
In my capacity as Secretary to the Governor, I served as a liaison between the Moreland 

Commission to Investigate Public Corruption and the Executive – just as I had with the 

previous Moreland Commission on Utility Storm Preparation and Response.   

 

The Commission was empaneled after the legislature failed to enact a series of reforms 

designed to provide transparency of lawmakers’ outside income (an issue that has long 

been a controversial flashpoint in the legislature) and give prosecutors improved tools to 

root out public corruption.  The mandate of the Moreland Commission was clearly 

spelled out in the Executive Order creating it.  Throughout the commission’s tenure, I 

tried to ensure that it had the administrative, personnel and financial resources and 

support needed to operate as it was a startup organization.  For a period of time, I also 

received updates and briefings from the Commission’s staff and co-chairs, consistent 

with the weekly reports required by law.  And, as the Moreland Commission got to work, 

I tried to provide insight into how state government functions as well as the budgetary, 

procurement and legislative processes while helping to ensure the panel was complying 

with the mandate of the Executive Order. 

 

I also gave the commission some advice on investigative or tactical decisions with a view 

to improving the Commission’s effectiveness and fairness.  While most investigations are 

driven by specific allegations that prompt further inquiry into a set of circumstances and 

facts, in this instance the commission and staff members sought to pursue broad and 

open-ended avenues of inquiry and, as part of that approach, sometimes proposed to issue 

subpoenas without any factual basis to believe that anyone had done anything wrong.  In 

some cases, the Commission appeared not to have considered the fact that people they 

sought to subpoena would be willing to provide information voluntarily rather than 

unnecessarily being tagged with a subpoena that might unfairly tar them with the 

imprimatur of wrongdoing.  In my view, there was a risk that the abrupt issuance of 

subpoenas without a well-thought out plan could fuel a perception that the Moreland was 

acting politically rather than fairly and with due consideration.   

 

Under these circumstances, I thought it would be helpful to the Commission Co-Chairs, 

who were working in an abbreviated timeframe, to point out how to improve their 

effectiveness and fairness.   

 

At the same time, as your reporting indicates, I reiterated many times over the course of 

the commission’s existence that, per the Executive Order, all investigative decisions were 

left up to the discretion of the co-chairs, and any input from me was meant to be advisory 

and helpful in nature (as you note in question 4).   

 

To my recollection, my contact with the Commission was limited to the Co-Chairs and 

primarily two staff members.  Based on some of your questions, I believe you have been 

talking with people who had no direct contact with me, as evidenced by the inaccurate 

accounting of circumstances outlined in some of your questions.  That being the case, it 



would not be appropriate or even possible for me to respond to those who may have 

repeated second-, third- or fourth- hand accounts, or the all too common instances where 

people invoke my name, by virtue of my position, without my knowledge or consent. 

 

At the end of the day, the Commission was an extension of the Governor’s office – their 

actions reflected directly on him – and therefore as Secretary it was my responsibility to 

endeavor to ensure that the Commission acted within the mandate of the Executive 

Order.  And, to be very clear, I am proud of the landmark legislation that passed as a 

direct result of the Commission’s work less than a year after the legislature had refused to 

act.  
 


