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Lobbying Law Amendments to be Sole Focus of CEC October 14 Meeting

l \fter an initial

public hearing on Sep-
tember 5% regarding
possible changes to
the City’s Municipal
Lobbying Ordinance,
the City Ethics Com-
mission will devote its
October meeting ex-
clusively to the issue.
The Commission’s dis-
cussions are the result
of its first comprehen-
sive review of the lob-
bying ordinance in
over a decade. The
purpose of the review
is to ensure that the

Next Meeting

October 14, 2008
9:30am
City Hall, Rm. 1050

Agendas can be easily
accessed at least 72
hours before a Com-
mission meeting at the
following website:

http://ethics.lacity.org/
meetings.cfm

Agendas are also posted
on in the 2nd floor lobby of
City Hall East and at the
Commission’s office no
later than 72 hours before a
Commission meeting. If a
“special” meeting is called
by the Commission, the
meeting agenda is noticed
at least 24 hours in ad-
vance.

law is clear, strong,
and internally consis-
tent—and that it con-
tinues to provide the
public with vital infor-
mation about com-

pensated lobbying
activity that is de-
signed to influence

City decisions.

The Commission’s
discussion on October
14t will focus first on
who is a lobbyist, what
activities define
“lobbying”, and what
level of activity should

trigger registration and
reporting. Additional
topics will include how
to register and what to
disclose on quarterly
reports.

First enacted in July
1967, the City’s lobby-
ing ordinance re-
quired “municipal leg-
islative advocates” to
register with the City
Clerk “before doing
anything in further-
ance of [attempting
to influence action on
municipal legislation]”

Continued on page 7.
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City’s “Wealthy Candidate” Provision Now Unenforceable

/ \t its September

5th meeting, the City
Ethics Commission de-
termined that Los An-
geles Charter section
470(c)10 - often re-
ferred to as the City’s
“wealthy candidate
provision” - wil no
longer be enforced
based on a recent 5-4
U.S. Supreme Court
decision in Davis vs.
FEC, a case testing a
similar provision of fed-
eral law known as the
“Millionaires’ Amend-
ment.” Enacted as
Sec. 319(a) of the Bi-
partisan  Campaign
Reform Act of 2002

(“BCRA”), that provi-
sion enabled Congres-
sional candidates to
raise contributions
higher than the normal
limits when an oppo-
nent in their race used
personal expenditures
beyond certain thresh-
olds.

In a rare step for
the Commission, the
five-member panel
concluded, based on
advice from the City
Attorney, that the City
can no longer require
candidates spending
more than $30,000 in
personal funds to
abide by the notice

and deposit require-
ments of Charter sec-
tion 470(c)10; that op-
ponents of any candi-
date spending more
than $30,000 in per-
sonal funds in a pri-
mary or runoff election
can no longer solicit or
receive contributions
in excess of the normal
$500 or $1,000 per per-
son contribution limit
that applies for their
election; and that
contributors may no
longer give contribu-
tions larger than the
normal $500 or $1,000
limit to a candidate
whose opponent uses

Continued on page 8.
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Message from the Executive Director

\/\/ith this issue of

The Public Trust we’re
happy to welcome
two new board mem-
bers — Paul Turner and
Nedra Jenkins — and to
share a range of other
news and information
with you.

As the Commission
begins to focus in-
depth on amend-
ments to the City’s lob-
bying ordinance, the
starting point for those
discussions is summa-
rized beginning on
page one. Also de-
tailed on our cover is
the significant impact
of a June US. Su-
preme Court decision
on a longstanding pro-

vision of City cam-
paign law. We in-
clude a reminder
about travel restric-
tions for City officials
and introduce a new
snapshot of campaign
data that now ap-
pears on our website
for those following the
2009 City elections.

Sadly, in late Au-
gust, we marked the
passing of one of the
founding members of
the City Ethics Com-
mission, Ed Guthman.
In addition to many
other notable
achievements in pub-
lic service, Ed was ap-
pointed to then newly-
created City Ethics
Commission in 1990.

He served as a com-
missioner through
1998, and was elected
Commission President
by his board col-
leagues in 1997. Ed's
determined pursuit of
transparency and ac-
countability in govern-
ment is just one of the
many legacies he
leaves us. Ed taught
us to distil the vital
from the complex,
and to remember the
ideal in crafting the
practical. Ed inspired
us and encouraged
us, and he taught us
all to persevere. We
extend our deep con-
dolences to his family
and friends, and we
will continue to re-
member and honor

Lobbying Ordinance Available Electronically for Contract Bidders

n adopting Meas-
ure R in November
2006, Los Angeles vot-
ers, in part, established
a requirement that
bidders on City con-
tracts must submit a
bidder  certification
form when applying
for certain City con-
tracts. CEC Form 50
requires contract bid-
ders to both acknowl-
edge and agree to
comply with the regis-
tration and disclosure
requirements and the
prohibitions  estab-
lished in the City’s
Municipal  Lobbying
Ordinance

(Los Angeles Municipal
Code Sections 48.01 et

seq.)

The new law, codi-
fied in section 48.09(H)
of the ordinance, also
requires City agencies
to include both the
certification form and
the lobbying ordi-
nance in hard copy
with each invitation for
bids, request for pro-
posals, request for
qualifications, or solici-
tation related to enter-
ing into a city con-
tract.

In May, the City
Council approved

los an

a recommendation
from the City Ethics
Commission to allow
city agencies to pro-
vide the lobbying ordi-
nance to bidders in an
electronic format or
through an online link
when the solicitation is
provided electroni-
cally. The Commis-
sion’s proposal in this
case is just one exam-
ple of the approach it
will continue to pursue
to implement laws that
use current technol-
ogy to ease compli-
ance and conserve
limited resources.
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Ed’s life here at the
Ethics Commission as
we work to support
and preserve the pub-
lic trust.

LeeAnn Pelham
Executive Director

For additional infor-
mation about con-
tract bidder certifica-
tion, please contact
the City Ethics Com-
mission at (213) 978-
1960 or visit our lobby-
ing web page at

h t t p : [ [/
ethics.lacity.org/
lobby/lobby.cfm.
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Two New Members Begin Service on the City Ethics Commission
This summer, the City Ethics Commission welcomed two new members to its five-member board.

New CEC Commissioner: Paul Turner

COmmissioner

Paul H. Turner is a
community  relations
and development offi-
cer for Citibank. He
has over 15 years of
experience as a local,

state, and national
leader in civic en-
gagement, election

reform, and economic
development policy.

Turner was ap-
pointed in April to the
City Ethics Commission
by Mayor Antonio Vil-
laraigosa to succeed
Robert M. Saltzman,
who left the Ethics
Commission last fall

when the Mayor ap-
pointed him to the Los
Angeles Board of Po-
lice Commissioners.
Because Turner is serv-
ing out the remainder
of Saltzman's five-year
term, which wil end
June 30, 2010, he wiill
be eligible for a full
five-year reappoint-
ment to the Commis-
sion at that time.

Prior to his work at
Citibank, Turner served
for five years at the
Greenlining Institute, a
Berkeley-based non-
profit with a mission to
empower disadvan-

New CEC Commissioner: Nedra Jenkins

Commissioner

Nedra Jenkins is a Prin-
cipal Deputy County
Counsel for Los Ange-
les. She is a 1994
Graduate of the UCLA
School of Law and ob-
tained a Bachelor of
Arts degree in history
and Master of Arts de-
gree in social science
in 1991 through a joint
degree program from
the University of Chi-
cago.

During her legal ca-
reer, Commissioner
Jenkins has success-
fully handled a diverse
array of cases, from

dependency law for
the Department of
Children and Family
Services to employ-
ment law and com-
plex construction con-
tract litigation for the
Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transpor-
tation Authority
(Metro). She began
her legal career by
clerking in the Criminal
Appeals Section of the
llinois Attorney Gen-
eral’s Office and the
Los Angeles District
Attorney’s Office. She
also fought child
abuse for three years
while working as a trial
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taged groups, where
he advised commu-
nity and civil rights

groups, corporate
leaders and others,
while framing cam-

paign finance reform
as a civil rights issue.
As the senior program
manager and national
director of the
Greenlining Institute’s
Claiming Our Democ-
racy Program, Turner
has been a national
advocate for open,
honest, and account-
able government
through same-day
voter registration, full
public campaign fi-

attorney in the Edel-
man Children’s Court.

Since 1999, Com-
missioner Jenkins has
represented Metro in
employment and
breach-of-contract
cases. In 2001, she
obtained rarely
awarded defense at-
torney fees and costs
in the amount of
$191,000 for success-
fully defending a Fair
Employment and
Housing Act retaliation
lawsuit. She has also
enforced the Califor-
nia False Claims Act
by pursuing contrac-
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nancing of elections,
independent redistrict-
ing commissions, and
instant run-off voting,
among other reforms.
Assisting with the pas-
sage of the landmark
Bipartisan Campaign

Continued on page 9.

tors and subcontrac-
tors who submitted
false claims and re-
cords for payment. In
February 2006, she ob-
tained a jury verdict
against a subcontrac-
tor for 57 false claims

Continued on page 9.
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Commission Re-Affirms Support for Limited Neighborhood Council Financial Disclosure

As policy discus-

sions about the appro-
priate role of personal
financial disclosure for
neighborhood council
board members con-
tinue in the city, the
City Ethics Commission
re-affirmed its support
for limited disclosure
tied to the creation of
neighborhood council
files, or NCFs. At its
meeting on Septem-
ber 5, the Ethics Com-
mission considered an
alternative  proposal
requested by the City
Council’s  Education
and Neighborhoods
Committee to require
annual disclosure. The
staff report proposed
to modify the Ethics
Commission’s Form 52
which was first trans-
mitted to the Council
in March 2008. The
Commission’s special
meeting was called to
enable the ethics
panel to consider the
issue and then share its
views with Education
and Neighborhoods
Committee members
at their meeting on
September 9th,

After hearing from
neighborhood council
activists and others,
the Ethics Commission
concluded that the
twin goals of transpar-
ency and enhanced
citizen participation for
neighborhood coun-

cils would be most
appropriately bal-
anced at this time by
periodic disclosure
tied only to the crea-
tion of an NCF. On a
4-1 vote, the Commis-
sion restated its con-
tinuing strong belief
that the financial dis-
closure required of
neighborhood council
board members
should reflect their ad-
visory role and should

nently subject to filing
Form 700 on an annual
basis and would also
be subject to other
City laws.

In response to re-
quests for input from
several counciimem-
bers, the Ethics Com-
mission observed that
neighborhood coun-
cils are advisory bod-
ies and, in its opinion,
should not be required

not
rise to

“financial disclosure required of
the neighborhood council board mem-
level [|bers should reflect their advisory role ”

and
scope of disclosure
required by state Form
700.

This issue first arose
in January 2008, when
the City Council ap-
proved a two-year
pilot project authoriz-
ing neighborhood
councis to create
NCFs. As part of the
pilot project, the City
Council added a re-
gquirement that
neighborhood council
board members who
participate in creating
an NCF file a Form 700
relating to that NCF.
Under City law, how-
ever, neighborhood
councils are currently
exempt from filing
Form 700. If that ex-
emption were elimi-
nated, neighborhood
council board mem-
bers would be perma-
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to file financial disclo-
sure statements re-
garding matters over
which they have no
ultimate  authority,
such as NCFs. How-
ever, acknowledging
the potential for con-
flicts of interests under
state law, as well as
the City Council’s
stated desire for finan-
cial disclosure, the
Commission adopted
Form 52 as an alterna-
tive to Form 700 for
neighborhood council
board members. Form
52 asks for disclosure
regarding key finan-
cial interests, such as
employers, real estate
interests, and business
interests. It also asks
for disclosure regard-
ing other financial is-
sues that could be af-
fected by the particu-
lar NCF that triggered

geles
CITY ETHICS COMMISSION
...preserving the pubilic trust

the fiing. Only those
neighborhood council
board members who
vote on an NCF would
be required to file
Form 52.

The Education and
Neighborhoods Com-
mittee considered fi-
nancial disclosure by
neighborhood coun-
cils for several months
and, on August 12,
stated its preference
for an annual financial
disclosure requirement
for all neighborhood
council board mem-
bers. The committee
asked the Ethics Com-
mission to revise Form
52 so that it is an an-
nual fiing that is not
tied to an NCF. Rather
than revise Form 52,
the Commission sug-
gested Form 53 as a
alternative disclosure
tool, should the Coun-
cil decide to adopt an
annual filing require-
ment. Form 53 asks for
disclosure of the same
core financial matters
of employers, real es-
tate interests, and
business interests; and

Continued on page 10.
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New 2009 Election Graphics For Candidate Fundraising and Expenditures

\Asitors to the 2009

election campaign
fundraising and ex-
penditure page of the
Ethics Commission
website will now find a
snapshot of campaign
finance data from the
2009 primary election
cycle through June 30,
2008, that includes
some key observations
and visuals that high-
light current fundrais-
ing and spending with
prior elections. By pro-
viding context for the
2009 campaign fi-
nance data, the new
page is designed to
allow viewers to more
easily spot fundraising
and spending trends
and better understand
how political money is
raised and spent over
time. The new graph-
ics will be updated
regularly as candi-
dates continue to re-
port their campaign
finance activities
throughout the 2009
election cycle.

Among the new
and notable facts illus-
trated in the June re-
ports are the following:

Campaign Spending

e Open seats and unop-
posed incumbents set
the pace. In the 2009
open seat race for City
Attorney, three candi-
dates running in the
2009 election as of
June 30 spent over 140
percent more than
three candidates had
at the same point eight
years ago in the last
open seat election for
that office. As of June
30, six candidates in
the open Council Dis-
trict 5 race spent 79
percent more than
eight candidates had
at the same point eight
years ago in that dis-
trict’s last open seat
election. Five Council
incumbents, who were
unopposed as of June
30, 2008, have already
spent 59 percent more
than the nine candi-
dates running for those
same five seats had at
this point in the 2005
election.

e Overall, spending on
"Professional Services/
Consulting” made up
nearly half, or 49 per-
cent, of all campaign
expenditures reported
through June 30. That
type of spending, how-
ever, accounted for
more than 80 percent
of all expenditures in
the open-seat City At-
torney’s race, and over
70 percent of the
spending reported in
Council District 13,
which was an uncon-
tested seat as of June
30.
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Fundraising

e Early campaign reports
show relatively little
use of candidates' per-
sonal funds in their
campaigns. The high-
est amounts of per-
sonal funds use as of
June 30 were in the
race for City Council
District Five. In that
race, roughly 14 per-
cent of the funds
raised overall by the six
candidates came from
the candidates them-
selves. In all other City
races as of June 30,
candidates’ personal
funds accounted for
no more than two per-
cent of their overall
funding.

e Candidates have re-
lied more heavily on
individuals to fund their
2009 campaigns. Over
77 percent of all contri-
butions candidates
reported raising
through June 30, 2008
was from individuals.

The Commission’s
new graphics can be
accessed through the

Commission’s home
page at http://
ethics.lacity.org, or
directly at http://

ethics.lacity.orqg/
CampaignkFi-
nance/2009electiongr
aphs/.
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Campaign
Finance
Online!

Visit our campaign

finance web page
at:

http://
ethics.lacity.org/
campaignfi-
nance.cfm
View:

Disclosure
Statements

Related Laws

Search:
Contributions
Expenditures

Independent
Expenditures

Campaign
Literature

Download:

City Forms

State Forms
File Online:

Campaign
Finance
Electronic
Filing System
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Travel Do’s an Don’ts

Dear Ethics Advisor,

AS 4 City official, | regularly receive offers for travel
payments , as well as other gifts of travel. | know that,
when tn question, [ should always seek the Ethics Commis-
Sion’s advice before accepting such gifts. tHowever, are there
anyl general tips you can offer to help guide my decisions
when 'm confronted with these offers?

Sincerel Y,
Troubled Traveler

=4

Dear Troubled Traveler,

One of the most common advice inquiries that the City Ethics Com-
mission receives involves a City official’s acceptance of travel pay-
ments from non-City sources. In some cases, gifts of travel may pro-
vide the City with a competitive advantage by allowing City officials
the opportunity to better understand issues, products, or services es-
sential for shaping successful public policies, programs, or services. In
other cases, a gift of travel may not directly involve the City’s interests
but be offered as a personal gesture to a City official. Sometimes a
proposed travel payment or reimbursement could serve both pur-
poses. Whatever the case may be, there are various considerations
that must be taken into account when determining whether a travel
payment is allowable, limited, or prohibited and whether the payment
is reportable. Remember, the rules apply whether or not the travel is
provided as a result of your City position or your private personal life.
While both City and state laws govern the acceptance of travel pay-
ments by City officials, the City’s laws are generally more restrictive
and are, therefore, a starting point when making an analysis.

It is important to note that because each
travel payment scenario involves its own unique
set of variables and the laws regarding travel j*
are complicated, there is no generic, one-size-
fits-all answer to questions concerning their ac-
ceptance. With that in mind, it is always aduvis- |
able to seek advice from the City Ethics Com-
mission or the Office of the City Attorney prior to
accepting a gift of travel. As a general rule of |
thumb, however, there are several do’s and
don’ts that should be followed to provide direc-
tion in making an informed conclusion.

Continued on page 11.
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Need Advice?

The CEC offers two types
of advice:

e Informal
(provided in person or by phone)

e Formal
(provided in writing)

Commission staff are
happy to respond infor-
mally to your general
guestions about City eth-
ics laws, but keep in mind
that informal advice does
not provide immunity in
enforcement actions.

If you need binding
advice, you should
request formal advice
before taking any action.
Your request must be sub-
mitted in writing and must

provide specific facts
about your circum-
stances.

The CEC also issues
formal written opinions,
which interpret and clarify
the law. All opinions and
advice letters are avail-
able to the pubilic.

To view advice letters
that have been issued to
others, visit the CEC’s ad-
vice web page at:

http://ethics.lacity.org/
Advice/advice.cfm

...preserving the pubilic trust
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Lobbying Law Amendments (Continued from page 1)

for compensation
once registered, legis-
lative advocates had
quarterly reporting re-
qguirements and were
subject to regulations
regarding their con-
duct.

In August 1994, the
ordinance was signifi-
cantly updated and
established a com-
pensation test for lob-
byists of $4,000 per
calendar quarter.
More recent changes
include a legislative
package approved
by the voters in 2006
through Measure R,
which replaced the
compensation  test
with a 30-hour test for
lobbyists, banned gifts
and campaign contri-
butions to City officials
from lobbyists, and
required bidders on
City contracts to cer-
tify their compliance
with the lobbying ordi-

nance. (See the
CEC’s policy web

page for staff memos).

A threshold test for
determining who is a
“lobbyist”—whether
based on compensa-
tion or, as under the
current law, on the
number of hours of
lobbying activity—has
been part of City law
for over 14 vyears.
These thresholds have
existed to ensure the
law is reasonable in its
breadth by balancing

the burdens of regula-
tion with the benefits.
By assessing the
amount of regulated
activity in which a per-
son engages, they en-
sure that not every
person engaged in
every compensated
act of advocating on
behalf of another per-
son is caught within
the net of registration
and reporting.

The Commission is
now considering a
proposal to balance
these interests differ-
ently, by assessing the

type of activity in
which a person en-
gages. This kind of

balancing is proposed
as a clearer and more
equitable way to de-
termine who qualifies
as a lobbyist. While
the definition of
“lobbyist” would not
contain a threshold
test, the kinds of activi-
ties that would consti-
tute lobbying would
be far more narrow
than under the current
law.

For example, the fol-
lowing activities would
be excluded:
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Communicating on
the record at a
publicly noticed
meeting that s
open to the general
public.

Submitting a docu-
ment that is a pub-
lic record in con-
nection with an
item on an agenda
for a publicly no-
ticed meeting.

Making a sales call
in connection with
a purchase that
must go through a
competitive  bid
process.

Submitting a bid to
or participating in a
bid selection proc-
ess with the City
official or agency
specifically  desig-
nated to receive
the information.

Negotiating the
terms of a contract
after being se-
lected as the con-
tractor.

Communicating
regarding the ad-
ministration of an
existing City con-
tract.

Providing informa-
tion compelled by
a subpoena, law, or
regulation.

Requesting advice
or the interpretation
of a law, regulation,
or policy.

Responding to an
enforcement pro-
ceeding.

THICS COMMISSION

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Page 7

Communicating
with regard to a
collective bargain-
ing agreement or a
memorandum  of
understanding with
a City employee
organization, a
management deci-
sion regarding work-
ing conditions, or a
proceeding before
the Civil Service
Commission or the
Employee Relations
Board.

Providing legal rep-
resentation as a
licensed attorney
for a party in litiga-
tion or an enforce-
ment proceeding.

Providing purely
technical data,
analysis, or expertise
without advocating
a particular result in
a municipal deci-
sion.

Communicating
regarding a ministe-
rial step in an appli-
cation for a license,
permit, or entitle-
ment for use.

Communicating

under circum-
stances similar to
those identified

above, after having
received written
advice from the
Ethics Commission
that the communi-
cation is exempt.

Continued on page 10.
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City’s “Wealthy Candidate” Provision (Continued from page 1)

more than $30,000 in
personal funds.

Charter section 470
()10 is a longstanding
provision of City law
that pre-dates the
1990 creation of the
City’s comprehensive
campaign financing
system and partial
public financing pro-
gram. It was designed
to provide relief

opponent has raised
contributions in
amounts above such
limits equal to the
amount of personal
funds deposited by
the candidate in his or
her campaign contri-
bution checking ac-
count.” To implement
the provision, it re-
quired first that self-
funded candidates a)

Supreme Court has
“treated the

to candidates
facing oppo-
nents who con-
tribute
than $30,000 of
their own

“clear information for both
candidates and contributors
more | about the impact of the Court’s

decision is vital”

‘asymmetrical’
contribution limits as
a spending limit on
the self-financed
candidate be-
cause, by providing

money to fund their
campaigns. Sec. 470
(c)10 allowed candi-
dates who do not
have, or choose not to
use, large personal
funds in their own
campaigns to raise
larger than normal
contributions from do-
nors, up to the total
amount of personal
funds used by their
self-funded opponent.
It also allowed donors
to give up to a higher
per person limit under
those circumstances.

Specifically, the
provision allowed op-
ponents of the self-
funded candidate to
solicit and receive,
and their contributors
to make, contributions
in excess of the limits
established in Charter
sections 470(c)3 and
470(c)4  “until such

deposit all personal
funds in their cam-
paign account no
later than 30 days be-
fore the election, and
b) to notify all oppo-
nents and the City Eth-
ics Commission no
later than 30 days in
advance of the elec-
tion of the amount of
personal funds they
plan to spend.

The Commission’s
resolution on the provi-
sion’s enforceabillity for
the 2009 elections was
triggered by advice it
sought from the City
Attorney’s Office in
the wake of the Su-
preme Court’s Davis
decision on June 26,
2008. In an August 26,
2008, letter to the
Commission’s Execu-
tive Director, the City
Attorney’s Office
stated that the
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advantages to the
non-self-financed can-
didate, the self-
financed candidate’s
spending and speech
are burdened.” Con-
sequently, the Court
struck down Sec. 319
(a) as unconstitutional.
The City Attorney’s Of-
fice concluded that
the Davis case consti-
tuted “compelling le-
gal authority to con-
clude that a chal-
lenge to the City’s pro-
visions on constitu-
tional grounds could
not be successfully
defended.”

With the 2009 mu-
nicipal election cycle
well underway, the
Commission con-
cluded that clear in-
formation for both
candidates and con-
tributors about the im-
pact of the Court’s
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decision is vital. Citing
its strong concern that
the decision has cre-
ated a “disparate im-
pact” between self-
funded and non-self
funded candidates,
however, the Commis-
sion also directed its
staff to explore alter-
native policies that
could be adopted in
the future to allow
candidates some abil-
ity to respond under a
“wealthy candidate”

scenario while ad-
dressing the Court’s
concerns.

For a copy of the
City Attorney’s August
26 communication, or
a copy of the Septem-
ber 5 resolution
adopted by the Ethics
Commission, please
contact the CEC.

Detail of all candi-
dates’ campaign
fundraising and ex-
penditure activities,
including their use of
personal funds, will
continue to be up-
dated regularly on the
City Ethics Commis-
sion’s 2009 Municipal
and LAUSD Election
Totals web page, ac-
cessible at http://
ethics.lacity.org/efs/
public_election.cfm?
election_id=37.
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New CEC Commissioners: Paul Turner (Continued from page 3)

Reform Act of 2002
(the McCain-Feingold
Act), Turner was part
of the advocacy coa-
lition that submitted
amicus curiae briefs to
the United States Su-
preme Court on the
bill’s behalf.

Turner began his

career as the commu-
nity economic devel-
opment coordinator
for the Union Rescue
Mission on Skid Row in
Los Angeles. He then
helped establish the
West Angeles Commu-
nity Development Cor-
poration in South Los

Angeles, a non-profit
development group
affliated with the
20,000-member West
Angeles Church of
God in Christ. Serving
as Director of Eco-
nomic Development
from 1994 to 1998,
Turner helped make

New CEC Commissioners: Nedra Jenkins (Continued from page 3)

violations and ob-
tained civil penalties
ultimately resulting in a
$1.8 milion judgment.
In August 2008, she
successfully obtained
a jury verdict in the
amount of $606,767
against a former Metro
contract administra-
tion director for viola-
tion of Public Utilities
Code & 130051.20,
conversion, misappro-
priation of documents,
and fraudulent in-
ducement of employ-
ment.

Commissioner Jen-
kins was recognized as
one of Southern Cali-
fornia’s rising stars in

2005, 2006, 2007, and
2008 by Law & Politics
magazine and the
publishers of Los Ange-
les magazine—the
only attorney in the
Office of the County
Counsel to be
awarded that recogni-
tion. She has also
been recognized in
Who’s Who Among
African-Americans

and Who’s Who in
Black Los Angeles as a
result of her out-
standing legal work
and community ser-
vice. In 2005, she re-
ceived the Distin-
guished Woman
Award from the Pasa-
dena Chapter of the

Top Ladies of Distinc-
tion.

Commissioner Jen-
kins has also provided
leadership to various
community service
organizations, which
highlights her commit-
ment to giving back to
the Los Angeles com-
munity. Since 1994,
she has been actively
involved with the Black
Women Lawyers Asso-
ciation of Los Angeles,
Inc (BWL) and, as its
2003-2004  president,
helped spearhead the
adoption of four de-
serving families who
received mentoring,
financial support,

City Ethics Commission Members
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the West Angeles CDC
into one of the largest
and most effective
faith-based commu-
nity development or-
ganizations in Amer-
ica.

school supplies, and
scholarship money.
Since 1997, she has
advocated against
domestic violence as
a board member, and
the 2005-2006 presi-
dent, of the Harriett
Buhai Center for Fam-
ily Law. She is also a
member of the Pasa-
dena Tournament of
Roses.

Commissioner Jen-
kins was appointed to
the Ethics Commission
in June 2008 by City
Controller Laura Chick.
Her five-year term wiill
end in June 2013.

The City Ethics Commission is comprised of a five-member panel of part-time Commissioners
appointed by the Mayor, City Council President, City Council President Pro Tem, City Attorney,
and Controller. Each Commissioner serves a five-year term and can be removed only for

cause.

To learn more about our commissioners, log onto:

http://ethics.lacity.org/about/about.cfm#commission

los an

geles
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...preserving the pubilic trust
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Lobbying Law Amendments (Continued from page 7)

In addition, the
Commission will likely
consider permitting a
person to communi-
cate with City officials
a specified number of
times without qualify-
ing as a lobbyist, if that
person is the client of
an existing lobbyist.

The Commission is
also expected to con-
sider categorical ex-
emptions from the lob-
bying ordinance. The
current ordinance ex-
empts three groups of
persons from its re-
quirements: public
officials and govern-
ment employees act-
ing in their official ca-
pacities; mass media
entities and their own-
ers and employees
when publishing news,
editorials, or advertise-
ments that attempt to
influence  municipal
action; and 501(c)(3)
organizations (and
their employees while
engaged in official
duties) that receive
government funding
and provide free rep-
resentation services to
indigent persons.

Under the pro-
posed amendments,
the Commission will
consider whether to
expand the third ex-
emption to any 501(c)
(3) organization that
provides human or
social services directly
to individual clients

free of charge, re-
gardless of whether
the organizations re-
ceive government
funding. The exemp-
tion would not apply
when the organization
seeks City funding,
property, or permits on
its own behalf.

The staff report that
was presented at the
Commission’s Septem-
ber 5t meeting can
be viewed on the
Commission’s website
at http://
ethics.lacity.org/PDF/
agenda/2008/
S e pt e m -
ber/090508_A9_RegqisU
nderMLO.pdf. A sum-
mary table of key pro-
posals is also available
online at http://
ethics.lacity.org/pdf/
lobbyingl/
Key Proposals_Aug08.
pdf.

Written comments
on the proposed lob-
bying changes are
welcome and may be
submitted to the Ethics
Commission by e-mail
at the following: eth-
ics.policy@lacity.orqg.

los angeles
CITY
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NC Financial Disclosure (Continued from page 4)

it also asks for the dis-
closure of gifts totaling
$390 or more per year
from a single source
with business before
the filer’'s neighbor-
hood council.

On September 5th,
the Commission di-
rected its staff to com-
municate its strong
support for NCF-based
disclosure made
through Form 52.
However, citing its un-
derstanding that the
City Council might
prefer a universal an-
nual disclosure require-
ment, the Commission
urged the Council to
use Form 53, rather
than Form 700, for that
purpose.

On September 9th,
the Education and
Neighborhoods Com-
mittee considered
both Form 52 and
Form 53. After receiv-
ing input from the Eth-
ics Commission, the

Department of
Neighborhood Em-
powerment, and

neighborhood council
activists, the commit-
tee voted to recom-
mend that the NCF
pilot project move for-
ward without any fi-
nancial disclosure re-
quirement. The full
City Council is ex-
pected to make a fi-
nal decision in the
coming weeks.

THICS COMMISSION

Legislative
Updates
Online!

For policy bulle-
tins and ongoing
updates about leg-
islative action on
the City Ethics
Commission’s pro-
posals, please visit
the Commission’s
policy web page
at:

h ttp : [/ [/
ethics.lacity.org/
policy.cfm.

There, you will also
find information on
the following:

e Lobbying
Ordinance
Review

e Full Public
Financing

e Neighborhood
Council Financial
Disclosure

...preserving the pubilic trust
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Travel Do’s an Don’ts (Continued from page 6)

DO’4

Do ask questions. City
Officials and  donors
should determine the
following information to
assist them, the Ethics
Commission, and the
Office of the City Attor-
ney in establishing
whether a gift of travel is
allowable or not:

¢ Intended Recipient
Determine whether the
intended recipient of the
travel payment is a City
official or a City agency.
Depending on which it is,
there are different restric-
tions that will apply.

e Relationship

Determine the relation-
ship between the donor
and the recipient. Is the
donor a restricted source
to the City official? Is the
donor a disclosable
source? Or a lobbyist or
lobbying firm? A bidder
in a competitive con-
tracting matter? A trans-
portation company? A
campaign committee?
Or is it related to the offi-
cial's private business or
employment? Knowing
the relationship between
the donor and recipient
will dictate the types of
restrictions that are appli-
cable and whether the
travel payment is allow-
able or not. Also, know-
ing whether the donor is
a government entity or
charity and whether the
City or official is a mem-
ber of that entity will help
determine whether any
exceptions apply.

e Purpose

Determine the purpose

of the travel payment. Is
the travel payment to be
used for official City busi-
ness or for personal use?
Also, will the city official
be giving a speech? If
so, the location (whether
within California, in the
U.S., or a foreign country)
and duration of the
travel are also important.
Knowing the purpose of
the travel payment and
your role and related
information will dictate
whether certain excep-
tions apply.

e Value

Determine what services
are being provided and
the value of the travel
payment. This figure
should include all related
costs, including transpor-
tation, lodging, meals,
registration fees and
other related goods or
services included in the
payment. In some in-
stances, the payment will
be prohibited, while
other travel payments
may be limited to $100 or
$390 (in conjunction with
other gifts from the same
source), just reportable,
or not limited and not
reportable. Also, accep-
tance of travel payments
may require a City offi-
cial to recuse on matters
impacting that donor,
intermediary or agent of
the donor.

e Intermediaries

Determine whether there
are any third parties that
may have contributed to
the gift of travel being
provided by the donor.
Is the donor acting as an
intermediary on behalf of

los an

Is the donor acting as an
intermediary on behalf of
anyone else? A donor
may never give a gift of
travel as an intermediary
for a third party contrib-
uting to the payment
without disclosing the
donor's and the third
party's name, address,
and business activity and
lobbyists and lobbying
firms may never act as
an intermediary of a gift.

Don’t break the Ilaw.
City officials and donors
should be cautious
about following the laws
that govern travel pay-
ments, keeping the fol-
lowing in mind:

City Officials

e Must not solicit or ac-
cept any advance or

reimbursement for
travel expenses in-
tended to influence

him or her in any offi-
cial act

e Must not solicit or ac-
cept any advance or
reimbursement for
travel expenses from a
restricted source

e Must not solicit or ac-
cept any advance or
reimbursement for
travel expenses from a
lobbyist or lobbying
firm

e Must not accept free
or discounted passes
from transportation
companies if the offi-
cial is a public officer

Donors

e Must not offer or make
any advance or reim-
bursement for travel

geles
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expenses intended to
influence a City official
in any official act

e Must not offer or make
any advance or reim-
bursement for travel
expenses if the donor is
a restricted source

e Must not act as an in-
termediary in making a
gift of travel expenses
without disclosing the
donor's and the third
party's name, address,
and business

Lobbyists and Lobbying

Firms

e Must not act as an
agent or intermediary
in making or arranging
any advance or reim-
bursement for travel
expenses

Keeping these key
points in mind can
help City officials and
donors act in accor-
dance with the law to
promote public trust
that governmental
decisions are based
only on the best inter-
ests of the City.

Again, we strongly
recommend that City
officials and donors
seek advice from the
City Ethics Commission
or the Office of the
City Attorney when
determining whether a
gift of travel is permissi-
ble. Our analysts are
only a phone call
away and ready to
assist you in making an
informed decision.
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Mission Statement

As an independent voice for more open and responsive City
government, the Los Angeles City Ethics Commission acts through
its voter-established mandate to preserve the public trust.
Through meaningful public disclosure and effective education,
the Commission is committed to supporting and equipping an
informed citizenry. Dedicated to upholding the public interest,
the Commission shapes, administers and enforces City ethics,
campaign finance and lobbying laws that ensure Los Angeles
elections and government decision making are fair, transparent
and accountable.

Los Angeles City Ethics Commission

Address:
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles City Hall, 24th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Phone:
(213) 978-1960

Fax:
(213) 978-1988

TTY:
(213) 978-2609

E-mail:
ethics.commission@lacity.org

Website:
http://ethics.lacity.org

Whistleblower Hotline

24 Hour, Toll-free Line
1-800-824-4825

Subscribe to “The Public Trust” Newsletter at:

http://ethics.lacity.org/newsletter/simplesend_signup.cfm
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...preserving the pubilic trust





