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The 11" Annual Report of the Board of Ethics (the “Board”) was submitted wguat 25,
2012, and reported on activities of the Board from July 1, 2011 to June 30, 2012. "TAimil
Report covers Board activities from July 1, 2012 to September 30, 20E:cohdance with Section
2-6-97 of the Ethics Ordinance (the “Ordinance”), this Report contains:

1) An analysis of Board activities, including the number of Advisory Opiniansasted and
issued, and the number of Complaints filed and their disposition;

2) A compilation of Advisory Opinions issued; and

3) Recommendations, if any, for improvement of the disceseguirements and standards of
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conduct found in the Ordinance, and for improvement of the administration and
enforcement of the Ordinance.
Board Activities
A. Meetings

During the period of this Report, the Board met nearly every month smmseéid of all matters
presented, including eight (Bequests for Advisory Opinion and six hundred forty seven (647)
Complaints.

B. Advisory Opinions

In response to the Request for Advisory Opinion # 2012-10, the Board issuedisonA
Opinion interpreting the application of the 2012 Detroit City Chartetj@e2-106, titled “One Year
Post Employment Prohibition” A synopsis appears below.

In response to the Request for Advisory Opinion # 2012-11, the Board issued aonAdvis
Opinion interpreting the application of the 2012 Detroit City Chartetti®@e2-106.5, titled, “One
Year Post Employment Prohibition.” A synopsis appears below.

In response to the Request for Advisory Opinion # 2012-12, the Board issued aonAdvis
Opinion interpreting the application of the 2012 Detroit City Chartesti®@e2-106.1(2)(d) which
prohibits “private employment . . . when the such employment or servicedsflict or incompatible
with the proper discharge of his or her official duties or would temdpair his or her independence
of judgment or action in the performance of official duties;” &edtion 2-106.1(2)(f) which prohibits
the participation “in the negotiation or the making of any city coptaany other type of transaction,
with any business entity in which . . . he/she . . . has a financial interesfA” synopsis appears
below.

In response to the Request for Advisory Opinion # 2012-13, the Board issued aonAdvis
Opinion interpreting the application of the 2012 Detroit City Charterti®@e2-106.5 titled, “One
Year Post Employment Prohibition” A synopsis appears below.

In response to the Request for Advisory Opinion # 2012-14, the Board issued aonAdvis
Opinion interpreting the application of the 2012 Detroit City Charterti®@e2-106.5 titled, “One
Year Post Employment Prohibition” A synopsis appears below.

Request for Advisory Opinion #2013-01, requested that the Board interpret canduct

circumstances that did not fall within the scope of the Boards#étytirhe Board declined to issue an

opinion and concluded the questions did not relate to the applicatiog Dfsclosure Requirements
or the Standards of Conduct.
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In response to the Request for Advisory Opinion # 2013-02, the Board issAdsisory
Opinion interpreting the application of the Ethics Ordinance Section 2-6-73 titledhjliRion on
Campaign Activities or Using City Property During Working Hours.” andti&e@-6-62. Improper
use or disclosure of confidential information prohibited. A synopsis appears below.

Request for Advisory Opinion # 2013-03, requested that the Board interprgptication of
the Ethics Ordinance Section 2-6-73 titled, “Prohibition on Campaign Aesivor Using City
Property During Working Hours.” and Section 2-6-62. Improper use or disclosaoafidential
information prohibited. The Request was closed due to the issue having been addressed in Opinion
2013-02.

Request for Advisory Opinion # 2013-04 was submitted SeptemberBad@tequested that
the Board interpret the application of the Detroit City Chartxti®n 2-106.5 titled, “One Year Post
Employment Prohibition.” The matter is currently pending.

Request for Advisory Opinion # 2013-05 was submitted September 17, 2013 ancerbquest
that the Board interpret the application of the Detroit City @naBtection 2-106.5 titled, “One Year
Post Employment Prohibition.” and Section 2-6-65 of the Ethics Ordinatheé,“thcompatible
employment or rendering services prohibited.” The matter is currently pending.

C. Complaints

Complaints # 2012-07 through 12 alleged that public servants (elected sffietdhted the
2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of Conduct and Disclosure Requigehyeantering into the
Consent Agreement with the State of Michigan on behalf of the CiDetrbit. After review and
consideration, the Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 20 2oCtiaate
Ethics Ordinance and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)( i)

Complaints # 2012-07 through 12 alleged that public servants (elected sffetdhted the
2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of Conduct and Disclosure Requigehyeantering into the
Consent Agreement on behalf of the City of Detroit. After revied eonsideration, the Board
concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 Charter ahibe Gtdinance and the
complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i).

Complaints # 2012-013 through 17 alleged that public servants (elected ®)fficaddted the
2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of Conduct and Disclosure Requielyeentering into the
Consent Agreement with the State of Michigan on behalf of the CDetbit. After review and
consideration, the Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 20T2oCtiaate
Ethics Ordinance and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)( i)
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Complaints # 2012-18 through 22 alleged that public servants (electeds)ffraéated the
2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of Conduct and Disclosure Requoielmeentering into the
Consent Agreement with the State of Michigan on behalf of the CDetbit. After review and
consideration, the Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 20 2oCtieete
Ethics Ordinance and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i)

Complaints # 2012-23 through 27 alleged that public servants (elected sffiomdhted the
2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of Conduct and Disclosure Requisehyeanhtering into the
Consent Agreement with the State of Michigan on behalf of the CDetbit. After review and
consideration, the Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 202oCtieete
Ethics Ordinance and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i)

Complaints # 2012-28 through 35 alleged that public servants (elected offndatsagoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of ComaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofjan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. After review and consideration, the Board concludddtibaublic servants had not
violated the 2012 Charter or the Ethics Ordinance and the complamgtslismissed pursuant to
Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i).

Complaints # 2012-36 through 43 alleged that public servants (elected offndatsagoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of ComaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofjan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. After review and consideration, the Board concludddtibaublic servants had not
violated the 2012 Charter or the Ethics Ordinance and the complamgtslismissed pursuant to
Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i).

Complaints # 2012-44 through 52 alleged that public servants (elected offidaisagoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of CoaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdieloflan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget wiaislasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After raengkwonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 CharteEdhidtseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaint # 2012-53 alleged that a public servant failed to propezymmodate members of
the public during public comment and in the selection of meeting locatitims complaint alleged a
violation of the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of Conducid®e2t106.1(2) (g). Improper use
of official position” After review and consideration, the Board concluded that the manliant had
not violated the 2012 Charter or the Ethics Ordinance and the complaint was dismissehtgar
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Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(2).

Complaints # 2012-54 through 62 alleged that public servants (elected offindaisagoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of CoaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget whislasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After rantbwonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 ChartehidseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaints # 2012-63 through 71 alleged that public servants (elected offindaisagoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of CoaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget whislasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After rantbwonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 ChartedhidseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaints # 2012-72 through 80 alleged that public servants (elected offindaisagoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of CoaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget whislasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After rantbwonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 ChartedhidseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaints # 2012-81 through 89 alleged that public servants (elected offindaisagoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of CoaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget whislasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After rantbwonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 ChartedhidseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaints # 2012-90 through 98 alleged that public servants (elected offinclaisagoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of CoaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofjan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget wialasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After rentbwonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 CharteihitseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).
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Complaints # 2012-99 through 107 alleged that public servants (elected Hintamayoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of CoaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdieloflan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget whislasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After rangkwonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 CharteiEdhitseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaints # 2012-108 through 116 alleged that public servants (eleateléind mayoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of ComaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofjan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget wiagasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After rancgbwonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 CharteibhidseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaints # 2012-117through 125 alleged that public servants (elected cdficiagayoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Stasadr@onduct and Disclosure Requirements
by entering into the Consent Agreement with the State of Michigan otf betiee City of Detroit.
Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget which was asededased on the
improper approval of the Consent Agreement. After review and coasaieithe Board concluded
that the public servants had not violated the 2012 Charter or the GtHiosince and the complaints
were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaints # 2012-126 through 134 alleged that public servants (eleateléind mayoral
appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standards of ComaddctDisclosure
Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement with the Stdielofjan on behalf of the
City of Detroit. Also challenged was the conduct of approving the budget wiagasserted to be
based on the improper approval of the Consent Agreement.  After randgewonsideration, the
Board concluded that the public servants had not violated the 2012 CharteithidseOrdinance
and the complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)(i.).

Complaints # 2012-136 through 306 and 316 through 639 alleged thatgautalints (elected
officials and mayoral appointees) violated the 2012 Detroit Cityt@h&tandards of Conduct and
Disclosure Requirements by entering into the Consent Agreement wiStdteeof Michigan on
behalf of the City of Detroit. Also challenged as to one electedalffivas the failure to obtain prior
approval of the corporation counsel as required by the 2012 City Chegteding the retaining of
outside counsel. After review and consideration, the Board concluddaetipaiblic servants other
than the elected official who failed to seek prior approval, had nattgtbthe 2012 Charter or the
Ethics Ordinance and the complaints were dismissed pursuant tonS2di-115 (b)(1)(i.).
Regarding the elected official who failed to obtain prior approval fasideitcounsel the Board
concluded the Charter had been violated and issued a Resolution ofénfdicishment pursuant
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to Section 2-6-115 (3).

Complaints # 2012-640 through 643 alleged that a public servants engaged in improper
conduct regarding their actions in the selection of a candidateaity position . The complaint
alleged a violation of the Standards of Conduct found in the Ethics Ordiwéhagespect to Section
2-6.72 titled, “One year post employment prohibition.”  After review and consideratiddoénd
concluded that the public servants had violated the Ethics Ordiaaticesued a Resolution of Public
Admonishment as to each public servant pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (3).

Complaints # 2012-644 through 652 alleged that public servants (an electeal affttia
mayoral appointee ) violated the 2012 Detroit City Charter Standaf@smafuct by approving to
improper transfer of City funds. After review and consideratiorBtiaed concluded that the public
servant( the elected official ) had not violated the 2012 ChartiveorEthics Ordinance and the
complaints were dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115 (b)(1)( iegarBing the appointee the
complaint was dismissed due to his no longer being a public servant.

Complaint # 2013-01 alleged that a public servant failed to properly petthermiuties of
office and disclosed confidential information. The complaint alleged violations @0tz Detroit
City Charter Standards of Conduct Section 2-106.1, 2 “Willfullyrossly neglect the discharge of his
or her duties.” and Section 2-106.2.0se or disclosure of confidential informatioi\fter review
and consideration, the Board concluded that the public servant hadatadsibe 2012 Charter or the
Ethics Ordinance and the complaint was dismissed pursuant to Section 2-6-115(b)(2).

D. Other Activities.

During the period of the Report the Board received an unprecedented number ofrtsmplai
primarily directed at the conduct of elected officials who supponedbnsent Agreement. There
was also significant citizen presence at Board meetings providiragke during the public comment
segment. In evaluating priorities for the future the Board decidedtbater community outreach
would be undertaken with community education and input being goals. After émelar@nt of the
Ordinance in order to comply with the 2012 Charter the Board approved thiemen all its forms
and publications. All Advisory Opinion are now available on the Board'siteelisd complaint
decisions will also be posted. Regarding the Board’s training mandatderatisn was given to the
use of web based training which public servants could access from woputers. Additional
products will be reviewed during the coming year. The November 2012 eleesiolted in the
approval of two amendments to the Ethics section of the ChaéiteGift prohibition was amended to
allow Council the discretion to determine what gifts and in what araevititbe permitted . The one
year post employment prohibition was amended to allow retirees thibedras personal services
contractors with out the 1 year lapse in service. The Ordinancetiasen codified as of this writing
however in view of the Charter amendment the enforcement of the@rGifibition in the current
Ordinance is being held in abeyance.
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The Board’s Executive Director made presentations to various Citytaegpas and public
servants as requested explaining the 2012 Charter changes in addition iesmggiarding the
existing ordinance. The Director also continues to meet with ared essnbers of the public or City
employees who request information. The Board continued to receive pamfodncal inquiries to
which the Executive Director responded with the approval of the Boardddre also received and
responded to media inquiries.

Lastly, in Maythe Board was informed of the Executive Director’'s retirememntsplavis.
Gaskin has completed 10 years of service and will leave in Octobé&e Board reviewed and
considered a process regarding selecting a replacement. In vienkhergency Manager being in
charge of City operations permission was requested to fill the watameever as of this writing
approval has not been granted. It appears that upon the commencement of the Direetoenteti
which is anticipated to be in October, the Board will be without staff.

Compilation of Advisory Opinions

Advisory Opinion #2012-10 held the 2012 Detroit City Charter Section 2-106.5. prahibits
public servant who has retired from city employment from servingcastaactor and or receiving
compensation from the City department where previously assigned food peone (1) year if the
assignment and or contract scope of services involves any matter dh thiely were directly
concerned, personally participated, actively considered or acquired knowladgereviously a
public servant. Additionally, a public servant who is discharged fromeaigloyment due to a
reduction in force or elimination of their position is also prohibitethfbecoming a personal services
contractor for the City department where previously assigned if theacbirivolves any matter in
which they were directly concerned, personally participated, activelyidesad or acquired
knowledge while previously a public servant.

Advisory Opinion #2012-11 held a City contract is not subject to beingd/extlusively
because a Contractor /Consultant offers employment to a former public sethargublic servant
did not have an undisclosed interest in the contract. Howepehlic servant who has been involved
in any way in the management of a City contract may not accept empioymih the
Contractor/Consultant connected with the contract for a period of omefgleaving City
employment even if hired to perform services unrelated to the City contract.

Advisory Opinion #2012-12 held a City Director may not serve in a dual ¢a@eci
Department Director and Chief Executive Officer of a Non Profit Corporathose subject matter
and work authority is identical to that of the City Department.

Advisory Opinion #2012-13 held the 2012 Detroit City Charter, Section 2-108iéh
prohibits the City from contracting with retired public servants fqgeeaod of one year after
employment with the City is not in conflict with state law whiclstablishes the
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requirements/qualifications for a Michigan Master (Level 4) Asse There is no authority created
by the Charter allowing the Board to waive or grant an exception toahdates of the standards of
conduct or disclosure requirements. As established in Advisory @@ai®-04 a public servant who
has retired from city employment is prohibited from serving as a amiotr and or receiving
compensation from the City department where previously assigned faood peone (1) year if the
assignment and or contract scope of services involves any matterdh thiey were directly
concerned, personally participated, actively considered or acquired knowlbadgereviously a
public servant.

Advisory Opinion #2012-14 reviewed a Request for Reconsideration of Advisonyo®pi
#2012-04 issued June 1, 2012. After consideration of the issues presented thee&tamed its
Opinion as stated in 2012-04.  Advisory Opinion #2012-04 tredd2012 Detroit City Charter
Section 2-106.5provides subject to state law, for one (1) year after employment with itye £
Public Servant shall not lobby or appear before the City Council or apyd&uartment, agency,
board, commission or body or receive compensation for any services in conmétiiiany matter in
which he or she was directly concerned, personally participated, gatimesidered or acquired
knowledge while working for the City. A public servant who has retiah itity employment is
prohibited from serving as a contractor and or receiving compem$aim the City department where
previously assigned for a period of one (1) year if the assignment andtoaat scope of services
involves any matter in which they were directly concerpetsonally participated, actively considered
or acquired knowledge while previously a public servant

Advisory Opinion #2013-02 held the Ethics Ordinance does not prohibit a curremt publi
servant from seeking elective office however Section 2-6-73 prohilmitpaign activities during
working hours. Additionally Section 2-6-62 restricts the use of confidentaamation obtained in
the course of the performance of a public servants official duties.

Recommendations for Improvements in the Ethics Ordinance

The Board has no recommendations at this time for improvements to the Ethics Ordinance.

It should be noted that there currently exist three vacancies on thebdBaht is respectfully
requested that they be filled as soon as possible.

The Board will be pleased to provide any further information and to respamy guestions
about its 12 year of operation.

Thank you.

cc: Municipal Reference Library



