigation 
was presented to the Commission with a recommendation that 
probable cause exists to believe there was a code of ethics 
violation. However, the facts and circumstances warrant a dismissal 
with a letter of instruction to the Respondent. The Commission 
reviewed and considered the memoranda of inquiry, supplemental 
investigation and probable cause, recommendation of staff, as well 
as oral statements of the Respondent and advocate. At that time, 
the Commission also reviewed Article V, §2-260.3 of the 
Commission on Ethics ordinance. At the conclusion of the hearing, 
the Commission on Ethics determined that while probable cause 
exists in this matter, the alleged violation was inadvertent and 
unintentional. The Commission based this determination on the 
investigative report and that Respondent has voluntarily agreed to 
return of the prohibited gift to the donor. 
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Xl.b.- CONTINUED 

Therefore, it is: 

Ordered and adjudged that the complaint against Respondent, 
Robert Margolis, is hereby dismissed, and a letter of instruction is 
to be issued in this case. 

Done and ordered by the Palm Beach County Commission on 
Ethics in public session on February 7, 2013. Signed: Manuel 
Farach, Chair. 

Commissioner Harbison read the letter of instruction as follows: 

The above-captioned complaint against Robert Margolis, Mayor, 
Village of Wellington (Respondent), alleging a violation of the Palm 
Beach County Code of Ethics, Article XIII, §2-444(a)(1) (Gift law) 
was filed by Commission on Ethics Executive Director Alan S. 
Johnson pursuant to the procedures outlined in the Commission on 
Ethics Ordinance, Article V, Division 8, §2-260(b)(2). The complaint 
alleges that Respondent accepted a gift in excess of $100 from a 
person who is a principal of a lobbyist who lobbies the Village of 
Wellington (the Village) in violation of the gift law. 

• Facts and analysis 

Respondent is the elected Mayor for the Village. As an elected 
municipal official in Palm Beach County, Respondent is subject to 
the Palm Beach County Code of Ethics. 

Pursuant to gift disclosure requirements, Respondent submitted a 
State of Florida quarterly gift disclosure form (Form 9) indicating 
that he received a $4000 gift on July 22, 2012, for his legal defense 
fund regarding a voter re-count in the mayoral race. It was 
determined through inquiry that the donor was the principal of 
several registered lobbyists who lobby the Village. The parties 
represented that an original donation was given in March, 2012, 
before Respondent took office on April 9, 2012, and before the 
donor became a principal of lobbyists in late June, 2012. The 
original donation was lost, and a subsequent replacement donation 
was tendered on July 22, 2012, after Respondent took office and 
the donor became an employer of lobbyists. 
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Xl.b. -CONTINUED 

• Holding 

Sec. 2-444(a)- Gift law, states in relevant part: 

(1) No county commissioner, member of a local governing body, 
mayor or chief executive when not a member of the governing 
body, or employee, or any other person or business entity on his or 
her behalf, shall knowingly solicit or accept directly or indirectly, any 
gift with a value of greater than one hundred dollars ($1 00) in the 
aggregate for the calendar year from any person or business entity 
that the recipient knows, or should know with the exercise of 
reasonable care, is a vendor, lobbyist or any principal or employer 
of a lobbyist who lobbies, sells, or leases to the County or 
municipality as applicable. 

Sec. 2-260.3- Dismissal of complaints, states as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this division, the 
Commission on Ethics may, at its discretion: (a) dismiss any 
complaint at any stage of disposition should it determine that the 
public interest would not be served by proceeding further, or (b) 
dismiss any complaint at any stage of disposition and issue a letter 
of instruction to the Respondent when it appears that the alleged 
violation was inadvertent, unintentional, or insubstantial. In the 
event the Commission on Ethics dismisses a complaint as provided 
in this subsection, the Commission on Ethics shall issue a public 
report stating with particularity its reasons for the dismissal. 

Respondent did accept a prohibited gift from a principal of 
lobbyists. 

(This space intentionally left blank.) 
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Xl.b.- CONTINUED 

The Commission is mindful that the facts and circumstances 
indicate Respondent transparently filed the gift on his state 
quarterly gift form as required. In addition, the gift was initially 
intended to be given before Respondent took office and before the 
donor retained a lobbyist for an issue involving her property, 
thereby, becoming a principal. The principal did not engage in any 
lobbying activities with Respondent prior to the replacement 
donation of July, 22, 2012, and Respondent testified that he was 
unaware that the donor employed lobbyists other than for state 
government issues. Finally, Respondent voluntarily returned the 
prohibited portion of the gift to the donor. 

In light of the facts and circumstances known to the Commission on 
Ethics, the matter is disposed of by way of dismissal with this letter 
of instruction. The COE concludes that the alleged violation was 
inadvertent and unintentional and has determined that the public 
interest would not be served by proceeding further. However, 
Respondent is now advised that the filing of Ethics Complaint C12 
015, along with this letter of instruction, is to serve as notice that 
actions taken by Respondent in accepting a prohibited gift from a 
principal of a lobbyist without inquiring as to the status of the donor 
or otherwise ascertaining that status will result in an actionable 
violation of the Code. Due to the unique circumstances of this 
transaction, the matter is appropriately addressed through this letter 
of instruction. 

Respondent is hereby instructed to be more careful in the future to 
ensure that he avoid accepting prohibited gifts and to use due 
diligence in identifying the status of a donor, whether or not the gift 
is given directly or indirectly, so as to conform his activities to this 
letter of instruction and to the requirements of §2-444(a){l) to avoid 
any future enforcement action. 

This letter of instruction is issued by the Palm Beach County 
Commission on Ethics in public session on February 7, 2013. 
Signed: Manuel Farach, Chair. 
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XI. -CONTINUED 

Xl.c. C12-016 

Commissioner Harbison read the public report and final order of dismissal as 
follows: 

Complainant, Alan S. Johnson, Executive Director of the 
Commission on Ethics, filed the complaint on November 19, 2012, 
alleging a possible ethics violation involving Respondent, Victoria 
McCullough, principal of a registered lobbyist for the Village of 
Wellington. 

The complaint alleges that on July 22, 2012, Respondent, Victoria 
McCullough, a principal of a lobbyist who lobbies the Village of 
Wellington, knowingly provided a gift in excess of one hundred 
($1 00) dollars to an elected official who serves the Village of 
Wellington. 

Pursuant to Chapter 2, Article V, Division 8, Section 2-258(a) of the 
Palm Beach County Code, the Commission on Ethics is 
empowered to enforce the Palm Beach County Code of Ethics. A 
lobbyist, principal or employer of a lobbyist that lobbies the County 
or a municipality shall not knowingly give, directly or indirectly, any 
gift with a value greater than one hundred ($1 00) dollars to a 
person who the lobbyist or principal knows in an official or 
employee of that county or municipality. 

On December 11, 2012, the complaint was determined by staff to 
be legally sufficient. On October 19, 2012, the Commission on 
Ethics (COE) staff received copies of two (2) State of Florida 
quarterly gift disclosures (Form 9) filed by Robert Margolis, Mayor 
of the Village of Wellington. Listed on these gift disclosure forms 
were four separate entries indicating that Margolis had received 
funds for his legal defense fund concerning a re-count for his 
election as Mayor and pursuant to COE Rule of Procedure 4.1.3, a 
preliminary inquiry was commenced. After obtaining sworn 
statements from material witnesses and documentary evidence 
sufficient to warrant a legally sufficient finding, a memorandum of 
legal sufficiency was filed and an investigation commenced 
pursuant to Article V, Division 8, Section 2-260(d). 
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Xl.c. - CONTINUED 

The matter presented to the Commission on Ethics on January 10, 
2013, with a recommendation that probable cause exists to believe 
there was a code of ethics violation. At that time, the Commission 
conducted a hearing. The Commission on Ethics reviewed the 
complaint and memorandum of inquiry and requested that staff 
obtain additional information and the matter was tabled. 

On February 7, 2013, a supplemental memorandum of investigation 
was presented to the Commission with a recommendation that 
probable cause exists to believe there was a Code of Ethics 
violation. However, the facts and circumstances warrant a dismissal 
with a letter of instruction to the Respondent. The Commission 
reviewed and considered the memoranda of inquiry, supplemental 
investigation and probable cause, recommendation of staff, as well 
as oral statements of the Respondent and advocate. The 
Commission also reviewed Article V, §2-260.3 of the Commission 
on Ethics ordinance. At the conclusion of the hearing, the 
Commission on Ethics dismissed the case with a letter of 
instruction because although there was probable cause to believe 
that a violation had occurred, the alleged violation was inadvertent 
and unintentional. 

Therefore, it is: 

Ordered and adjudged that the complaint against Respondent, 
Victoria McCullough, is hereby dismissed and a letter of instruction 
is to be issued in this case. 

Done and ordered by the Palm Beach County Commission on 
Ethics in session on February 7, 2013. Signed: Manuel Farach, 
Chair. 

(This space intentionally left blank.) 
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Xl.c. -CONTINUED 

Commissioner Harbison read the letter of instruction as follows: 

The above-captioned complaint against Victoria McCullough, 
(Respondent), alleging a violation of the Palm Beach County Code 
of Ethics, Article XIII, §2-444(a)(2) (Gift law) was filed by 
Commission on Ethics Executive Director Alan S. Johnson 
pursuant to the procedures outlined in the Commission on Ethics 
Ordinance, Article V, Division 8, §2-260(b)(2). The complaint 
alleges that Respondent, a principal of a lobbyist, knowingly gave a 
gift in excess of $100 to a person who she knew to be an official of 
the Village of Wellington (the Village) in violation of the gift law. 

• Facts and analysis 

Respondent, Victoria McCullough, is a principal of lobbyists who 
lobby the Village. As such, Respondent is subject to the Palm 
Beach County Code of Ethics. 

On July 22, 2012, Respondent gave a $4000 donation to Village 
Mayor Robert Margolis for his legal defense fund regarding a voter 
re-count in the mayoral race. According to State law, a donation to 
such a legal defense fund is considered a gift, not a political 
contribution. At the time of the gift, Respondent was the principal of 
several registered lobbyists who lobby the Village. The parties 
represented that an original donation was given in March 2012, 
before Margolis took office on April 9, 2012, and before 
Respondent became a principal of lobbyists in late June 2012. The 
Respondent represented that the original donation was lost, and a 
subsequent replacement donation was tendered on July 22, 2012, 
after Respondent took office and Respondent became an employer 
of lobbyists. Respondent maintains that she is not a regular 
employer of lobbyists within the Village and retained lobbyists on a 
single issue involving her personal property. Respondent 
represented she was under the mistaken belief that the Code 
applied only to lobbyists and not their principals. 
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Xl.c.- CONTINUED 

·Holding 

Sec. 2-444(a) Gift law, states in relevant part: 

(2) No lobbyist, vendor, or principal or employer of a lobbyist that 
lobbies the County or a municipality shall knowingly give, directly or 
indirectly, any gift with a value greater than one hundred dollars 
($1 00) in the aggregate for the calendar year to a person who the 
vendor, lobbyist, or principal knows is an official or employee of that 
county or municipality. For the purposes of this subsection 2-
444(a)(2), the term vendor also includes any person or entity that, 
because of the nature of their business, may respond to an 
invitation to bid, request for proposal, or other procurement 
opportunity that has been published by the County or a 
municipality. 

Sec. 2-260.3. Dismissal of complaints, states as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this division, the 
Commission on Ethics may, at its discretion: (a) dismiss any 
complaint at any stage of disposition should it determine that the 
public interest would not be served by proceeding further, or (b) 
dismiss any complaint at any stage of disposition and issue a letter 
of instruction to the Respondent when it appears that the alleged 
violation was inadvertent, unintentional, or insubstantial. In the 
event the Commission on Ethics dismisses a complaint as provided 
in this subsection, the Commission on Ethics shall issue a public 
report stating with particularity its reasons for the dismissal. There 
is probable cause to believe that Respondent gave a prohibited gift 
to a municipal official. 

The Respondent intended to give the gift in March 2012, prior to 
Margolis taking office and before she became a principal of 
lobbyists, and but for the fact that the original check was lost, the 
gift would not have been in violation of the Code. In addition, 
Respondent did not engage in any lobbying activities with Margolis 
prior to or after the replacement donation of July, 22, 2012. 
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Xl.c.- CONTINUED 

In light of the facts and circumstances known to the Commission on 
Ethics, the matter is disposed of by way of dismissal with this letter 
of instruction. The COE believes that the alleged violation was 
inadvertent and unintentional and has determined that the public 
interest would not be served by proceeding further. However, 
Respondent is now advised that the filing of Ethics Complaint C12-
016, along with this letter of instruction, is to serve as notice that 
actions taken by Respondent in giving a prohibited gift to an official 
of a municipality, when she employs lobbyists who lobby that 
municipality, will result in an actionable violation of the Code. 
Respondent has agreed to voluntarily donate the gift returned by 
Mayor Margolis to charity. Due to the unique circumstances of this 
transaction, the matter is appropriately addressed through this letter 
of instruction. 

Respondent is hereby instructed to be more careful in the future to 
not give a prohibited gift to municipal employees or officials of the 
Village when she is the principal of a lobbyist who lobbies the 
Village, whether or not the gift is given directly or indirectly, so as to 
conform her activities to this letter of instruction and to the 
requirements of §2-444(a)(2) to avoid any future enforcement 
action. This letter of instruction is issued by the Palm Beach County 
Commission on Ethics in public session on February 7, 2013. 
Signed: Manuel Farach, Chair. 

Xl.a. C13-003 

Commissioner Harbison read the public report and final order of dismissal as 
follows: 

Complainant, Julius F. Rocker, Ill, filed the above-referenced 
complaint on January 18, 2013, alleging a possible ethics violation 
involving Respondent, Richard L. Oftedal, Circuit Court Judge of 
the 151

h Judicial Circuit in and for Palm Beach County. 

While Judge Oftedal's office is in the Palm Beach County 
Courthouse, a circuit court judge is employed by the State of 
Florida and does not fall within the jurisdiction of the Palm Beach 
County Commission on Ethics or of the Palm Beach County Code 
of Ethics. Therefore, the Commission on Ethics dismissed the 
complaint on February 7, 2013, due to no legal sufficiency. 
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Xl.a. - CONTINUED 

Therefore, it is: 

Ordered and adjudged that the complaint against Respondent, 
Richard L. Oftedal, Circuit Court Judge of the 15th Judicial Circuit in 
and for Palm Beach County is hereby dismissed. 

Done and ordered by the Palm Beach County Commission on 
Ethics in public session on February 7, 2013. Signed: Manuel 
Farach, Chair. 

(CLERK'S NOTE: The clerk added the language as printed in the public reports and 
final orders of dismissal and the letters of instruction.) 

XII. INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR COMMENTS 

XII. a. 

DISCUSSED: Ethics Awareness Month 

Ms. Rogers said that: 

• On February 5, 2013, the BCC had proclaimed March 2013 as Ethics 
Awareness month. 

Staff had joined with the Ethics Planning Council to promote events for the 
month. 

• The public could access up-to-date information about the events on the 
COE's Web site, Facebook, and Twitter pages, and the Palm Beach State 
College Center for Applied Ethics' Web site. 

A follow-up request would be made that the County include the 
information on its Web site. 

Ms. Levesque commented that Mayor Abrams had included a link to the 
proclamation on his Web page. 

XIII. COMMISSION COMMENTS- None 

XIV. PUBLIC COMMENTS- None 
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XV. ADJOURNMENT 

MOTION to adjourn the meeting. Motion by Patricia Archer, seconded by Daniel 
Galo, and carried 4-0. Manuel Farach absent. 

At 6:16p.m., the vice chair declared the meeting adjourned. 
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·· Chai(/\fice Chair ) 
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