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‘March 17, 1989
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

Case No.

Dear

On March 14 the Board of Ethics considered
your gquestion whether under the Governmental
Ethics Ordinance you could accept certain travel
expenses from *“the local affilicle’ a not-for-profit
organization. The Board issued the advisory
opinion contained in this letter. This letter

will also set out the facts and law upon which the
Board based its opinion.

ISSUE:

Whether an executive in a City department who
is a director of a not-for-profit corporation that
receives funds from the executive's department may
accept travel expenses from that corporation to
attend a public awards ceremony.

OPINION:

An executive in a City department who is a
director of ‘a not-for-profit corporation that
receives funds from the executive's department may
accept travel expenses from that corporation to
attend a public awards ceremony since (1) the
expenses are reasonable; (2) the donor of the
expenses is not anonymcous; (3) the expenses are
neither offered nor accepted on the basis of an
understanding that the gift of such expenses will
influence the executive's governmental actions;
{4) the expenses are furnished in connection with
a public event or ceremony related to official
City business; and, (5) the expenses are furnished
by the sponsor of the public event or ceremony.

“AGQ
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FACTS

Erdvidoal K ¥ an Erecotive 1 a Crhdy of
Clhecagp Deparfirent T n 1988, she
called the Board to ask whether her acceptance of certain travel
expenses would violate the Governmental Ethics Ordinance.
Ingvidiwé A planned to travel to GHEDIINGGRINIES, on “for

the annual meeting of ., seloral argant zatyo o " At

the awards luncheon of the meeting, ﬁ widved # was to accept a
third-place award for a project executed by the
the City Cipusimment where iglyclund # woek, The beautification project
had been entered in the national " competition by

the local affiliate of g, sufomad i
“The Yool aféiliake pPlanned to pay Tdvidval A'S expenses, R OKpanuati b

Thiy locel acfviake 1S a not-for-profit organization that promotes

o Programs. Ipdwidvad A ard sdvidoad B, antter

EXetevhve m T ghpme Cdy of Chicago Depgarfpenf < Are on
the board of directors Of s /fanl afffinte s Trdnidual A
told the staff that in 1986, 1987 and 1988,

_ _ T local abiohe DAG
received mopey from the City, most of it coming from % ey frvcat-
whire H + .

At the time of pdvidwl A 'S inquiry, the financial
relationship between s /wal «filiude and the City was unclear. B
Trdicidoal g and 4, sapecidr, cdividoad ) MeMbership on  4nrs bl afElade )
board also clouded consideration of Mmdivideal A's question
regarding travel. Therefore, the staff told pmdvidwa? # that it

would be necessary to get more information and then submit her
question to the Board of Ethics.

1 Tednidoal w said that s halatilak received "donations"
of $25,000 in 1986 and in 1987, mostly from -4

ot -
bere k@ wirek . The staff looked

into the financial connection

between the City and +us /fuwald aftlaic. In 1987, the City
Council passed an ordinance authorizing the City to apply on
behalf of # ) LT

S bent oiblei fOr grant funds from the state under the
Illinois WNEEEERENCESENNIEONE Program and to commit $25,000 in
City funds to the organization. Ths Ahwl «#.d was registered as a
not-for-profit corporation in Illinois fa 1987, 1In
1989 #4a focal oAi7ude received $50,000 from the cepariment whoce
#th week Eor professional services. Twdwidaa? A  sent to the
Board a copy of a document that may be an invoice for
$50,000. The document had been prepared by fidwvidusl W and
approved bY Jadniclual 8.
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Pending the Board's consideration, the staff recommended
that msividvad H or W&éﬂ?/m* . pay her expenses,
then seek reimbursement from’ +is focald afitate if it were found
permissible. Toadvidod # explained that Ay /ocal athilafe had
already made all arrangments, and, in the short time left until
her scheduled departure, it would be very difficult to make
changes. TIngvidvad # decided to accept the expenses
provisionally. If the Board found them to be improper, she said
she would reimburse s (ol 2#j.k fOr the trip.

In response to staff inquiries, wdvidwf # submitted to
the Board: .

(1) the articles of incorporation of +4& el athjate;

(2) an advance ruling from the IRS that s pwlatred is exempt

from federal income tax under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code;

(3) an accountant's report on his examination of +ha heal afblinte ’s
financial statements for the fiscal year ended in 1988;

(4) a description of the A IE
o(%aniuvkm\ competition,

project nominated for the nefimad

) oraanizpdisn
(5) programs for the annual meeting of Hut™and the National
Awards Luncheon (SRR

(6) a statement on Ty /fuwd atiliaki letterhead that the cost of
airfare and hotel for puviyuvald # 'S trip was $553;

(7) a document from the Comptroller's office showing that in

1989 a payment of $50,000 was made by ‘e Zevarsmeas

whoce K votks LO i bl offifede from an account for professional and
technical services; .

(8) a /waf atilafes “"presentation packet;" and
(9) miscellaneous informational material on yas /focad «#jiate.

DISCUSSION

Section 26.2-4(d)(iv) permits City employees to accept
reasonable hosting expenses, including travel and lodging, when

(1) the donor of the expenses is not anonymous;
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(2) the expenses are neither offered nor accepted on the basis

of an understandlng that such gifts will influence an employee's
or official's actions in government;

(3) the expenses are "“furnished in connection with public

events, appearances or ceremonies related to official City
business," and

(4) the expenses are "furnished by the sponsor of such public
event."

Ivvilval M4 reported receiving $553 in airfare and one
nlght s lod_;ng from s local affiiak, The expense is reasonable for
a trip to RN The donor of the expenses is not
anonymous. The Board has received no evidence that the expenses
were offered or accepted with the understanding that they, would
affect /ndividued A 's governmental decisions or actions.? The
expenses were provided so that ,ndvifua? # could attend the
awards luncheon at the annual meeting of was naedawald mcmposnted

nizafion, Tednilvag ¢ attended the luncheon on 'L'J.‘.’ficxa\]3 City
business, to accept an award for ber * M d . The
programs submitted by madvidoatd # show that this was a public
event, attended by “m&maffxlxates and members of the public. The
expenses were furnished by the local affiliate of

e radreal orgamczads» that sponsored the entry of #s &ty dpavimant

2 The ties between Ats fowl +ftak and the department here
B eeviks -~Trinidvad & and ndvitdval B s
membership on the board of directors and fhis bmé-cm/,..,(g's regular
receipt of City funds--may create the appearance of impropriety.
However, the facts of this case upon which the Board bases its
opinion regarding @ividval A's acceptance of travel expenses do
not prove actual impropriety. See Footnote 4.

3 The Board observed that nuﬁvdiamf #'s representation of
the City at the awards luncheon is a crucial fact underlying its
recommendation. If . dviguaf/ 4 had accepted the gift of travel
expenses from ho Lol oflak @S a member of the board of directors,
she probably would have violated Section 26.2-4(c¢) which
provides, "No person who has an economic interest in a specific
City business, service or regqulatory transaction shall give,
directly or indirectly, to any City official or employee whose
decision or action may substantially affect such
transaction...and [no City official or employee] shall accept,
any gift of (i) cash or its equivalent regardless of value, or

(ii) an item or service other than an occasional one of nominal
value (less than §50)....°

]
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in the competition. Given these facts, the Board
determined that iwwvedval # 's acceptance of expenses falls

squarely4 within the permissible limits of Section 26.7-
4(d)(iv).

The preceding opinion is based solely on the facts available
to the Board. Please inform us promptly if there is any material
factual inaccuracy or omission. We hope this opinion has been
helpful to you. If you have any gquestions regarding this matter,
do not hesitate to call the Board at 744-9660.

Sincerely,

—
; S. (éangzel

Chairman

4 on the available evidence, the Board's original concern
regarding the financial connections between the clepavcnt bece
R dNB ol W voeks and H#s focd afiiat does not affect their
opinion regarding Bd~viduaf A _'s acceptance of travel expenses.
However, 1ln a separate letter to ,Ivawel 4 and ; dvidvag

B , the Board will address concerns raised by 7/ ./l #
and w4 vidval 8 *s roles with s /fxelathrafe in light of
Section 26.2-9(a), the “representation provision" of the
Governmental Ethics Ordinance.
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