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Secretary of State, Laurel M. Lee (the “Secretary”), opposes Interested Party 

Adam Richardson’s Motion to Strike, dated October 8, 2019.  The Secretary states 

in support:  

First, the material submitted in the Secretary’s Supplemental Appendix 

supports her argument that Amendment 4’s “all terms of sentence” provision 

includes fines, fees, and restitution.  Compare Sec’y Int. Br. at 1 (“[Amendment 4] 

includes a term of incarceration, confinement, supervision, parole, probation, fines, 

fees, costs, restitution, and any other legal condition imposed as part of a criminal 

sentence.”), with Supp. App. at 42 (noting that “[a]n exclusion for fines and fees will 

lower support” for a felony re-enfranchisement constitutional amendment), and 

Supp. App. at 73 (noting that polling was “Very Convincing” for an amendment that 

required felons to “complete[] their entire sentence, including probation, parole, and 

pa[y] all fines”), and Supp. App. at 93 (noting that the Sponsor “increase[s its] 

margin (47%/34%, with 19% undecided) when support increases for a version [of 

Amendment 4] that includes completion of all sentence terms including restitution”).           

Second, the supplemental material shows the intent of the Sponsor of 

Amendment 4.  See Supp. App. at 38–129.  According to this Court, gleaning the 

intent of the framers of a constitutional provision is an important interpretative 

consideration.  See Ford v. Browning, 992 So. 2d 132, 136 (Fla. 2008) (“The 

fundamental object to be sought in construing a constitutional provision is to 
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ascertain the intent of the framers and the provision must be construed or interpreted 

in such manner as to fulfill the intent of the people, never to defeat it.  Such a 

provision must never be construed in such manner as to make it possible for the will 

of the people to be frustrated or denied.” (quoting Crist v. Fla. Ass’n of Criminal 

Defense Lawyers, Inc., 978 So. 2d 134, 140 (Fla. 2008))).     

The movant cites a footnote in Williams v. State, 360 So. 2d 417, 420 n.5 (Fla. 

1978), to suggest that this Court’s analysis should not be concerned with the 

Sponsor’s intent.  A review of the entire footnote makes clear, however, that in 

addition to the intent of the Sponsor, this Court is also concerned with “the intent of 

the voters as evidenced by materials they had available as a predicate for their 

collective decision.”  Id.  The supplemental material not only demonstrates why the 

Sponsor chose the language it did, but also how the Sponsor observed the voters 

reacting based on the language used.  Furthermore, the supplemental material is 

consistent with other materials the voters had available for their collective decision, 

including the Sponsor and other groups’ public press releases and websites telling 

the voters that Amendment 4 required the payment of financial obligations ordered 

by a Court.  See Sec’y Int. Br. App. at 33–93.     

Third, the supplemental material is directly responsive to the arguments in 

many of the interested parties’ initial briefs, such as the Raysor Initial Brief, which 

attempt to cast the Sponsor’s remarks at oral argument as incorrect or isolated.  E.g., 
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Raysor Int. Br. at 47 (“So too should the Court here decline to accord any weight to 

the passing statements of a single lawyer—statements that are contradicted by the 

mountain of evidence offered herein of voters’ intent to exclude an LFO 

requirement.”).  In fact, the movant himself argues that some of the Sponsor’s 

statements at oral argument were incorrect and run contrary to Amendment 4’s plain 

language.  See Richardson Int. Br. at 10–11.  But the supplemental material shows 

that the Sponsor’s remarks perfectly align with the text and the substance of 

Amendment 4.  Compare Sec’y Int. Br. at 5–6 (noting how the Sponsor commented 

that the “full payment of any fines,” “costs,” and “restitution” are part of a felon’s 

“terms of sentence”), with Supp. App. at 42, 73, 93.  

Fourth, the words of Amendment 4 matter.  See Sec’y Int. Br. at 1; see also 

Ervin v. Collins, 85 So. 2d 852, 855 (Fla. 1956) (holding that “the words employed” 

are the clearest expression of intent).  The supplemental material evidences this.  If 

the words of the amendment did not matter, the Sponsor would not have consulted 

an army of lawyers to analyze the amendment’s text.  See Supp. App. at 38–41, 128–

29.  If the words did not matter, the Sponsor would not have extensively poll tested 

the amendment’s language and scope.  See id. at 41–124.  This is particularly true 

regarding fines, fees, and restitution.  See id. at 42, 73, 93.  And if words did not 

matter, the Sponsor would not have weighed the “pros” and “cons” of four different 

variations of the proposed amendment.  See id. at 125–27.    
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Fifth, the supplemental material was obtained through a subpoena by the 

Secretary of State’s office on September 23, 2019.  Initial briefs were due September 

18, 2019.  Therefore, the Secretary added the supplemental material to complement 

the arguments in her initial brief and respond to the arguments in other initial briefs.   

Sixth, the movant has cited no case law, Supreme Court rule, or rule of 

appellate procedure which would prohibit the filing of the supplemental material in 

this proceeding.  Importantly, any interested party will have the opportunity to 

address the supplemental material at oral argument.   

 For these reasons, the Secretary asks this Court to deny the Interested Party’s 

Motion to Strike.  
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