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Office of the General Counsel
150 William Street, 18" floor A 25

flabraif ‘w York, New York 1003 1y NOY tU
Administration for New York, New York 10038 ZE
Children’s Services

Gladys Carrion, Esq. Joseph Cardieri
Commissioner General Counsel/Deputy Commissioner
BY HAND DELIVERY

Mark Davies

Executive Director

NYC Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010
New York, New York 10007

Re: Disclosure of Donations
November 15, 2014 Reports

Dear Mr. Davies:

In accordance with the public disclosure requirements set forth in Advisory Opinion No.
2003-4 of the NYC Conflicts of Interest Board, enclosed please find the following:

I. List of donations received by ACS, reflecting donations of $5,000 or more for the
reporting period April, 1, 2014 to September 30, 2014; and

2. List of donations received by New Yorkers for Children (“NYFC”), ACS’s
affiliated not-for-profit, of $5,000 or more for the reporting period April 1, 2014
to September 30, 2014; and

3. List of not-for-profit organizations for which Commissioner Carrién sought
private contributions and/or endorsed during the relevant reporting period.

These reports also include cumulative donation amounts of $5,000 or more, within the
past 24 months, for each listed individual or entity.

Further, in addition to the third report listed above, and pursuant to Advisory Opinion No.
2008-6 please be advised that ACS did not seek private contributions on behalf of any

non-affiliated not-for-profit organization within the six month period ending September
30, 2014.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (212) 341-0927.



Sincerely,

'!._‘\ Q
osep@ Cardieri

cnc.




5 NEW YORK CITY CHILDREN'S SERVICES
150 William Street, 18th Floor
New York, NY 10038

Commissioner

Solicitations for Private Contributions and Endorsements* Made by ACS Commissioner Gladys Carrion, Esq.

Reporting Period: April 1, 2014 — September 30, 201

Preparer: Suzanne C. Sousa, Director of Development & Special Programs

Preparer Tele./Extension/ Email: _212-341-2958 / suzanne.sousa@dfa.state.ny.us

Names of Not-for-Profit Entities for Whom the Head of Agency Sought Support

None

*Per Advisory Opinion 2008-6

Page 1 of 1




THE CITY OF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE TRIALS AND HEARINGS
100 CHURCH STREET + NEW YORK, N. Y. 10007
PHONE 212-933-3000 ¢ FAX 212-933-3076
www.nyc.qov/oath

SUZANNE A. BEDDOE PEGGY KUO

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE DEPUTY COMMISSIONER
COMMISSIONER GENERAL COUNSEL
pkuo@oath nyc gov

212-933-3002

October 17, 2014

Wayne G. Hawley, Esq.
General Counsel

Conflicts of Interest Board

2 Lafayette Street, 10" Floor
New York, NY 10007

Re:  Donation Disclosure Report
April 1, 2014 through September 30, 2014

Dear Mr. Hawley:

Pursuant to Advisory Opinions 2003-4 and 2008-6, this letter serves to inform the Board that the
Office of Administrative Trials and Hearings received no donations for the period of April 1, 2014
through September 30, 2014, and is not affiliated with any not-for-profit entity.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

D

Sincerely,

Peggy Kuo

Cc: Suzanne A. Beddoe



Department for
the Aging

Donna M. Corrado, Ph.D.

Commissioner

Steven Foo
General Counsel

2 Lafayette St.
New York, NY 10007

212 602 4100 tel
212 442 1095 fax

November 6, 2014

Mr. Wayne Hawley

Contlict of Interest Board

2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010
New York, NY 10007

Re: COIB Financial Disclosures under AO 2003-4 and AO 2008-6

Dear Wayne:

The following list comprises the Department for the Aging’s (DFIT'A) disclosures
required under AO 2003-4 and AO 2008-6 for the reporting period of April 1, 2014
through September 30, 2014: :

e AO 2003-4 Listing of All Donations of Money, Goods or Setvices with
a Value of $5,000 or More:

o

None

e AQO 2008-6 Unaffiliated Not-for-Profit Entities For Whom DFTA
Solicited Support:

o

o

o

Aging in New York Fund, 2 Lafayette Street, Suite 2100, New York,
NY 10007

Community Service Society of New York, 105 East 22™ Street, New
York, NY 10003

['an lox and Leslie R. Samuels Foundation, 350 Fifth Avenue, New
York, NY 10118

GrowNYC, 51 Chambers Street, Room 228, New York, NY 10007
Lenox Hill Neighborhood House, 331 East 70® Street, New York,
NY 10021

Mental Health Association of New York City, 157 Chambers Street,
New York, NY 10007

Public Health Solutions, 40 Worth Street, 5 Floor, New York, NY
10013

Silberman School of Social Work, 2180 Third Avenue, New York,
NY 10035

Single Stop USA, 1825 Park Avenue, Suite 503, New York, NY
10035

Sunnyside Community Services, 43-31 39" Street, New York, NY
11104

United Hospital I'und, 1411 Broadway, 12" Floor, New York, NY
10018



Department for
the Aging

o United Neighborhood Houses, 70 West 36" Street, 5" Floor, New York, NY 10018

Please feel free to call me with any questions.

Stevefil'oo



CFFICE OF THE BROOKLYN BOROUGH PRESIDENT

Andrew S. Gounardes
General Counsel

November 7, 2014

Mr. Wayne Hawley

General Counsel

New York City Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street — Suite 1010

New York, NY 10007

VIA EMAIL

RE: Disclosures of donations to and on behalf of the Brooklyn Borough President’s
Office and affiliated not-for-profit organizations

Dear Mr. Hawley:

Pursuant to COIB Advisory Opinions 2003-4 and 2008-6, I am writing to provide information
concerning donations made to and on behalf of the Brooklyn Borough President’s Office for the
period of April 1, 2014 — September 30, 2014.

Enclosed is a spreadsheet detailing all donations received by this office that are greater than or equal
to $5,000. During this time period, the Brooklyn Borough President’s Office has not solicited
financial support for any other non-profit entities. This spreadsheet also includes a list of non-profit
entities that the Brooklyn Borough President’s Office has offered non-financial support to, in the
form of support letters for each organization’s initiatives, programming, or other special projects.

I trust that this information will be sufficient to comply with all relevant COIB protocol. Should you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerelys

Andrew S. Gounardes
Counsel to the Borough President

Brooklyn Borough Hall ¢ 209 Joralemon Street * Brooklyn, NY 11201  718/802-3795 » agounardes@brooklynbp.nyc.gov



Brooklyn Borough President's Office - COIB Report November 2014

04/01/14 10/01/12

to . to
09/30/14 09/30/14

Company/Donor Letter Letter
The Coca Cola Company _ . A .
HealthFirst ' A ]
Investors Bank ) _ A
Timmy Moy 1 | A
United Federation of Teachers A ‘ A

| | S -~

Non-Profit Drgs':_Réi:'éiving
Support Letters

ArtCondo -
Bnos Square of Wlll:amsburg
'Brooklyn Defender Services
Watchful Eye
GallopNYC
Circle of Voices Inc.
Harlem Children Society STEM
Children's Festival '
FACE MY ABUSE
Open Door Church of God in
Christ

Legend: Range:

A

B
C
D
E
F
G

$5,000 to under $20,000

$20,000 to under $60, 000

1$60,000 to under $100,000

1$100,000 to under $250,000
5250 000 to under SSDO 000
5500 000 to under $1,000,000
SI 000,000 or more




OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 1Centre Street, 19th floor, New York, NY 10007
(212) 669-8300 p (212) 6689-4308

BOROUGH OF MANHATTAN
163 West 125th Street, 5th floor, New York, NY 10027
THE CITY OF NEW YORK (212) 531-1609 p  (212) 531-4615

www.manhattanbp.nyc.gov

Gale A. Brewer, Borough President

November 21, 2014

Amber Gonzalez, Esq.

New York City Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street, 10" Floor

New York, New York 10007

Re: Report on Manhattan Borough President Fundraising for Non-affiliated Entities
April 1. 2014 through September 30, 2014

Dear Ms. Gonzalez,

Pursuant to the Conflicts of Interest Board Advisory Opinion 2008-6, the Office of the
Manhattan Borough President, Gale A. Brewer, reports the following activities relative to
fundraising for non-affiliated entities between April 1, 2014 and September 30, 2014, 2014, as
contained in the attached schedules.

Please note that where the activity listed is “attending”, this indicates that the Borough
President’s intent to appear at an event was confirmed and possibly used in promotion of the

event.

Please do not hesitate to call me at 212-669-8139 if you have any questions or require
further information.

Sincerely,

Ve

Adele Bartlett,
Deputy General Counsel



Date Non-Profit Event Name Activity

April 6, 2014 East Side Dem Club Annual Luncheon Speaking

April 7, 2014 Ballet Hispanico 2014 Gala Attending/Journal

' Letter

April 7, 2014 Ballet Hispanico Spring Gala Journal Ad

April 8, 2014 N.Y. Legal Assistance Gala Journal Ad
Group

April 11, 2014 Omega Psi Phi Scholarship Dinner and | Journal Ad
Fraternity Awards

April 13, 2014 Eleanor Roos. Dem. Annual Brunch Speaking

Club

April 24, 2014

Stanley Isaacs Neighb
Center

10" Annual Glitter &
Glamour Dinner

Receive Shining Star
Award

April 24, 2014

VID

57" Awards Gala

Attending

April 27, 2014

CFD

Annual Spring Benefit

Outstanding Leadership
Award

April 27, 2014 Ansonia Ind. Dems Annual Fundraising Attending
Dinner
April 28, 2014 Marymount Manhattan | President’s Gala Journal Ad
College
May 1, 2014 St. Francis Food 15" Annual Theatre Journal Ad
Pantries Evene
May 3, 2014 Asphalt Green The Big Swim Honorary Comm
May 5, 2014 A Better Balance Spring Celebration Journal Ad
May 5, 2014 Professional Performing | Gala and Auction Speaking/GAB lunch
Arts School was auction item
May 6, 2014 TZone Foundation Flawsome Ball Journal Letter
May 6, 2014 Council of Jewish Gala Reception Journal Letter
Emigré Comm
Organizations
May 7, 2014 Open House N.Y. Spring Benefit Honoree
May 9, 2014 Workers Unite Film Film Festival Journal Ad
Fesival
May 12, 2014 The Dome Project Benefit Journal Letter
May 13, 2014 Wellness in the Schools | Benefit Honorary Host
Committee
May 15, 2014 FamilyKind Benefit Speaking/GAB lunch
was auction item
May 15, 2014 Lower Manhattan Community Awards Attending
Families in Need
May 18, 2014 Stephen Wise Free Annual Benefit Honorary
Synagogue Committee/present
Proclamation
May 17, 2014 Wilson Scholarship Awards Ceremony Journal Ad
Fund
May 19, 2014 LaGuardia High School Hall of Fame Gala Present Award to P.

Yarrow/GAB breakfast




auction item

May 21, 2014 New Alternatives for Women for Women Honorary Host
Children Luncheon Committee

May 22, 2014 APICHA Community Celebration Journal Ad
Health Center

May 22, 2014 New Dramatists Annual Spring Luncheon | Journal Ad

May 23, 2014 Civil Aid Services Officers Installation And | Journal Ad

Fundraising Gala
May 29, 2014 Kaufman Music Center | Gala Attending/Journal
Letter

May 31, 2014 New York African Multicultural Festival Journal Ad
Chorus Ensemble

June 1, 2014 Russian American Russian Heritage Month | Journal Ad
Foundation

June 3, 2014 Concert Artists Guild Rite of Spring 2014 Proclamation

June 4, 2014

Historic Districts Council

Annual Preservation
Party

Receive Friends in High
Places Award

June 4, 2014

Covenant House

Award Dinner

Journal Ad

June 5, 2014 Non-Traditional Leadership Awards Honorary Committee
Employment for Luncheon
Women

June 5, 2014 NY Landmarks 2014 Chairman’s Award | Honorary Committee
Conservancy Luncheon

June 5, 2014 The Bridge Fund Partners in Caring Gala | Honorary

Committee/Speaker
June 9, 2014 Project FIND Annual Gala Award Honoree

June 9, 2014

Poet’s House

Poetry Walk Across
Brooklyn Bridge

Honorary Benefit
Committee

June 9, 2014

McManus Dem Club

Spring Cocktail
Reception

Honoree

June 10, 2014

YouthBridge NY

Annual Fundraiser

Attending/Proclamation

June 11, 2014

Solar One

Revelry By The River

Honorary Committee

June 11, 2014

Ryan Comm. Health
Center

47™ Annual Gala

Journal Letter

June 11, 2014 NYers For Patient & Spring Awards Honorary Host
Family Empowerment Reception Committee
June 12,2014 Older Adults Fundraising Reception Speaker

Technology Services

June 12, 2014

West Side Comm.
Garden

Annual Spring Benefit

Honorary Host
Committee/Presenter

June 12, 2014

Foundation for a Drug
Free World

Drug Free Heros Gala

Proclamation

June 14, 2014

African-American
Pinkster Comm. Of NY

Annual Pinkster
Celebration

Proclamation/Presenter

June 17, 2014

Jewish Child Care Assn

Celebration of Hope

Honorary Committee




June 19, 2014

Chinatown Partnership

2014 Gala

Guest of Honor

June 24, 2014

Historic Ship Society

Gala

Speaker/Special Guest

June 25, 2014

100 Hispanic Women

18" Anniversary

Journal Ad

August 6, 2014 Wong Family Scholarship Fund Journal Ad
Benevolent Assoc Program
Aug. 12,2014 Fortune Society J. Page 25" Anniversary | Proclamation/Presenter
Party
Aug. 13, 2014 Manhattan Young Dems 6™ Annual Awards Special Guest/Speaker
Aug 21, 2014 Sixth St. Community End of Summer Gala Award Honoree
Center
Sept. 7, 2014 Park River ind. Dems Annual Fundraiser Sponsor
September 8, 2014 Barnard College 125" Anniversary Journal Ad
Sept. 13, 2014 NAACP Mid-Manhattan | 13" Annual Freedom Journal Letter/
Fund Luncheon Attending

Sept. 20, 2014

NY Urban League

2" Annual Football
Classic

Host Committee

September 24, 2014

AFSCME Local 420
Hosp. Workers

60" Anniversary Gala

Journal Ad




(718) 286-3000
web site: www.queensbp.org
e-mail: info@queensbp.org

MELINDA KATZ
PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF THE

PRESIDENT OF THE BOROUGH OF QUEENS
120-55 QUEENS BOULEVARD
KEW GARDENS, NEW YORK 114241015

To:  Wayne Hawley, General Counsel, NYC Conflicts of Interest Board

From: Elisa Velazquez, Counsel, Queens Borough President Melinda Katz’s Office

Date: November 24, 2014

Re:  Report on Fundraising for non-affiliated entities for period covering April 1, 2014-
September 30, 2014 pursuant to Conflicts of Interest Board Advisory Opinion 2008-6

Pursuant to the above referenced Conflicts of Interest Board Advisory Opinion, the Queens
Borough President’s Office hereby submits the names of the following entities in connection
with fundraising activities for non-affiliated entities for the period covering April 1, 2014
through September 30, 2014:

Greater Universal Highway Deliverance Church
Dominic A. Murray 21 Memorial Foundation
The Peter Cardella Senior Center

Kevin Lamont Miller Jr. Foundation

Seek Ye First International Ministries

United for Progress Democratic Club

North Shore- L1J Health System

CHAZAQ

New York County Health Services Review Organization/Med Review Inc.
America-Bangaldesh Humanitarian Women’s Association
Thikana newspaper

Flushing Central Lions Club

Department of the Army

Colombian Parade of New York

Havurat Yisrael

Project Hope Charities

League of Mutual Taxi Owners

Sri Krishna Bhakta Shangha, USA

Turkish Cultural Center Queens

The Indian Panorama

The Parish of Grace Church

St. Peter’s Episcopal Church

Jewish Children’s Museum

Sing Tao Newspapers New York, LTD.



Queens County Women’s Bar Association

Sickle Cell Awareness Foundation Corporation International
The Church of the Resurrection

First United Methodist Church of Hollis

LaGuardia Community College

The Chabad of Little Neck

Queens Botanical Garden

Korean American Parents Association of Greater New York
Russian American Foundation, Inc.

Cooley’s Anemia Foundation

Kiwanis Club of LaGuardia Airport

Key Women of America, Inc.

Rockaway Development and Revitalization Corporation
Carmelite Sisters for the Aged and Infirm

110th Precinct Community Council

Friends of Holy Martyrs Day School

Independence Residences, Inc.

YWCA of Queens

National Organization of Black Law Enforcement Executives
PS.95Q

Queens Theatre

Impressions Dance Theatre

Queens Symphony Orchestra

Flushing Town Hall

New York Foundation for Elder Care

Human First

Queens Jewish Community Council of Queens

The River Fund

EMET

Yeshiva Ketana of Queens

SNAP

NICE (New Immigrant Community Empowerment)
OCA-LI (Organization of Asian Pacific Americans)
POMOC (Polonians Organized to Minister to Our Communities)
Congregation Machane Chodosh

Congregation Havurat Yisrael

American Bangali Hindu Foundation (ABHF)
Bangladesh Hindu Mandir

Global Organization of People of Indian Origin (GOPIO)
Sri Krishna Bhakta Shangha, USA

Greater New York Indian Senior Group in New York



Bangladesh Institute of Performing Arts (BIPA)
Sikh Cultural Society, Inc

New American Women’s Forum of New York
Vedanta Association

Sreemadbhagbad Gita Sangha, Inc.



OFFICE OF THE BOROUGH PRESIDENT JAMES S. 0000

10 RICHMOND TERRACE BOROUGH PRESIDENT

STATEN ISLAND, NY 10301 718.816.2200
WWW.STATENISLANDUSA.COM

November 12, 2014

Mr. Wayne Hawley

General Counsel

NYC Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010
New York, NY 10007

Re:  COIB Disclosures pursuant to AO 2003-4 and AO 2008-6

Dear Mr. Hawley:

The following represents the disclosures of the Staten Island Borough President’s Office for the
period April 1, 2014 to September 30, 2014 pursuant to the above-referenced Advisory Opinions.

¢ AO 2003-4: listing of all donations of money, goods, or services with a value of
$5000 or more: None

e AO 2008-6: listing of the names of all not-for-profit entities for which City agencies,
solicited support and/or endorsed:
o Staten Island Museum
St. George Theatre
Temple Israel
Interagency Council for Aging
Richmond University Medical Center
Staten Island Community Band
Alice Austen House
National Lighthouse Museum
Staten Island Club of the Deaf
Calvary Chapel
Historic Richmondtown
Human First
Eden II
Protecting One Young Heart At A Time
Columbia Association of Department of Sanitation
Camelot Counseling
St. Ann's

OO0 000000000000 O0OoO

Thank you for your time, courtesy, and consideration.

istopher DeCicco
Counselor to the Borough President




Buildings

Rick D. Chandier, P.E.

Commissioner

Alexandra Fisher
Deputy Commissioner
Legal & Regulatory Affairs

280 Broadway

7" Floor

New York, NY 10007
www.nyc.gov/buildings

+1 212 393 2705 tel
+1 212 566 3843 fax

build safe

live safe

November 13, 2014

Wayne G. Hawley

Deputy Executive Director & General Counsel
New York City Conflicts of Interest Board

2 Lafayette Street, Room 1010

Re: Disclosure of Donations and Fundraising Report (April 1, 2014 — September
30, 2014)

Dear Mr. Hawley:

This letter constitutes the Department of Buildings’ semi-annual disclosure report
for the April 1, 2014 to September 30, 2014 filing period. The Department did not
receive any funding or solicit support for entities that are subject to disclosure

during the relevant time period.

Please feel free to contact me should you require anything further.

Sineérgly,

Alexandra Fisher
Deputy Commissioner, Legal and Regulatory Affairs

c: Philip Monaco, Chief of Staff (via email only)



Citywide Administrative

Services

Stacey Cumberbatch
Commissioner

1 Centre Street
17" Floor
New York, NY 10007

(212) 386 0201 tel
nyc.gov/dcas

November 21, 2014

Mr. Mark Davies
Executive Director
Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette, 10th FI.

New York, NY 10007

RE: DCAS Disclosure of Donations and Fundraising Efforts
for Period April 1, 2014 through September 30, 2014

Dear Mr. Davies:

Pursuant to COIB Advisory Opinions 2003-4 and 2008-6, the Department of
Citywide Administrative Services (“DCAS”) discloses the following donations and
fundraising efforts for the above-stated reporting period:

Donations

DCAS has no record of receiving donations of money, goods, or services with a value of
$5,000 or more.

Fundraising/Endorsements of Unaffiliated Not-for-Profits

New York Blood Center (through the citywide blood donation program promoting
blood donations by City employees)

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (212) 386-0201
or DCAS’s COIB legal liaison, Latrisha Desrosiers at (212) 386-6273.

Sincerely,

Stacey Cumberbatch

¢: Suzanne M. Lynn, General Counsel, DCAS
Sanford Cohen, Deputy General Counsel of Human Capital, DCAS



CI1y OF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER
Scott M. Stringer

GENERAL COUNSEL'S OFFICE

Kathryn E. Diaz
GENERAL COUNSEL

November 13, 2014

Mark Davies

Executive Director

NYC Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street Suite 1010
New York, NY 10007

Re: Public Disclosure of Donations

Dear Mr. Davies:

JMUM( SIPAL BUILDING
STRE Ij[ RooM 614
NEW YORK, N 10007-2341

~
Landd ’grf\? éolz) 669-2065

12) 815-8630
KDIAZ@GCOMPTROLLER NYC.GOV

In compliance with Advisory Opinion 2003-4, be advised that there was one donation of between
$5,000 and $20.000 in aggregate value from a single donor received by the Office of the City
Comptroller during the period from April 1, 2014 through September 30, 2014. The Global Client
Group / Black Rock donated food valued at $7,785.00 for the Emerging Managers Conference —

Expanding Opportunities.

In addition, I have enclosed information regarding the Comptroller’s activities in furtherance of the
production of journal letters, speaking engagements and honorary committees during this period.

If I can be of any additional assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

,//% 5@/—_\\

Kathryn E. Diaz
General Counsel ) j

Enclosures



Journal Letters

Fvent
Date

Organization

4/2/14

Jewish Community Relations Council Of New York - Gala Dinner

4/3/14

Museum of Chinese in America — 3rd Annual Celebration of Community Heroes

4/3/14

Southside United HDFC - Los Sures Annual Fundraising Reception

4/6/14

Young Israel of Hillerest 50th Anniversary Dinner

4/7/14

Jewish Children's Museum 9th Annual Dinner

4/8/14

New York Legal Assistance Group - 4th Annual Gala

4/8/14

UJA Federation of NY — Entertainment, Media & Communications Division Leadership
Awards Dinner

4/9/14

American Cancer Society Asian Initiative - 2014 Spring of Hope Fundraising Dinner

4/10/14

Alley Pond Environmental Center — Green Gala

4/10/14

Turkish Cultural Center Queens 11th Annual Friendship Dinner

4/12/14

On Your Mark, Inc. - Spring Gala Dinner Dance

4/15/14

Chinese Merchants Association National Convention

4/22/14

Joyce Theater Foundation Annual Gala

4/24/14

Brooklyn Community Pride Center - Founders' Ball

4/24/14

UJA Federation of NY - Hospitality Division of the Real Estate & Allied Trades Division
Annual Gala

4/26/14

Federation of African American Civil Service Organizations, Inc. - Annual Scholarship
Dinner Dance

4/26/14
4/26/14

Medgar Evers College Spring Luncheon

Center for the Women of New York 27th Annual Luncheon

4/28/14

National Hemophilia Foundation 4th Annual Spring Soiree

4/28/14

Reach Out and Read of Greater New York — 14th Annual Benefit & Auction

4/29/14

UJA Federation of NY — Wall Street & Financial Services Division, Private Equity
Recognition Event

4/30/14

United Staten Island Veterans Organization - Sth Annual Fundraising Event, "An Evening to
Honor"

4/30/14

Safe Horizon - "Power to Empower" Champion Awards

5/1/14

Beautiful Foundation - Annual "I Love Nanum" Gala

5/1/14

NYS Trial Lawyers Association Annual Law Day Celebration

S/1/14

Carroll Gardens Association Inc.'s 43rd Anniversary Celebration and Awards Reception

/5/14

L

A Better Balance Spring Celebration

/6/14

UJA Federation of NY — Entertainment, Media & Communications Division Sports for
Youth Initiative Annual Luncheon




Journal Letters

Council of Jewish Emigré Community Organizations (COJECO) — "Building the Future"

, dlertd Gala Reception
5/6/14  Chinatown Health Clinic Foundation Gala Dinner
5/8/14  UFT Scholarship Fund Dinner Dance
5/9/14 National Lawyers Guild - New York City Chapter Spring Fling 14
5/10/14  Staten Island Museum Gala
5/14/14 |Puerto Rican Bar Association 57th Anniversary Scholarship Fund Gala
5/14/14 Rockaway Development & Revitalization Corporation - 28th Annual Tribute Dinner Gala
5/15/14 New York Building Congress - 93rd Anniversary Leadership Awards Luncheon
5/15/14 ' YWCA of Queens 36th Anniversary Gala
5/15/14 Association of Women Construction Workers of America, Inc. Pre-Construction Training
Program Commencement Ceremony
5/16/14 P.S. 130 Parents Association - Annual Banquet
5/16/14 Korean American Family Service Center (KAFSC) - 25th Anniversary Gala
5/18/14 Association of Chinese American Physicians USA Inc. - 19th Annual Convention and Gala
5/20/14 UJA Federation of NY — Investment Management Division Annual Dinner
5/21/14 | Aleh Foundation - Annual Awards Gala Benefit
5/21/14  Yeshiva Derech HaTorah 34th Annual Dinner
5/22/14 New Dramatists - 65th Annual Spring Luncheon, honoring Susan Stroman
5/22/14 | APICHA Community Health Center - 24th Anniversary Benefit
5/22/14 |CPC 26th Annual Fundraising Dinner
| 5/22/14 UJA Federation of NY — Bankruptcy and Reorganization Group of the Lawyers Division,
Annual Luncheon
5/28/14 DOROT - Annual Spring Benefit
”5/’29/14 UJA Federation of NY — Banking and Finance Division Annual Dinner
5/29/14 UJA-Federation of New York Marketing Communications Division
5/29/14 Adelphi Academy of Brooklyn Annual Gala and Auction
6/1/14  National Council of Negro Women (NCNW) Queens County Section - 27th Annual Black
and White Awards Banquet
”’”6/4/ 14  BRIC Celebrate Brooklyn! Performing Arts Festival
6/5/14  The Bridge - 60th Anniversary Celebration
6/5/14  Brooklyn Children's Museum 2014 Gala
6/5/14  |Nontraditional Employment for Women (NEW) 14 Equity Leadership Awards Luncheon
6/6/14  Brooklyn Community Improvement Association 7th Anniversary Dinner Party




Journal Letters

6/7/14  Temple Israel of Staten Island Golden Gala

6/8/14  Kane Street Synagogue 158th Anniversary Celebration

6/9/14  Brooklyn Pride 18th Annual Pride Celebration

6/9/14  Pastor Robert Butler & Glory Tabernacle 40/10 Celebration

NYC Arts in Education Roundtable Spring Benefit, Moonstruck Meets Starstruck: A Festive

o4 -
01714 Benefit for the Young at Art

6/10/14  Youth Bridge Reception and Fellowship Graduation

6/10/14  UJA-Federation of New York’s Lawyers Division

Korean American Lawyers Association of Greater New York (KALAGNY') 28th Annual

610714 Gala Dinner

6/11/14  William F. Ryan Community Health Network 47th Anniversary Gala

6/12/14  UJA Federation of New York - Real Estate Annual Luncheon

6/12/14  Queens Botanical Garden Rose Gala

6/12/14  UJA Federation of NY — Russian Division Annual Signature Event

6/13/14 | Josephine Foundation 12th Annual Follow Your Dreams Gala

6/16/14 The New York Academy of Medicine 20th Annual Gala

6/17/14  Jewish Child Care Association (JCCA) - "Celebration of Hope" Gala

6/17/14 UJAl*’c’:deration of NY - Lif¢ Insurance Division Annual Breakfast

The Gay/Straight Alliance of the New York State Justice System’s Third Annual Dinner-

6/17/14 Dance

6/18/14  |Public Health Solutions Gala

6/18/14 | Association of Electrical Contractors - 43rd Annual Scholarship Dinner

6/19/14 |UJA Federation of NY — Broadcast Cable and Film Division Annual Event

6/19/14 UJA Federation of New York - Wine and Spirits Annual Dinner

6/19/14  Chinatown Partnership Annual Awards Gala

New York Dominican Officers Organization (NYDO) 21st Anniversary Scholarship and

/2
6/20/14 Award Dinner Dance

6/20/14  American Chinese Commerce Association (HK) 17th Anniversary Celebration

6/20/14 Staﬁen [stand LGBT Center Annual One Island One Pride Dinner Dance

6/23/14 UJA Federation of NY — General Insurance Division Annual Dinner

UJA Federation of New York - Entertainment Media and Communications Music Visionary

6/25/14
Luncheon

6/27/14  Services Now for Adult Persons, Inc. (SNAP) 34th Anniversary Gala Luncheon




Journal Letters

6/27/14

Korean American Parents Association of Greater New York (KAPAGNY) Tae Kwon Do
Festival

7/8/14

KAAGNY 2014 Directory of Non-Profit Organizations

7/12/14

First Methodist Church of Hollis 120th Anniversary Celebration

7/17/14

National Hispanic Business Group 29th Annual Awards Gala

8/1/14

Sing Tao Newspapers 76th Anniversary

8/13/14

UJA-Federation of NY Annual Sephardic Event

AN
8/16/14

Fiesta in America Exposition

The Miss NY Chinese Beauty Pageant

8/17/14
8/25/14

Narsingdi Zilla Samity USA Annual PICNIC-2014

QJJC 18th Testimonial Dinner

/31/14

The National Council for Philippine American Canadian Accountants 28th Annual
Convention

9/1/14

West Indian American Day Carnival Association (WIADCA) 47th Annual New York
Caribbean Carnival

9/6/14

Muslim Ummah of North America (MUNA) Children’s Fair 2014

9/10/14

Bethany Baptist Church - Reverend Adolphus Lacey Pastoral Installation

9/12/14

Flushing Central Lions Club 27th Annual Fundraising Gala and Officers Installation
Ceremony

9/15/14

Chazaq - 2nd Annual Dinner

9/15/14

New York County Health Services Review Organization/MedReview, Inc. 40th Anniversary

Celebration

9/17/14

Gouveneur Health/Auxiliary of Gouveneur Hospital

9/21/14

Annual Grand Dushahra Festival NY/NJ

9/24/14

New York City Public Healthcare Workers Union Local 420 Diamond Jubilee Gala

9/26/14

Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi first official visit to the United States of America

9/28/14

Wong Family Benevolent Association 50th Anniversary Celebration




Speaking Engagements

Fvent Organization/Event
Date
4/2/14 _ Jewish Community Relations Council of New York Annual Gala
4/2/14  |'The Accountability Project NYC Launch Event
4/10/14  Bay Improvement Group Oscars 2014
4/23/14  Pratt Area Community Council 50th Anniversary Gala
4/27/14  Muslim Consultative Network Fourth Annual Gala
5/3/14  Goddard Riverside Community Center 14th Annual Neighbor to Neighbor Dinner
5/10/14  7th Annual Brooklyn PTA 5K Fun Run for Schools
5/15/14  Sesame Flyers 5th Annual Scholarship and Award Spring Gala
5/19/14  New York League of Conservation Voters 25th Anniversary Annual Dinner
5/19/14 | Center for Arts Education "Arts Jam 2014"
6/3/14  |Legal Information for Families Today Gala
6/4/14 | BRIC Celebrate Brooklyn! Performing Arts Festival 36th Season Opening Night Gala
6/5/14  |Demos Transforming America Awards and Gala
6/11/14  William F. Ryan Community Health Network 47th Anniversary Gala
6/12/14  TOIGO Foundation 25th Anniversary
Construction Management Association of America New York-New Jersey Chapter 21st
6/13/14
Annual Awards Banquet
7131/14 Dominican Women’s Development Center Nuevo Amanecer 16th Anniversary Cocktail
' Reception
8/25/14 Queerisw‘lewish Community Council Testimonial Dinner
9/13/14 NAACP Mid-Manhattan Branch 13th Annual Freedom Fund Luncheon

1




Honorary Committees

Event ‘
Date Organization
4/22/14 Publicolor - Stir, Splatter + Roll
5/14/14 Puerto Ricany Bar Association - 57th Anniversary Scholarship Fund Géla
/’5&/15/14 New York Building Congress - 93rd Anniversary Leadership Awards Luncheon
6/5/14 The Bridge - Partners in Caring Awards Gala
6/5/14 | Brooklyn Children's Museum - Annual Gala
6/5/14 |Nontraditional Employment for Women - NEW Equity Leadership Awards Luncheon
6/11/14 William F. Ryan Community Health Network - 47th Anniversary Gala
6/11/14 Solar One - Revelry by the River
6/17/14 (Jewish Child Care Association (JCCA) - "Celebration of Hope" Gala




Department of

Education

Courtenaye Jackson-Chase
General Counsel

Samantha M. Biletsky
Ethics Officer/Senior Counsel

November 26, 2014

New York City Conflicts of Interest Board
Wayne Hawley, Esq.

2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010

New York, NY 10007

Re: Unaffiliated Not-For-Profits
Dear Mr. Hawley:

Pursuant to Conflicts of Interest Board Advisory Opinion 2008-6, the following were
unaffiliated not-for-profit organizations with the Department of Education during the reporting
period of April 1, 2014 through September 30, 2014:

NYC Arts In Education Roundtable

Hispanic Federation

World Savvy

Preschool Nation

Hispanic Federation

Literacy Inc.

Community Food Advocates/Lunch 4 Learning Campaign
Confucius Institute

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at 212-374-3438.

Siﬂ{lcerely,

¥ A E ]
A Vi 211
Samantha M. Biletsky /

Office of Legal Services e 52 Chambers Street « Room 308 « New York, NY 10007
Telephone: 212-374-6888 Fax: 212-374-5596



Environmental
Protection

Emily Lloyd

Commissioner

John Rousakis
General Counsel

Belina Anderson
Assistant Counsel
Bureau of Legal Affairs

59-17 Junction Blvd.
Flushing, NY 11373

Tel. (718) 595-4259
Fax (718) 5695-6543
banderson@dep.nyc.gov

November 10, 2014

Via email to gonzale;@coib.nyvc.gov
Amber Gonzalez

New York City Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010

New York, NY 10007

Re:  Semi-Annual Report of
Donations and Fundraising Efforts for the
New York City Department of Environmental Protection and
New York City Water Board
for the period April 1, 2014 to September 30, 2014

Dear Ms. Gonzalez:

I am writing pursuant to New York City Conflict of Interest Board’s Advisory
Opinions 2003-4 and 2008-6, which require the New York City Department of
Environmental Protection (“DEP”) to disclose donations to DEP and official
fundraising efforts in support of DEP- affiliated and unaffiliated not-for-profit
entities (“NFPs”).

Please be advised DEP has not received any donations for this reporting
period. DEP does not have any affiliated NFPs for which it engages in
fundraising activities. As for unaffiliated NFPs, DEP does not have any
activities to report for this period.

Please be further advised that DEP receives requests from producers for film
shoots on DEP-managed property. DEP does not charge location fees, but
informs the producers that they may make donations to the Mayor’s Fund to
Advance New York City (“Fund”), which is a 501(c)(3) NFP. DEP may use
money from the Fund for certain expenditures.

The New York City Water Board has represented that it does not have any
donations or fundraising activities to disclose for this reporting period.

If any additional information is required, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(718) 595-4259.



Very truly yo

/

Belina Anderson
Assistant Counsel

ci Emily Lloyd, Commissioner
Steven W. Lawitts, Executive Director of the Water Board

Page 2 : DEP Semi-Annual Report of Donations and Fundraising (April 1, 2014 to September 30, 2014)



From: Gambino, Eva (DOF)

To: Amber Gonzalez

Cc: Jiha, Jacques (DOF); James, Jacqueline (DOF); Caggiano, Marisa (DOF); Lippman, Joyce (DOF); Williams, Dawn
(DOR)

Subject: Disclosure of Donations and of Fundraising Efforts - April 1, 2014 through September 30, 2014

Date: Monday, November 17, 2014 4:28:53 PM

Hello, Amber.

As per our earlier discussion, the Department of Finance does not have any
donations/fundraising to report for the period of April 1, 2014 — September 30, 2014
that meet or exceed the $5,000 threshold.

Let me know if you require additional information; my contact information is below.
Thank you.

Best,
Eva Gambino

Eva Gambino

Director, Employee Services Helpline
Employee Services Division

66 John Street, 9th Floor

New York, N.Y. 10038

(212) 291-4746

GambinoE@finance.nyc.gov


mailto:GambinoE@finance.nyc.gov
mailto:Gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov
mailto:JihaJ@finance.nyc.gov
mailto:JamesJ@finance.nyc.gov
mailto:CaggianoM@finance.nyc.gov
mailto:LippmanJ@finance.nyc.gov
mailto:WilliamsDawn@finance.nyc.gov
mailto:WilliamsDawn@finance.nyc.gov
mailto:GambinoE@finance.nyc.gov

From: Badamo. Laura

To: Amber Gonzalez
Cc: Wayne Hawley; Myers, Rose-Ellen; Fitzpatrick, Edward; Reddy. Peter; Pillai, Velu
Subject: Reminder: Disclosure of Donations and of Fundraising Efforts Due November 15, 2014
Date: Monday, November 03, 2014 12:59:57 PM
Attachments: AO2003 4 Fundraising for the City.pdf

A02008 6 official fundraising for nonaffiliated notforprofits.pdf
Importance: High

Dear Ms. Gonzalez:

This is in response to your email, below, which was directed to Ms. Edley. Please note, that Ms.
Edley is no longer at FISA. Please add me, in place of Ms. Edley, to your list for any future
correspondence.

| have checked with the executives at FISA and, based upon everyone’s information and belief, FISA
has not received any donations or participated in fundraising during the period April 1, 2014,
through September 30, 2014.

Thank you.

Laura M. Badamo

Assistant Executive Director and
Deputy General Counsel

FISA, City of New York

212 857-1180

From: Amber Gonzalez [mailto:Gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 5:34 PM

To: Wayne Hawley; Amber Gonzalez
Subject: Reminder: Disclosure of Donations and of Fundraising Efforts Due November 15, 2014

The reports for the period April 1, 2014, though September 30, 2014, for donations to City agencies
and for official fundraising for unaffiliated not-for-profits, required by the Board’s Advisory Opinion
Nos. 2003-4 and 2008-6, respectively, are due to the Board by November 15, 2014.

AO 2003-4 (attached, see especially pages 22-23) requires a listing of all donations of money, goods,
or services with a value of $5000 or more.

AO 2008-6 (also attached, see especially pages 12-13) requires a listing of the names of all not-for-
profit entities for which City agencies, based on a determination by their agency head, solicited
support and/or endorsed.

***Please note that these reports, in whatever format you choose to submit, as well as all
previously submitted reports, will soon be posted on the Board’s website. ***

Please be advised that:

1) The two above-referenced Advisory Opinions contain different disclosure requirements.

2) Forany disclosure for which your agency requests that the donor remains anonymous, that
is, where you request a waiver of the requirement to disclose the identity of the donor, you
must include a separate document stating the following: a) the identity of those staff of your
agency who know the identity of the donor, b) that your agency has received a statement
from the donor that the donor, the donor’s family, and any firm in which the donor has a
controlling interest or has a high executive position are not engaged in business dealings


mailto:Lbadamo@fisa.nyc.gov
mailto:Gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov
mailto:hawley@coib.nyc.gov
mailto:Rmyers@fisa.nyc.gov
mailto:EFitzpatrick@fisa.nyc.gov
mailto:PReddy@fisa.nyc.gov
mailto:Vpillai@fisa.nyc.gov
mailto:Gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov

Steven B, Rosenfeld
Cheair/Board Member

Angela Mariana Freyre
Bovard Memher

Bruce A Green
Board Mepiher

Jane W. Parver
Board Member

Benito Romano
Beoenrd Meniher

Mark Davies
Executive Prector

Joan R Salzman

CITY OF NEW YORK

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST BOARD

2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010
New York, New York 10007
(2121 442-1400

Fax: (212)442-1407 TDD: (212) 442-1443

Fundraising

Charter Sections:
Board Rules:

Opinions Cited:

2604(b)(2), (b)(3), and (b)(5)

1-01(a) and (h)

91-10, 92-15, 92-21, 92-33, 93-15, 93-26, 94-4, 94-9,
94-12, 94-29, 95-5, 95-7, 98-14, and 2000-04.

Advisory Opinion No. 2003-4

In recent months, several elected and appointed City officials have

requested opinions from the Conflicts of Interest Board (the “Board”) as to

whether, consistent with the conflicts of interest provisions of Chapter 68 of the

Deputy Executive Dhirecion

& Chicf of Enforcomen - City Charter, they may ask for donations from individuals and private entities,

Wayne (. Fawley
General Connsel

Lite O"Malley
Direcion of
Administration

Joanne Giura-Flse
Acting Director of
Finemeciad Dyisclosuie

Chinstopher M. Lall
I3 iecton ((,f AIS

which donations would be to not-for-profit corporations for the benefit of City

programs or services. More specifically, these officials request the Board’s

opinion as to the methods, if any, they may employ for such fundraising and

from whom they may solicit funds. These requests focused the Board’s attention

on a variety of questions arising under earlier Board opinions regarding public

servants’ fundraising activities, and suggested the advisability of revisiting and

clarifying some of those opinions, which we do herein.

Fasit ouer hose page of iiprnyve.goy ethics





COIB Advisory Opinion No. 2003-4
May 7, 2003
Page 2 of 24

This opinion will focus on two issues: (1) who may be asked for a donation, and
(2) how they may be asked. The Board believes that there are also important issues under
Chapter 68 regarding for whom contributions may be sought—i.e., what entities (other than the
City itself) are permissible beneficiaries of public servants’ fundraising activities. It is of course
clear that the City itselfis a permissible beneficiary. The Board also believes that public servants
may raise funds for the benefit of certain not-for-profit entities closely affiliated with the City, so
long as the activities of those entities for which funds are raised support the purposes and
interests of the City, rather than personal interests of the soliciting public servant. In order to
ensure that fundraising for such “City affiliated” not-for-profits meets that objective, the Board
will accept from City agencies and offices lists of those entities and the purposes for which they
propose to seek private funding, and will determine whether these submitted entities and
purposes are appropriate for fundraising by public servants.! Where the Board so determines,
"City officials may fundraise in support of such entities, and for such purposes, following the
guidelines outlined herein, as if such fundraising were for the City itself. However, the Board
will not at this time adopt guidelines regarding what other kinds of not-for-profit entities might
be permissible beneficiaries of officials’ fundraising. Future questions regarding these other
beneficiaries will initially be addressed on a case-by-case basis through private letter rulings and
the informal advice process. Ultimately, in light of this experience, the Board would expect to

issue another Advisory Opinion offering guidance concerning the beneficiaries of such activities.

! The factors the Board will consider in making such determinations include, but are not limited to, the

following: (1) any appearance of favoritism toward particular not-for-profit entities created by such fundraising;

(2) the impact on the beneficiary organization’s competitors, if any; (3) the relationship between the mission of the
beneficiary organization and City programs; (4) the importance to the City of the organization’s activities; (5) the
extent to which the fundraising is undertaken, or appears to be undertaken, in an “official” capacity; (6) the official’s
personal interest in or relationship to the beneficiary organization; and (7) whether fundraising for the organization
is consistent with the public servant’s official duties or appears to further only personal or political interests.
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I. Background

The City is currently facing a budget deficit of billions of dollars. To combat the
growing deficit problem, City agencies have been asked to make a variety of budget cuts, many
of which require reduction of City programs and services. In order to continue providing some
of these programs and services, as well as to continue to maintain their own office facilities,
officials have approached the Board with requests for opinions as to whether they may directly
solicit donations to the City, or to specified not-for-profit entities for support of these endeavors.
These officials seek to raise funds from both individuals and companies, some of which may
have business dealings with the City and/or may be affected by City regulatory controls or be
eligible for City benefits. These officials, both individually and through their respective offices,

propose to engage in various forms of fundraising, including personal phone calls and mailings.

I1. Relevant New York City Law and Precedent

A. Gifts to the City

Charter Section 2604(b)(5) prohibits public servants from accepting “valuable gifts” from
persons or entities engaged in business dealings with the City. The Rules of the Board (Title 53,
Rules of the City of New York) define “valuable gift” as any gift that has a value of $50.00 or
more. See Board Rules Section 1-01(a).

The Board, however, has drawn a distinction between gifts given to individual public
servants for the public servant’s personal use and gifts that are given to the City itself for the
enjoyment or benefit of the City and its inhabitants. In Advisory Opinion No. 92-21, the Board
wrote that “the City is well served by contributions from the public which aid the City’s efforts

to meet the needs of its citizens. Philanthropy which takes the form of donations to the City
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should be encouraged. This is especially true . . . when the City is under severe financial
constraints.” See Advisory Opinion No. 92-21 at pg. 2. This sentiment was reflected in the
earlier opinions of this Board’s predecessor, the Board of Ethics. In Board of Ethics Opinion
No. 100, the Ethics Board responded to then Mayor John V. Lindsay’s request to examine “the
whole problem of private contributions to the City for public purposes.” See Board of Ethics
Opinion No. 100 at pg. 1. The Board reviewed several state and federal statutes governing the
receipt of gifts and concluded, “[t]he general tenor of those statutes is to approve gifts for the
public benefit.” Id. at pg. 6. While not addressing the question of fundraising, the Ethics Board

concluded, quite forcefully, that “[c]ontributions for public purposes should be encouraged.

They reflect citizen responsibility.” Id. (emphasis added). Furthermore, in Board of Ethics
Opinion No. 466, the Ethics Board noted that “[i]f the making of gifts is to be encouraged, it

would be altogether illogical to rule that asking for the gifts is forbidden....” Board of Ethics

‘Opinion No. 466 at pg. 1 (emphasis added).

In Advisory Opinion No. 92-21, this Board listed several factors to be considered before |
a public servant may accept a gift on behalf of the City. These factors included: (1) whether the
donor has business dealings with the City, (2) whether the donor has an interest in a matter
awaiting determination by the agency to which the gift is directed, (3) whether the donor is a sole
supplier to the agency, (4) whether the donor’s contracts with the agency have been disclosed to
the public, and (5) the extent to which the public servants accepting the gift on behalf of a donee
agency are the same public servants who make decisions on the agency’s contracts. See
Advisory Opinion No. 92-21 at pg. 3. Under this approach, if, upon application of these factors,
it can be found that there is no appearance that the donor could receive preferential treatment,

then acceptance of the gift is permitted. The Board has nonetheless indicated that a letter should
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be sent to the donor indicating that acceptance of the gift would not serve as a quid pro quo in
securing any future benefits from the City. Id.

Consistent with Advisory Opinion No. 92-21, the Board has issued numerous opinions
approving of “gifts to the City.” See, €.g., Advisory Opinion No. 2000-04 (noting that a valid
City purpose for acceptance of a block of tickets to an event may exist where, for example, the
tickets are in turn given to homeless children temporarily sheltered by the City); Advisory
Opinion No. 94-29 (permitting the New York City Department of Health to accept funds raised
by a not-for-profit organization that has business dealings with the Department); Advisory
Opinion No. 94-12 (noting that there may be occasions where it would be impracticable to return
gifts to donors, such as when foreign dignitaries present gifts to City officials); Advisory
Opinion No. 94-9 (determining that public servants who won prizes at conferences attended as
part of their official duties could accept the prizes as gifts to the City, provided that the heads of
their respective agencies determine that acceptance is in the City’s interest); and Advisory
Opinion No. 94-4 (permitting a high—levél public servant attending a conference to accept a
computer as a gift to the City from a donor that had business dealings with the public servant’s
agency, where donor gave a computer to 170 other attendees at the conference, provided that a
letter was sent to the donor indicating that acceptance of the gift would not serve as a quid pro
quo in securing any future contracts with the City). Moreover, in appropriate circumstances,
Board rules permit a public servant to accept travel expenses from private entities as a “gift to
the City.” See Board Rules Section 1-01(h).

Generally, the Board has viewed the acceptance of “gifts to the City” favorably if the
acceptance of the gift does not create an appearance that the donor will receive preferential

treatment. However, such gifts have not been permitted where acceptance may create the
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appearance that the impartiality of an agency’s employees is compromised, such as where the
donor is engaged in business negotiations with the donee agency. See Advisory Opinion
No. 92-33.

Advisory Opinion No. 92-21 also involved, in part, targeted solicitation of gifts from City
vendors by the donee agency. The Board approved such solicitations without expressly
considering the “coercion” issue discussed below with regard to charitable fundraising. A year
later, however, in Advisory Opinion No. 93-15, on the topic of charitable fundraising, the Board
noted that targeted solicitation of City vendors raised such concerns even where the solicitation
was for the City itself. See Advisory Opinion No. 93-15, at fn. 5.

In the past, primarily to avoid the coercion issues raised by certain forms of solicitation,
both the Board and its predecessor recommended, as an alternative to solicitation and acceptance
of gifts to the City, the formation of not-for-profit corporations with the express purpose of
raising funds for City purposes. See, e.g., Board of Ethics Opinion No. 100 at pg. 10; Advisory ‘
Opinion No. 92-21 at pg. 6; and Advisory Opinion No. 94-29 at pg. 4. It was thought that, by |
using these organizations and their employees (who presumably would not be City officials) for
fundraising activities, the City might reap the benefits of receiving donations while facing “fewer
ethical problems” than when City officials themselves actively solicit contributions. See
Advisory Opinion No. 92-21 at pg. 6.

B. Charitable Fundraising

Charter Section 2604(b)(3) prohibits a public servant from either using or attempting “to
use his or her position as a public servant to obtain any financial gain, contract, license, privilege
or other private or personal advantage, direct or indirect, for the public servant or any person or

firm associated with the public servant.” “Associated,” as defined by Charter Section 2601(5),
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“includes a spouse, domestic partner, child, parent or sibling; a person with whom the public
servant has a business or other financial relationship; and each firm in which the public servant
has a present or potential interest.” Thus, Charter Section 2604(b)(3) would prohibit an official
from using his or her City position or title to raise funds for any person or entity, either for-profit
or charitable, with which he or she is associated. See, e.g., Advisory Opinion No. 95-5 (finding
that it would be a violation of Charter Section 2604(b)(3) for a public servant, who was a
member of a fraternal association by virtue of his City position, to solicit discounts for the
association’s membership, inasmuch as such discounts were for the benefit of, among others, the
public servant).

Fundraising by public servants may still create a risk of violating Chapter 68, even where
the public servant is not associated with the person or entity for which he or she is fundraising.
Charter Section 2604(b)(2) prohibits a public servant “from engaging in any business,
~ transaction or private employment, or having any financial or other private interest, direct or
indirect, which is in conflict with the proﬁer discharge of his or her official duties.” Thus, in
Advisory Opinion No. 91-10, the Board determined that charitable solicitations by public
officials could violate Charter Section 2604(b)(2) if the solicitation process “is perceived to be
coercive or provides an inappropriate opportunity for access to such official.” The Board’s
concern was that the solicited person or entity would inevitably feel coerced to contribute by a
belief or appearance that official City decisions affecting that person or entity might be
influenced by whether or not a contribution was made. By the same token, there could be a
public perception that, by virtue of the solicitee’s access to the public official, official conduct
would be influenced positively or negatively, depending on the response to the solicitation. See,

generally, Advisory Opinion No. 91-10; see also Advisory Opinion No. 98-14, at pg. 2 (finding





COIB Advisory Opinion No. 2003-4
May 7, 2003
Page 8 of 24

that an elected official’s proposed letters on her official letterhead requesting that local
merchants and individuals donate to a not-for-profit organization would “create the appearance
the elected official is pressuring others to provide financial support to” that organization).

With these concerns in mind, the Board drew a distinction in Advisory Opinion
No. 91-10 between permissible “passive” solicitation of funds, such as being an honoree at a
fundraising event or having one’s name listed on invitations or other communications concerning
such an event, and impermissible “active” solicitation of funds, such as making personal calls or
sending personal letters to potential donors. See Advisory Opinion No. 91-10 at pg. 3, citing
with favor Board of Ethics Opinion No. 688; see also Advisory Opinion No. 93-15. Thus,
Advisory Opinion No. 91-10 generally permitted elected officials to engage only in “passive”
fundraising on behalf of charities.

In Advisory Opinion No. 91-10, the Board also drew a distinction between elected and
appointed officials, ruling that it would not violate Chapter 68 for certain high-level appointed
officials to take an active role in fundraising, so long as any solicitations were not directed to
persons or firms likely to come before the officials’ agencies or to be affected by their official
actions. That limitation on active fundraising was deemed necessary to avoid the appearance of
impropriety, any “implication that the officials are obtaining any direct or indirect personal
benefits,” and any “perception that their City offices are being misused as ‘a lure or pressure.’”
See Advisory Opinion No. 91-10 at pg. 5.

In an effort to minimize uncertainty in applying the principles set out in Opinion 91-10,
the Board in Advisory Opinion No. 93-15 reaffirmed the active/passive distinction and provided
“further clarification as to the meaning of ‘active’ fundraising.” It noted that “active”

fundraising “cannot be defined by simply asking whether or not a public servant took any action
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whatsoever which resulted, or could result, in contributions being made to a not-for-profit
organization. Under such an approach, virtually any role in a fundraising campaign could be
characterized as ‘active,” and would therefore be prohibited under Chapter 68.” See Advisory

Opinion No. 93-15 at pg. 8.

Rather, “active” fundraising was described in Opinion 93-15 as activities that

could easily create a perception, in the eyes of solicitees and of the
public at large, that those who seek to do business with the official
are expected, or would be well-advised, to make a contribution in
order to secure access or favorable treatment. Such a perception
could seriously undermine the public’s confidence in the fairness
and impartiality of its elected officials, and is therefore prohibited
under Section 2604(b)(2) of the City Charter, which provides that:

No public servant shall engage in any business, transaction or
private employment, or have any financial or other private interest,
direct or indirect, which is in conflict with the proper discharge of
his or her official duties.

Accordingly the Board determined in Advisory Opinion No. 93-15 that it would be
prohibited “active” fundraising for a City Council Member to solicit contributions from local
merchants in the Member’s district for the purpose of beautifying public parks or repairing
potholes on a City streef. The Board noted that by soliciting the local merchants, the Council
Member was impermissibly “targeting” a group that was likely to have business dealings with the
Member. See Advisory Opinion No. 93-15 at pg. 8. In contrast, the Board permitted the Council

Member to include a fundraising appeal in newsletters sent out to the public at large, “which may or

2 In a footnote, the Board noted that “Charter Section 2604(b)(2) was intended to give the Board the
flexibility to handle situations which present actual or potential conflicts of interest, but which were not covered by
other provisions in Chapter 68. See Report of the New York City Charter Revision Commission, December 1986-
November 1988, page 175.” See Advisory Opinion No. 93-15, atpg. 5, n.1.
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may not include persons or firms likely to seek access to the Member or to City government.” In
that instance, the Board ruled, the Member was engaged in general and permissible “untargeted”
solicitation. Id. at pg. 9. In approving such “untargeted” solicitations, the Board indicated that “a
solicitation of this type is not generally perceived as being coercive, or as suggesting that a
contributor would enjoy some special status if he or she decides to follow the Council Member’s
suggestion.” 1d.

In Advisory Opinion No. 93-15, the Board went on to explain that general solicitations,
such as erecting signs or publishing requests in the Council Member’s newsletter, would be
acceptable “passive” fundraising, even if such requests were for contributions to specific not-for-
profit entities. Id. at pg. 11. The Board noted that, in determining whether a public official is
participating in prohibited “active” fundraising, “the principal concern is whether or not the
public servant’s actions would create an appearance that he or she is using the power of public
office to pressure others into contributing, taking official action on the basis of whether or nota
contribution has been made, or allowing contributors to have access to City government in a
manner not enjoyed by the general public.” See Advisory Opinion No. 93-15 at pg. 8 citing,
with favor, Advisory Opinion 91-10; see also Advisory Opinion No. 98-14 at pg. 3 (encouraging
the use of letters sent to not-for-profit organizations “attesting to the good works of the particular
organization, or offering other positive . . .comment . . .[which] the not-for-profit organization
may thereafter reprint or publish . . .”); but see Advisory Opinion No. 92-15 (finding that an
agency head could not serve on the honorary committee for an annual benefit of a not-for-profit
organization that had a contract with her agency, where the combination of her fundraising role
with her City role in approving and supervising the contract may create an appearance that the

not-for-profit is receiving preferential treatment) and Advisory Opinion No. 95-7 (prohibiting a
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high-level public servant from selling tickets to fundraising events for a not-for-profit
organization on the board of which he served).

Later that same year, in Advisory Opinion No. 93-26, the Board determined, consistent
with Advisory Opinion Nos. 91-10 and 93-15, that it would be a conflict of interest for the
Brooklyn District Attorney personally to solicit funds for a private not-for-profit entity that was
created for the express purpose of supporting the mission of the DA’s office. In that case,
however, the Board determined that szaff of the Brooklyn DA’s office would be permitted to
engage in active fundraising for the same not-for-profit, provided that DA’s staff did not solicit
persons or firms likely to come before or engage in business dealings with the DA’s office; that
their solicitations were free from any indication that contributors would obtain personal benefits;
and that the staff members did not appear to be using their positions as a lure or pressure. As
further insulation against the appearance of coercion, the Board ruled that any written
 solicitations should include language expressly stating that contributions would not affect any
future business dealings or the disposition.of other matters between the DA’s office and the

contributor.

111 The Law in Other Jurisdictions

A. New York State Ethics Commission (the “Commission’’) Decisions>

The Commission, like the Board, has generally permitted the acceptance of gifts to the

3 The State provision that is the parallel to City Charter Sections 2604(b)(2) and (b)(3) is considerably
broader in its prohibitions. In part, the State law provides that “[n]o officer or employee of a state agency . . . should
have any interest, financial or otherwise, direct or indirect, or engage in any business or transaction or professional
activity or incur any obligation of any nature, which is in substantial conflict with the discharge of his official duties
in the public interest.” See New York State Public Officers Law Section 74(2) (emphasis added). As an ethics

code, rather than a pure conflicts of interest statute, the State law contains specific provisos regarding appearances of
impropriety, such as “[a]n officer or employee of a state agency. . . should endeavor to pursue a course of conduct
which will not raise suspicion among the public that he is likely to be engaged in acts that are in violation of his
trust.” See New York Public Officers Law Section 74(3)(h) (emphasis added).
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State, again provided that the acceptance would not result in an appearance that the donor was
receiving “special” treatment. In many of the Commission’s opinions, in order to determine
whether the gift resulted in an appearance that the donor was trying to obtain a benefit from the
State agency, the Commission looked to the donor’s relationship to that agency (i.e., whether the
donor was regulated by the agency or whether the donor had a contract or litigation with the
agency). See, e.g., Commission Advisory Opinion No. 92-1 (concluding that the State
Department of Agriculture and Markets [the “Department”] could accept contributions for one of
the Department’s programs, but only from individuals and entities not under Department
investigation or involved in litigation with the Department); Commission Advisory Opinion
No. 95-38 (concluding that State Department of Environmental Conservation [“DEC”] could
accept donations only from those not under investigation by the DEC or involved in litigation
with the DEC); Commission Advisory Opinion No. 97-6 (concluding that the State Consumer
Protection Board may not accept donations from anyone subject to proceedings of the Public
Service Commission and that it must consider the source, amount, and timing of each donation);
and Commission Advisory Opinion No. 97-10 (concluding that the State Office of Mental
Retardation and Developmental Disabilities may not accept financial support from its vendors).
The Commission has determined that in certain circumstances State employees may
actively solicit funds for charitable organizations, provided that the employee is receiving no
personal benefit from such solicitations and, again, that the solicitations do not result in an
appearance that the donor will receive preferential treatment from any State agency. See, e.g.,
NY State Ethics Commission Advisory Opinion No. 97-28 (determining that an employee of the
Department of Environmental Conservation could, with certain provisos, solicit funds for

charitable organizations). In order to address the concerns of favoritism and coercion, yet permit





COIB Advisory Opinion No. 2003-4
May 7, 2003
Page 13 of 24

solicitations, the Commission, in its Advisory Opinion No. 97-28, determined that a State
employee could, acting in personal capacity, raise funds for charity, but could not solicit from
those businesses or individuals which (1) had open cases at the employee’s State agency in
which the employee was involved or (2) had cases at the State agency within the last twelve
months in which the employee was involved. See Commission Advisory Opinion No. 97-28,
pg. 3. The Commission further determined that the State employee must recuse himself at his
State agency, for a period of one year, from matters involving anyone from whom he has
accepted a contribution.

B. Decisions of Other States

A review of numerous decisions from jurisdictions across the country reveals that most
states permit not only the acceptance of gifts to government, but also solicitation of such gifis by
public officials. Provided that the public servant receives no personal benefit from the

“solicitation, and provided that there is some public purpose, most, if not all, jurisdictions focus
primarily on avoiding coercion. In order té strike a balance that would permit fundraising, but
avoid the potential of coercion, many states prohibit soliciting from (1) any person or entity
doing business with the government official or agency in question, and (2) any person or
individual regulated by the government official or agency in question. See, e.g., Louisiana
Board of Ethics Advisory Opinion No. 1999-992 (permitting public servants to solicit
sponsorships and donations for a private not-for-profit organization, provided that the donors
(1) are not seeking to obtain business with the state agency, (2) are not seeking to influence
legislation (e.g., lobbyists), (3) are not regulated by the public servant’s agency, and (4) do not
have economic interests which may be affected by the public servant’s official job duties);

Florida Ethics Commission CEO Opinion 91-52 (permitting city councilwoman to solicit funds
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for not-for-profit organization interested in establishing bird sanctuary in a city park, provided
that solicitation is made with understanding that official action or judgment will not be
influenced); Rhode Island Ethics Commission Advisory Opinion No. 98-155 (permitting
solicitation by employees of the Providence Housing Authority of Authority vendors on behalf
of a not-for-profit controlled by the Authority, inasmuch as solicitations do not benefit the
requestors personally and there is no appearance that donors would receive unfair advantage);
and Alabama Ethics Commission Advisory Opinion No. 96-101 (permitting police officers to
solicit for funds and items for children’s Christmas party held by a not-for-profit organization,
provided that donor is not a lobbyist or a vendor to the State Capitol police or a person or
business directly inspected, regulated, or supervised by the police).

The Hawaii State Ethics Commission, in particular, has noted that the responsibilities of
elected officials could encompass officially supporting local charities, holding that it is not a
miisuse of position “when a legislator uses his or her pdsition for a legitimate state purpose, such
as to assist charities that benefit one’s constituency or the State as a whole.” See Hawaii State
Ethics Commission Informal Advisory Opinion No. 99-4 at pg. 2.

C. Federal Law

Officers or employees of the executive, legislative, and judicial branch may not solicit or
accept anything of value from a person “seeking official action from, doing business with, or (in
the case of executive branch officers and employees) conducting activities regulated by, the
individual’s employing entity or . . . whose interests may be substantially affected by the
performance or nonperformance of the individual’s official duties.” See 5 USC Section 7353.
Federal law, however, permits each “supervising ethics office” to issue rules and regulations

regarding the implementation of 5 USC Section 7353 and, where appropriate, to provide for
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reasonable exceptions. See 5 USC Section 7353(b)(1).

The “supervising ethics office” in the House of Representatives is the House Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct (the “House Committee™) and in the Senate, the Senate Select
Committee on Ethics (the “Senate Committee”). Both of these Committees have generally
interpreted the Federal law in regard to fundraising to allow solicitations on behalf of not-for-
profit organizations. Seg, €.2., House Committee, April 4, 1993, Memorandum for All Members,
Officers and Employees (permitting solicitation on behalf of charities qualified under
Section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code (which includes 501(c) charities), provided that no
official resources are used, no official endorsement is implied, e.g., no use of official letterhead,
and there is no direct personal benefit to the requestor); Senate Committee Interpretive Ruling
No. 438 (noting that, according to its legislative history, 5 USC Section 7353 applied “only to
those gifts solicited by or given to a covered person” and concluding that “the range of activity
‘intended to be proscribed by Section 7353 is only the solicitation and acceptance of gifts which
were directly or indirectly for the federal erhployee soliciting the gift. Since charitable
contributions . . . do not come within this general area, they are not covered by [thg] prohibition
on solicitation or acceptance of gifts”).

IV.  Discussion

While gifts to the City are especially welcomed, especially in difficult fiscal times, the
Board continues to believe that, unless precautions are taken, solicitation of private sector
persons or entities by both elected and appointed public officials to make gifts to the City, or to

not-for-profit entities directly affiliated with or directly supporting City agencies or activities,
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raises serious concerns under Chapter 68.* Where a public official actively solicits such gifts,
the danger is twofold. First, there remains the appearance that donors will receive preferential
treatment from the City. Second, an element of coercion is introduced by the act of solicitation:
when a high-ranking City official makes a personal and direct request for money, goods, or
services, the prospective donor may fear that a refusal risks retaliatory action by the official,
and/or may conversely believe that a contribution will yield special treatment from, or access to,
the official.

The City’s procurement process relies upon an open, arms-length, competitive system.
See Title 9 of the Rules of the City of New York (Procurement Policy Board Rules). Any
appearance of favoritism strikes at the very heart of the City’s procurement rules, which strive to
create an even ground where City vendors are chosen solely based on established neutral criteria.
Id. Where a public servant solicits and accepts a gift to the City or a charity from a current or
prospective City vendor, that may create an appearance that this vendor will receive preferential
treatment, in which case Charter Section 2604(b)(2), which prohibits public servants from acting
in conflict with the proper discharge of their official duties, may be violated. The same dynamic
is in play beyond the procurement process, if the solicited persons and entities are subject to City
regulation, or eligible for specific City benefits. In all three relationships — procurement,
regulation, and City benefits — the process shares the evils attendant on the justly-criticized “pay
to play” system of political contributions.

A review of Board precedent, as well as decisions from New York State, from other

states, and from the federal government, indicates that donations to the government are generally

‘ It should be noted that the focus of this Advisory Opinion is on solicitation of gifts from the private sector.
Donations of goods or services from other public sector entities — ¢.g., free consulting or training programs provided
to City agencies by the City University — present no Chapter 68 problems.
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favored. In addition, with some qualifications, solicitations on behalf of the government and
charities have been generally permitted, so long as they are unmarred by personal economic gain
to the solicitor. But the Board, like other jurisdictions across the nation, has struggled to strike a
balance between permitting public officials to use their offices for public good by raising funds
for public benefit, and the potential appearance of impropriety created when high-ranking
officials directly solicit individuals and entities for funds. Thus, two concerns have
predominated in discussions and decisions regarding such solicitations, not only by elected

" officials but by all public servants: first, whether there is an appearance of coercion in the
solicitation and, second, whether there is an appearance that the donor will receive preferential
treatment, or undue access to the public official, if a gift is given. These two concerns may, in
turn, be analyzed in terms of (1) the targeted or untargeted nature of the solicitation, and (2) the
relationship of the donor to the City.

A. Targeted vs. Untargeted Solicitations

While the Board views its previous aistinction between “active” and “passive”
fundraising as a useful precedent, it now abandons that distinction in favor of a bright line
distinction between “‘targeted” solicitations and “untargeted” solicitations. Where solicitations
are not targeted to specific potential donors, there is less danger that any particular person or
entity will receive, or be perceived to receive, preferential treatment as a result of a donation.
Since no specific individual or business is approached — i.e., all similarly situated individuals or
businesses receive the same general request (e.g., through a mass mailing) and are given the
same opportunity to donate or decline — the appearance is avoided that any particular individual
or entity will receive preferential treatment. The distinction turns not on the “active” nature of

the solicitation, but upon the potentially coercive nature of personal, direct solicitations.
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Arguably, a plea for funds by a public official in a thirty-second television advertisement could
be deemed “active”; however, since it is not directed at any particular individual or entity, the
danger of coercion is virtually nil.

“Targeted” solicitations consist of one-on-one phone calls, meetings, and personal letters
directed to potential donors. Targeted solicitations may be identified either by the method of the
solicitation (e.g., direct phone calls), by the content of the solicitation, or by the criteria used to
identify the recipients of the solicitation. For example, a personal letter that makes clear from its
contents that it is being directed specifically to the prospective donor would be a targeted
solicitation. Likewise, a “Dear Friend” letter directed solely to vendors to the public servant’s
agency would also be a targeted solicitation.

On the other hand, an individually-addressed letter that makes clear by its terms that the
solicitation is in fact part of a mass mailing, will be considered untargeted, provided that the list
of recipients was determined by criteria that were not désigned to reach only “Prohibited
Targets,” as defined below. “Untargeted” solicitations would also encompass mass mailings not
individually addressed, flyers, public service advertisements, newsletters, speeches, press
conferences, TV and radio interviews, and the like, which are directed to the public, or to large
groups of potential donees generally. See, generally, Advisory Opinion No. 93-15.

Existing Board precedent permits elected officials to engage in certain untargeted
fundraising on behalf of charities and also permits certain high-level appointed officials to
engage in active fundraising, provided that solicitations are not made to persons or entities likely
to be doing business with or subject to regulation by the official’s agency. See Advisory
Opinion Nos. 91-10 and 93-15. The Board now rules that all untargeted solicitations by elected

officials and al/ appointed public servants are permitted, so long as it is made clear to potential
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donors in each solicitation that any contributions will not affect any future business dealings or
the disposition of other matters between the official’s office and the contributor. The Board is
satisfied that such untargeted solicitations, even by elected or high-level appointed officials, do
not carry a high risk of coercion, and that any such risk is outweighed by the public benefit
derived from permitting such solicitations.’

B. Targeted Solicitations

It would be simple to draw the bright line between untargeted solicitations (permitted)
and targeted solicitations (prohibited) and stop there. Nevertheless, the Board is mindful that
many elected and appointed officials perceive that directly approaching sources of alternate
funding for the benefit of the public is as much a part of their official City responsibilities as
determining how tax revenues are spent or where spending cuts should be made. These officials
argue that not only is raising funds for the public benefit not in conflict with the proper discharge
of their official duties, but is actually an integral part of such duties. Indeed, particﬁlarly in the
area of education, there are statutoﬁly—authéﬁzed programs that either encourage or require City
officials to solicit private sector contributions. Equally persuasively, both elected and appointed
officials argue that, in many instances, direct, targeted fundraising by elected and senior
appointed officials is the most effective means of fulfilling those responsibilities, because likely
donors find it easy to ignore both non-targeted appeals and targeted solicitations from low-level
officials.

Notwithstanding these valid arguments, it remains the Board’s view that targeted appeals

by public officials are effective precisely because they are inherently coercive. Thus, the Board

5 As discussed in the next section, however, the Board does not consider direct “follow-up” communications
with potential donors who respond to such “untargeted” appeals to be equally harmless and still in the category of

“untargeted” solicitations. Such communications are dealt with as “targeted” solicitations. (See p- 21 below.)
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continues to believe that, however critical the need for private sector support, in order for elected
and appointed officials to engage in targeted fundraising, safeguards must be put in place to
minimize the likelihood of coercion and the appearance that the donor may receive inappropriate
access or other preferential treatment as a result of the donation.

In order to achieve a balance between permitting effective fundraising and avoiding
coercion and the appearance of impropriety, the Board adopts the following approach. City
officials, including elected and appointed officials, may engage in direct, targeted solicitations,
except from a prospective donor who the official knows or should know has a specific matter
either currently pending or about to be pending before the City official or his or her agency,
where it is within the legal authority or the duties of the soliciting official to make, affect, or
direct the outcome of the matter. Such “specific matters” would include all phases of the
procurement process for vendors to City agencies, all regulation and enforcement proceedings,
and all applications to receive benefits administered by the official’s agency. The key factor is
that the soliciting official should have no actual involvement in, or legal authority over, a
pending or about to be pending matter involving the prospectivé donor. Although the Board
considered identifying specific “prohibited targets” for various City offices and agencies, in the
end it determined to trust in the judgment and discretion of public servants to recognize those
potential donors who should not be targeted for solicitation, and to seek guidance from the Board
when in doubt. A “safe harbor™ alternative would be for an agency to erect “firewalls”
permanently sealing the soliciting official from any involvement in making, affecting, or
directing the outcome of the matter, thus permitting the official to solicit from a person or firm

with a pending or about to be pending matter.
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The Board also considered how to treat “follow-up” communications with potential
donors who have received “untargeted” solicitations, or who, absent any solicitation, express an
interest in contributing, but wish to obtain further information, or explore various ways in which
they might provide support in response to the solicitation. The Board believes that any such
communications between such individual prospective donors and elected or appointed officials
carry the same risks of coercion, appearance of favoritism, and undue access as would “targeted
solicitations” to the same donor. Accordingly, public officials may not personally pursue
communications with such potential donors if targeted solicitation of them would be prohibited —
Le., if they have currently pending or about to be pending matters before the official or her/his
agency, where it is within the legal authority or the duties of the soliciting official to make,
affect, or direct the outcome of the matter. However, such officials should be permitted (even if
there are no “firewalls”) to have an initial conversation, in response to an approach by such a
potential donor, at which time the official may thank the prospective donor for the eXpression of
interest, and direct him or her to an appropri‘ate person who may engage in further detailed
discussions ~ i.¢., either (a) an employee (perhaps one specifically designated for the purpose of
such follow-up solicitations) who has no authority to determine, affect, or direct the outcome of
any agency action affecting the potential donor, or (b) an employee of the not-for-profit entity
that is to be the recipient of the donation.

For purposes of these restrictions, the “agency” of an elected official except the Mayor
and members of the Council, but including the Public Advocate, Comptroller, Borough
Presidents, and District Attorneys, is his or her office. For the Mayor, it is the Executive Branch
of City government, as defined in Charter Section 2604(d)(3), and for members of the Council, it

is the Legislative Branch. Public servants remain free to engage in untargeted solicitations
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through speeches, press conferences, interviews, and mass mailings. In all cases, however,
both untargeted or targeted, solicitations must make clear that the donor will receive no
special access to City officials or preferential treatment as a result of a donation.

C. Public Disclosure of Donations

As an additional safeguard, all City offices and agencies (including, without limitation,
those of all elected officials) will be required to publicly disclose twice a year all donations
received by them to either the City or to a not-for-profit entity affiliated with that office or
agency, which exceed $5,000 in aggregate value from a single donor.® More particularly, each
office or agency must file a public report with the Board by May 15 and November 15 of each
year (commencing November 15, 2003), disclosing (a) the name of each person or entity making
a donation in the six-month period ending March 31 and September 30 respectively, (b) the type
of donation received from each such person or entity (i.e., money, goods, or services), (c) the
purpose of the donation (e.g., renovation of Gracie Mansion), (d) the estimated value of all
donations received during the reporting period from each such person or entity, and (¢) the
cumulative total value of gifts received from each such person or entity over the past twenty-four
(24) months.” If the agency is unable reasonably to estimate the value of a donation of goods or

services, then the agency may describe the goods or services with sufficient particularity to

é See Arkansas Code Section 21-8-804(c) (requiring that public officials accepting gifts, grants, or donations

of money, disclose, on a quarterly basis to the Arkansas Ethics Commission (1) the gift, grant, or donation received,
(2) the person donating the gift, grant, or donation of money, and (3) the estimated value of the gift, grant, or
donation. See also, Municipal Code of Chicago Section 2-156-040(f) (requiring gifts to the City be reported to the
Board of Ethics and the Comptroller, who will then “add [the gift] to the inventory of City property”).

7 The Board considered, but upon deliberation rejected, a requirement that officials disclose the identity of all
persons and firms solicited for contributions in targeted appeals, whether or not a donation was received. Sucha
requirement might ensure that parties were not disfavored by their declination to contribute. On the other hand,
listing those who fail to give could well be seen as overwhelmingly coercive, as well as, in some cases, unfairly
embarrassing.
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enable readers of the disclosure statement to make a judgment as to the value of the gift.
Monetary values shall be reported as being within one of the following categories: A ifitis
$5000 to under $20,000, B if it is $20,000 to under $60,000, C if it is $60,000 to under $100,000,
D ifit is $100,000 to under $250,000, E if it is $250,000 to under $500,000, F ifit is $500,000
to under $1,000,000, and G if itis $1,000,000 or more.

The Board recognizes that certain larger agencies (e.g., the Department of Education)
may encounter considerable administrative or other difficulties collecting data on, and
disclosing, donations of relatively small magnitude solicited and received not by the central
office, but by officials in local offices or schools. In such cases, the Board would anticipate
acting favorably on requests for partial waiver or modification of the disclosure requirement
with respect to such small donations under terms and conditions otherwise consistent with this
Opinion. The Board also reco gnizes that there may be situations in which security, public safety,
or confidentiality concerns may preclude such disclosure of certain donations, and the Board will

entertain requests for waiver of the disclosure requirements when such situations arise.

V. Board Decision

Tt would not be a violation of Chapter 68 for the City officials whose requests for advice
prompted this Advisory Opinion to solicit donations for the purposes indicated in their requests,
so long as such solicitations are conducted in conformity with the requirements and procedures

set forth above.
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To the extent that this opinion is inconsistent with any past Board opinions, those

opinions are superseded.® ; ¢ g IQ@Q

Steven B. Rosenfeld
Chair

Angela Mariana Freyre
Bruce A. Green
Jane W. Parver

Benito Romano

Dated: May 7, 2003

2001-635.a0/hh
2002-429.a0f/jhh

8 As noted at the outset of this Opinion, the Board expects, for the present, to consider questions regarding

the permissible beneficiaries of fundraising by public servants (other than the City itself and City affiliated not-for-
profits “pre-cleared” by the Board) on a case-by-case basis through requests for private letter opinions or informal
advice.
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consideration to fundraising by public officials in their official capacities for
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charitable entities that were not affiliated with the City." In Advisory Opinion No. 91-10 the
Board observed that

“[i]t is surely in the City's interest to encourage the voluntary financial

support of community groups, educational institutions and charities,

inasmuch as their good works help to sustain the life of the City and

indeed are indispensable to it.” (/d. at 2.)
The Board noted, however, that official fundraising for such entities could create “an appearance
of impropriety” if the official’s action is “perceived to be coercive or provides an inappropriate
opportunity for access to such official.” Id. Such an appearance would implicate Charter
Section 2604(b)(2), which forbids public servants from engaging in any transaction, or having
any private interest, that is in conflict with the proper discharge of their official duties. In order
to allay concern for the potential of coercion if elected and high-ranking appointed officials were
given full rein to solicit charitable contributions, the Board in Opinion No. 91-10 adopted a
distinction between “active” and “passive” fundraising, ruling 1) that elected officials could
engage only in passive fundraising (e.g., serving on honorary committees for charitable events),
but not in active fundraising, and 2) that high-ranking appointed officials could engage in active
fundraising, but only so long as they did not direct their solicitations to those likely to have
matters before their City agency.

The “coercion” concern also underlay Advisory Opinion No. 93-15, in which the Board

attempted to clarify the distinction between active and passive fundraising. Observing that not

' Those opinions did not address fundraising by public servants in their personal capacities, such as fundraising for
their alma maters, their places of worship, or their block associations. Nevertheless, even such personal charitable
activity, like other private activity, may be restricted by Chapter 68. For example, public servants may not use City
time or resources for such personal fundraising; nor may they direct solicitations to those who have matters before
them at their City agencies. See COIB v. King, COIB Case No. 98-508 (2001). Like those earlier opinions, this
opinion will instead address charitable fundraising by City officials in their official capacities.
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all actions that might result in contributions to a charity would be deemed “active,” the Board
found the relevant question to be whether “the public servant’s actions would create an
appearance that he or she is using the power of public office” to pressure or coerce others to
make contributions, or to afford greater access to government to those who made contributions.
Id. at 8-9.

In its pre-2003 rulings on official fundraising for charitable entities not affiliated with the
City, the Board also expressed a concern regarding the appearance of official “endorsement” of
favored beneficiaries over other worthwhile charities competing for scarce philanthropic
resources. In Advisory Opinion No. 92-15, for example, the Board determined that an agency
head could not serve on the honorary committee for the annual benefit of a not-for-profit entity
that had a contract with her agency, ruling that “the combination of her fundraising role with her
role in approving and supervising the contract may create an appearance that the not-for-profit
entity is receiving preferential treatment.” Opinion No. 92-15 at 1 (emphasis added).

In Opinion No. 2003-4, as noted above, the Board considered in considerable depth City
officials’ solicitation of private support for the City itself and for not-for-profit organizations
closely affiliated with City offices and agencies. In that opinion, the Board abandoned the
distinction between “active™ and “passive” fundraising, in favor of a bright line distinction
between “targeted” and “untargeted” solicitations — the former consisting of direct appeals such
as one-on-one phone calls, meetings, and personal letters to potential donors, the latter of such
devices as mass mailings not directed to specific potential donors. Id. at 17. In holding that all
untargeted fundraising for the City and its affiliated not-for-profits would be permitted, the

Board again evinced its concern over the “coercion” factor:
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Where solicitations are not targeted to specific potential donors, there is
less danger that any particular person or entity will receive, or be perceived to
receive, preferential treatment as a result of a donation. Since no specific
individual or business is approached — i.e., all similarly situated individuals or
businesses receive the same general request (e.g., through a mass mailing) and are
given the same opportunity to donate or decline — the appearance is avoided that
any particular individual or entity will receive preferential treatment. The
distinction turns not on the “active” nature of the solicitation, but upon the
potentially coercive nature of personal, direct solicitations. (Id. at 17-18.)

In addition, the Board also determined that targeted solicitations for the City and its
affiliates would be permissible, provided that no official could solicit any person or firm with a
matter “pending or about to be pending before the City official or his or her agency, where it is
within the legal authority or the duties of the soliciting official to make, affect, or direct the
outcome of the matter.” Id. at 20. In the case of both targeted and untargeted solicitations, the
Board required that the solicitation must make clear that the decision whether or not to give
would result in no official favor or disfavor for the person or entity solicited, and would yield no
special access to the official or his or her agency. Finally, the Board required City agencies and
offices to report every six months all gifts in excess of $5,000 in aggregate value from a single
donor. Id. at 22.

Because Advisory Opinion No. 2003-4 addressed fundraising only for the City itself or
for not-for-profits determined to be closely affiliated with the City, the concern regarding
possible “endorsement” of particular charities was not present. The Board recognized, however,
that when it turned to official fundraising on behalf of not-for-profit entities that are not affiliated
with the City, both the coercion and the endorsement concerns would again be implicated.

As anticipated in Opinion No. 2003-4, the Board has, over the past several years,

received numerous requests for advice from public servants regarding proposed official
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fundraising efforts on behalf of charitable entities that could not be considered to be “affiliated”

with the City. A sampling of those requests is as follows:

L.

An elected official with citywide responsibilities sought to become co-chair of a
specific fundraising program for a national not-for-profit organization with a national
agenda, and in that capacity to use his City position to solicit funds for that program.
The specific program was one that, the elected official determined, would support a
major initiative of the official’s City office.

Another elected official proposed to participate in his official capacity at a public
fundraising event in the City to “kick off” a major fundraising initiative by a charity
with a statewide mission. The beneficiaries of the charity’s services included many

thousands of residents of the City and of the area served by the elected official.

. An agency head who sat on the board of directors of a not-for-profit organization

dedicated to finding a cure and better treatment for a particular disease — a cause not
significantly related to the work of the City agency headed by the official — asked
whether it was permissible to raise money for the organization so long as no vendors
or contractors of the agency were solicited.

Another agency head asked whether he, and two of his deputies, could solicit funds
for a national not-for-profit that he had been instrumental in forming, the purpose of
which was to engender, on a national level, federal and state policies and funding
supportive of initiatives adopted by the official’s own City agency. The agency head

served on the organization’s board, service that he believed was part of his City job.
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5. A third agency head asked whether he could consent to the request of his alma mater
to begin raising funds for a campus building to be named in his honor; the request did
not contemplate that the City official would himself participate in such fundraising.

6. An elected official asked whether charitable foundations could be approached by the
official and urged to consider contributing to not-for-profit entities across the City
whose annual funding by the City Council had recently been cut due to fiscal

constraints.

Discussion

As noted, Opinion No. 2003-4 reserved for a future day the question of what charitable
entities, besides City-affiliated not-for-profits, could be the beneficiaries of official fundraising
by City public servants. While earlier Board opinions had directed some attention to the
question of which City officials could engage in charitable fundraising and by what methods,
those opinions had given little attention to the question of which charities could benefit from that
activity. This opinion will address all three questions: for whom, by whom, and how.

1. Permissible Beneficiaries of Fundraising

In determining what not-for-profits not “affiliated” with the City may nevertheless be the
beneficiaries of official fundraising, the Board has kept in mind both the “endorsement” concern
and the fact that it was being asked about public servants’ fundraising in their official capacities
—i.e., as part of their City jobs, on City time, and using City resources. Without at all denigrating
the Board’s recognition in Advisory Opinion No. 91-10 that “it is in the City's interest to

encourage the voluntary financial support of community groups, educational institutions and
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charities,” it is surely not within the scope of every public servant’s official duties to raise funds
for any and every such group, institution, or charity, wherever located and whatever its mission.

Thus, the Board has concluded, first, that the not-for-profit for which funds are sought
must have some nexus with the City and its residents. Thus, for example, an arts organization in
California or an affordable housing provider in Buffalo will not be permissible beneficiaries of
official fundraising by City public servants. This restriction is dictated by the requirement, most
specifically enunciated in Board Rules Sections 1-13(a) and (b), that public servants may not use
City time or resources for non-City purposes.’

Second, the mission of the beneficiary not-for-profit must have some connection with the
mission or duties of the office or agency of the soliciting official. For example, while a not-for-
profit organization dedicated to increasing affordable housing in the City might well be an
appropriate beneficiary of fundraising by, for example, the Commissioners of Housing
Preservation and Development and of Homeless Services, it would not be a permissible
beneficiary of official fundraising by the Cultural Affairs Commissioner — although the latter
could fundraise for a local performing arts group. This restriction is again based on the notion
that the activity must bear some relationship to the soliciting official’s City responsibilities — and
the realization, discussed below (p. 10), that it is often part of City officials’ duties to award City

contracts and/or to distribute scarce City funding among competing not-for-profits working

within their areas of responsibility. Admittedly, this limitation will impose greater restrictions

* This would not preclude City officials, as noted above (footnote 1), from engaging in fundraising efforts on their
own time, and without the use of City letterhead or resources, for their alma maters and other favored charities,
wherever they may be located, provided that they may not direct solicitations to those who have matters before them
at their City agencies.
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on agency heads with defined areas of responsibility than it will, for example, on the Mayor, the
Public Advocate, and City Council Members, whose official responsibilities are defined quite
broadly. Nevertheless, even for these elected officials, the not-for-profit in question must have
some connection not only with the City itself but also with the responsibilities of the soliciting
official. Thus, for example, fundraising by a Borough President for the benefit of a theatre group
in another borough would probably not qualify; nor would a Councilmember’s solicitation for a
community group operating wholly outside his or her district.

Third, even if the not-for-profit provides services in the City and within the portfolio of a
given elected official or agency head, such fundraising will not be permissible if the elected
official or agency head has a personal “association” with the entity or its staff within the meaning
of Charter Section 2601(5).> Pursuant to Charter Section 2604(b)(3), any use of a public
servant’s office to benefit such an “associated” person or entity is strictly prohibited — and
fundraising is no exception. Thus, for example, and without limitation, if the soliciting official
or her designee serves on the board of a not-for-profit, official fundraising for the benefit of that
entity would be barred.* Likewise, if a spouse, a sibling, or a business partner of an agency head
serves as a charity’s executive director or other high-ranking staff member, then that agency

head will also be barred from taking official actions seeking support for that charity. In short, if

? Charter Section 2601(5) defines those “associated” with a public servant to include “a spouse, domestic partner,
child, parent, or sibling; a person with whom the public servant has a business or other financial relationship; and
each firm in which the public servant has a present or potential interest.”

* The Board does recognize an exception to this prohibition where the official serves on the entity’s board of
directors as part of his or her City job. Such ex officio positions may occur as a matter of law (e.g., a statute
provides for the appointment) or may occur de facto (e.g., the official serves on the board only for his or her term in
office). In such cases, the conflicts of interest law will not prohibit fundraising because, unlike the case where the
official serves the not-for-profit in his or her personal capacity (e.g., as an alum), the ex officio board member has no
private interest that conflicts with his or her public duties.
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the elected official or agency head has a personal association with a not-for-profit, neither the
official nor the agency may solicit support for the not-for-profit. Likewise, even if the elected
official or agency head is not personally associated with the not-for-profit, the official may not
assign fundraising responsibilities to any subordinate who is so associated.

The Board has considered but rejected imposing additional restrictions on the types of
entities for which City officials may seek private funding. For example, the Board considered
whether an agency head should be prevented from fundraising on behalf of entities with which
his or her agency contracts or, conversely, whether such fundraising should be limited to groups
with which an agency already contracts. The Board rejects both limitations. As to the latter, the
Board observes that City agencies have limited budgets and priorities, but may identify excellent
not-for-profit organizations that they are currently unable to fund. The Board sees no reason
why an agency head may not seek private support for such organizations. On the other hand, the
City may be contracting with organizations to provide vital services to New York’s most needy
residents but, especially in difficult economic times when these services may in fact be most
needed, these organizations may be experiencing shortfalls in both public and private funding.
The Board can find no basis in Chapter 68 for concluding that City officials may not seek private
support for the very organizations that, as part of their official duties, they have identified as
worthy of receiving public funding were it available.

With regard to the “endorsement” concern, the Board has, for similar reasons, concluded
that permitting officials to seek funding for given not-for-profit organizations within their areas
of responsibility does not impermissibly favor such organizations over those not so supported.

In reaching this conclusion, the Board does not reject prior decisions, including Opinion No. 92-
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15, discussed above, that expressed such an “endorsement” concern. Those opinions were
summarized in Advisory Opinion No. 2000-3, which permitted Police Commissioner Safir to
author a letter that would serve as an introduction to a book being published to raise funds for the
Police Museum, a not-for-profit entity not affiliated with the City. In Opinion No. 2000-3, the
Board noted that its earlier decisions, though generally prohibiting official endorsement of such
enterprises as books or films, nevertheless admitted of circumstances where such an endorsement
would be appropriate, particularly where “the City’s interest [is] the clear determinant for the
endorsement.” Advisory Opinion No. 95-2 at 4. Where such a “City interest” can be identified,
permitting officials to make distinctions with regard to private fundraising does not allow for
“favoritism™ among competing not-for-profit entities any more than when they are required by
their official duties to make such choices in designating specific not-for-profits for public budget
support (see 9 Rules of the City of New York Section 1-02(e)). In addition, elected officials and
agency heads regularly decide, consistent with the Board’s Valuable Gift Rule, Section 1-01,
which invitations to charitable fundraising events to accept, and elected and high-ranking
officials may decide to which not-for-profit organizations they will provide congratulatory letters
to be included in the organization’s fundraising materials (see Advisory Opinion No. 98-14).

The Board sees no merit in a rule that would require City officials to support all City
charities or to support none. Indeed, the Board could enunciate no selection criteria beyond
those outlined above (nexus to the official’s office or agency and no disqualifying personal
interest) that would be both consistent with Chapter 68 and not so general as to be ultimately
meaningless. Elected and appointed officials are selected for, among other things, their good

judgment, and the Board finds no basis in Chapter 68 to limit the discretion of these officials as
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to their official charitable fundraising if they are exercising discretion within their defined areas
of responsibility, and if they are barred (as they always are) from furthering their own or their
associates’ personal interests. The Board is satisfied that the protections afforded by, for
example, the City’s comprehensive procurement regulations, as well as the ultimate protection
afforded in the ballot box, are, in the language of Opinion No. 95-2, sufficient “safeguards...to
protect against the appearance that some private organizations are receiving preferential
treatment at the expense of other, similarly situated organizations.” Id. at 4.

2. Who May Engage in Fundraising

The Board next determines that official charitable fundraising by City officials may be
undertaken only by elected officials and agency heads, or by their specified designees, and only
after a personal determination by the elected official or agency head of which not-for-profits will
be supported. Elected officials and agency heads are in the best position to make the
determinations as to which not-for-profits qualify under the criteria set forth above, and while
they may delegate the actual solicitations, they themselves must make the determination that the
work of the not-for-profit in question supports the mission of their City office or agency, so that
it is a permissible beneficiary of its official fundraising. Unless those judgments are reposed in
high-level officials, it would leave virtually any City employee free to use City time and
resources for the benefit of favored private charities, with the attendant risks of misuse of that
time and resources, as well as undirected judgments about which entities should receive the

support of City fundraising efforts.
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3. How Fundraising May Be Conducted

Finally, the Board concludes that official solicitations for “unaffiliated” not-for-profits
should comply in all respects with the procedures and limitations for fundraising on behalf of the
City and City-affiliated entities, as set forth in Opinion No. 2003-4. As noted above, these
procedures were, in the main, designed to avoid the appearance of coercion. Thus, the Board
determines that untargeted solicitations for unaffiliated not-for-profits will be permissible, as
well as those targeted solicitations not made to those persons or firms with matters pending or
about to be pending before the office or agency of the soliciting official. Further, as required in
Opinion No. 2003-4, all such solicitations must contain an explicit statement that a decision to
give or not give will have no impact on any official action and will likewise have no impact on
access to City government officials.

Opinion No. 2003-4 also contained a requirement that agencies report to the Board, every
six months, a list of all contributions over $5,000 from private sector sources received by the
agency or its affiliated not-for-profits.” The Board believes that a similar reporting requirement
with respect to fundraising for unaffiliated entities would help ensure that the restrictions set
forth in this Opinion are followed. However, the Board realizes that City officials are not in a
position to know what contributions may have been received by unaffiliated entities as a result of
their fundraising efforts, and that it would place an unfair burden on the recipient entities to keep

track of and report such contributions. Beyond that, requiring such reporting might have the

> The Board emphasizes that the instant opinion conceming not-for-profits nor affiliated with the City in no way
relieves City officials from their responsibilities set forth in Opinion No. 2003-4 concerning City-affiliated entities,
including, without limitation, the officials’ responsibilities to pre-clear with the Board their fundraising for such
entities and to make the above-referenced reports of contributions.
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undesired effect of increasing the appearance of coercion that the Board’s restrictions are
designed to minimize. Accordingly, in the case of unaffiliated entities, the Board will require
agency heads and elected officials to report to the Board every six months only the identities of
those not-for-profit organizations for which the office or agency sought private support.®

4. Dispositions of Requests for Advice

To illustrate the application of the foregoing determinations to specific cases, we now
return to the six individual requests for advice described above. In response to those requests,

the Board advised as follows:

1. The elected official with citywide responsibilities was permitted to become co-
chair of a fundraising program of a national not-for-profit organization, and to use
his City position to solicit funds for that program, because the specific program
was one that the elected official had determined, within the scope of his official
duties, would support a major initiative of his City office.

2. Similarly, the elected official who proposed to participate in his official capacity
at a public fundraising event in the City to “kick off” a major fundraising
initiative by a charity was permitted to do so, because the beneficiaries of the
charity’s services included many thousands of residents of the City and of the area

served by the elected official.

® The reporting cycle will be the same as provided for in Opinion No. 2003-4—-no later than May 15 and November
15, for the six month periods ending March 31 and September 30, respectively. The Board will make such reports
public.
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3.

An agency head, as well as two of his deputies, were permitted to solicit funds
for a national not-for-profit, based on the agency head’s determination that the
organization furthered, on a national level, initiatives adopted by the official’s
own City agency; the agency head’s service on the organization’s board was
determined to fall within the ex officio exception (see footnote 4, supra), because
he served on the board as part of his City job. However, the agency head was
expressly cautioned that — as required by Advisory Opinion No. 2003-4 — no
solicitations could be directed to any person or firm with a matter pending or
about to be pending before him or his agency.

In contrast, the agency head who sat on the board of directors of a not-for-profit
organization dedicated to finding a cure and better treatment for a particular
disease was advised that she could not fundraise for that organization in her
official capacity — both because the organization’s mission was not significantly
related to the work of the City agency headed by the official and because she sat
on its board in her personal capacity (i.e., not ex officio). However, she was free
to raise money for the organization in her personal capacity — i.e., without using
City time or resources — so long as no vendors, contractors, or employees of the

agency were solicited.”

7 A recent Board enforcement disposition reinforced this prohibition, also noted herein at footnote 1, against using
one’s City position for the benefit of an entity with which one has a personal association within the meaning of
Charter Section 2601(5). See COIB v. Cosgrave, COIB Case No. 2007-290 (2008), where the Board issued a public
warning letter to an agency head for providing a list that included the representatives of firms with present and
potential business before his agency to an out-of-state not-for-profit on whose board he served in order that these
individuals might be invited to a fundraising event of the not-for-profit.
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5. The agency head who asked whether he could consent to his alma mater raising

Conclusion

funds for a campus building to be named in his honor was advised that he could,
so long as (a) he did not himself participate in such fundraising while he remained
in office; (b) no vendors or contractors of his agency would be approached for
donations; and (c) the City official would not be told who had made donations.
The elected official was permitted to urge charitable foundations to consider
contributions to not-for-profit entities across the City whose annual funding by
the City Council had recently been cut due to fiscal constraints, so long as no
distinctions were made among beneficiaries falling into that category (other than
sorting such entities according to fields of charitable endeavors supported by each
foundation). The Board concluded that, unlike an agency head making
determinations among not-for-profits within his or her area of responsibility, it
was not within the elected official’s City duties to make such distinctions, and

doing so would thus raise the “endorsement” concern.

Elected officials and agency heads, and their designees, may in their official capacities,

using City time and resources, solicit and otherwise encourage private contributions to not-for-

profit organizations, after a personal determination by the elected official or agency head that the

not-for-profit’s work supports the mission of their City office or agency. Such solicitations must

include a statement that a decision whether or not to give will not result in official favor or

disfavor. But they may not target for these solicitations any person or firm with a matter pending
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or about to be pending before their City office or agency, and they may take no such action on
behalf of any organization with which they are associated or that would benefit a person or firm
with whom or which they are associated. Each City office or agency must file a public report
with the Board by May 15 and November 15 of each year disclosing the identity of each not-for-
profit organization for which the office or agency sought private contributions in the six-month

period ending March 31 and September 30.

Steven B. Rosenfeld
Chair

Monica Blum

Kevin B. Frawley
Angela Mariana Freyre
Andrew Irving

Dated: December 29, 2008
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with your agency, or, if that is not the case, that the donor is not involved in such business
dealings, and c) that your agency will maintain on file the donor’s statement and that to the
best of your agency’s knowledge that statement is accurate.
3) If anotherindividual at your agency can better respond to these disclosure requirements,
please provide me with his or her name and contact information.
If you have any questions about these reports, you may contact me. My contact information is
below.

Thank you,

Amber Gonzalez

Assistant Counsel

New York City Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010

New York, NY 10007

(212) 442-1405

gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov

http://www.nyc.gov/ethics

This message is intended only for the use of the Addressee and may contain information that is
PRIVILEGED and CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication
in error, please permanently delete all copies of the message and its attachments and notify us
immediately at 212-442-1400. Thank you.


mailto:gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov
http://www.nyc.gov/ethics

FIRE DEPARTMENT

9 MitroTrcH CENTER Brooxiyn, N.Y. 11201-3857

%%f OI‘ TERRYL L. BROWN

Depury Commissioner for Legal Affairs

November 15, 2014

Mark Davies

Executive Director

New York City Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010

New York, NY 10007

Re:  Gifts Received by the New York City Fire Department
Reporting Period: April 1, 2014 - September 30, 2014

Dear Mr. Davies:

Enclosed please find the Fire Department’s Donation Disclosure Form for the
above reporting period. It is compiled from information that the Fire Department has
gathered from its various units, bureaus and commands through its gift reporting and
acceptance procedure.

The Fire Department has not identified any not-for-profit organizations not
affiliated with the Fire Department for which the Fire Commissioner or high level Fire
Department officials have sought support for the reporting period.

Please contact me should you require any additional information,

Yours truly,

Terryl E Brown

Deputy Commissioner for Legal Affairs

Enc.




Department of Health and Mental Hygiene

Advisory Opinion No. 2008-6 Disclosure

April 2014 - September 2014

Animal Care & Control of NYC

RESULTS World TB Day Walk

The Coalition of Behavioral Health Agencies, Inc.
Mental Health Association of NYC

New York Civil Liberties Union

The Bridge Mental Health and Housing Solutions

The New York Society for Gastrointestinal Endoscopy
Robin Hood Foundation

CASA Columbia (The National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia
University)

Harlem Health Promotion Center, Mailman School of Public Health

Columbia University

CUNY School of Public Health

AIDS Institute NYS DOH

SUNY Downstate School of Public Health

African Service’s Committee

Indiana University (McKinney School of Law and Fairbanks School of Public Health)
Qiagen Corporation

AIDS Walk New York

Brooklyn Plaza Medical Center



BOOM!Health

Urban Coalition for HIV/AIDS Prevention Services
Preventive Intervention Research Center, Albert Einstein College of Medicine
Montefiore Medical Center Early Intervention Program
East Harlem Council for Human Services, Inc.

The Brooklyn Hospital Center

Lutheran Family Health Centers

SUNY Downstate Medical Center

Woodhull Medical and Mental Health Center
Bronx-Lebanon Hospital Center

Apicha Community Health Center

William F. Ryan Community Health Center

Queens Health Network

Harlem Hospital Center



Letters of Support Disclosure for April 1, 2014 - September 30, 2014

Requesting Organization RFP Name Status Date Completed
The Osborne Association Training to Work 2 - Adult Reentry completed 4/10/2014
YMCA of Greater NY Flushing YouthBuild completed 4/14/2014
YMCA of Greater NY Face Forward 2 completed 4/30/2014
The Doe Fund Face Forward 2 completed 5/1/2014
ICL MRT Supportive Housing Health Home Pilot completed 5/22/2014
Legal Information for Families Today (LIFT) Judiciary Civil Legal Services in New York completed 6/4/2014
Food Bank SNAP Education and Obesity Prevention completed 6/10/2014
Diaspora Community Services SNAP Education and Obesity Prevention completed 6/19/2014
New York Common Pantry SNAP Education and Obesity Prevention completed 6/18/2014
Cornell University SNAP Education and Obesity Prevention completed 6/16/2014
The Children's Aid Society SNAP Education and Obesity Prevention completed 6/17/2014
City Harvest SNAP Education and Obesity Prevention completed 6/19/2014
Public Health Solutions SNAP Education and Obesity Prevention completed 6/18/2014
Center for the Eliminati_on of Violence in the Federal Family Violence Prevention and Services i 6/27/2014

Family Act

Urban Justice Center Federal Family Violen(iae\CIZrevention and Services completed 6/27/2014
Sanctuary For Families Federal Family Violen(i:CF;revention and Services completed 6/27/2014
Jewish Board of Family and Children's Services Federal Family Violenc'zclzrevention LRl completed 6/27/2014
The New York Asian Women's Center FRE Rl Violen(izclzrevention e completed 6/27/2014
Violence Intervention Program, Inc Federal Family Violen(icht’revention and Services completed 6/27/2014
Ohel Children's Home and Family Services Federal Family Violenci:CFt’revention and Services completed 6/27/2014
Edwin Gould Services for Children and Families Federal Family Violenc'zclzrevention S completed 6/27/2014
HELP Social Service Corp. Federal Family ViolenciAe\CFt’revention and Services completed 6/27/2014
Good Shepherd Services Federal Family Violencﬁth’revention and Services completed 6/27/2014
Queens Legal Services Corporation ezl Violenc'zclzrevention Al tilEe completed 6/27/2014
NYC Gay and Lesbian Anti-Violence Project Federal Family Violenciiclzrevention and Services completed 6/27/2014
Seamen'’s Society for Children and Families Federal Family Violen(i:CF;revention and Services completed 6/27/2014




Letters of Support Disclosure for April 1, 2014 - September 30, 2014

Requesting Organization RFP Name Status Date Completed

R Federal Family V|olen(i:CFt>revent|on and Services completed 6/27/2014

St e L e Federal Family V|olenc':CFt>revent|on and Services il 6/27/2014

Allen Women's Resource Center Federal Family V|olen<i§CFt>revent|on and Services completed 6/27/2014

Henry Street Settlement Federal Family V|olen(iAe\CFt>revent|on and Services completed 6/27/2014

Food First Family Project Federal Family V|olenci:CFt>revent|on and Services completed 6/27/2014

Urban Resource Institute Federal Family V|oIenc'2CFt>revent|on S completed 6/27/2014

Safe Horizon Inc Federal Family V|olen<iAe\CFt>revent|on and Services completed 6/27/2014

Harlem Business Alliance Community I_Econ(.)mlc [.’?V‘?'Opmer.‘t Healthy Food completed 7/17/2014
Financing Initiative Projects

SOBRO Community I_Econ(_)mlc I?gvglopmer_ﬂ Healthy Food el 2/118/2014
Financing Initiative Projects

Corbin Hill Food Project SRy [=Sneme DEEeREt NN ) e 7/17/2014
Financing Initiative Projects

University Settlement STEHP completed 8/12/2014

BronxWorks STEHP completed 8/11/2014

CAMBA STEHP completed 8/11/2014

Catholic Charities Community Services STEHP completed 8/8/2014

Queens Community House STEHP completed 8/14/2014

The Fortune Society STEHP completed 8/12/2014

Violence Intervention Program, Inc STEHP completed 8/6/2014

Palladia, Inc STEHP completed 8/12/2014

Greenhope Housing Development Fund Corp STEHP completed 8/15/2014

AIDS Service Center NYC STEHP completed 8/15/2014

The New York Society for. the Prevention of OTDA Access & Visitation completed 9/4/2014

Cruelty to Children

Violence Intervention Program, Inc AVON Foundation: Speak Out Against DV completed 9/10/2014

Safe Horizon Inc OTDA Access & Visitation completed 9/5/2014

Children's Aid Society STOP Violence Against Women completed 9/9/2014

Sanctuary For Families AVON Foundation: Speak Out Against DV completed 9/19/2014




From: Herzfeld, Paul

To: Amber Gonzalez; Wayne Hawley
Subject: RE: Reminder: Disclosure of Donations and of Fundraising Efforts Due November 15, 2014
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 2:25:03 PM

Amber and Wayne:

DolTT did not engage in any official fundraising for the period of April 1, 2014 through September
30, 2014.

DolTT did accept a gift on behalf of the City from the Sunset Park District Management Association
by entering into a conditional gift agreement on June 30, 2014. Under this agreement, the District
Management Association will furnish, install and operate a free public Wi-Fi network for five years
along a portion of Fifth Avenue in the Sunset Park neighborhood of Brooklyn. Some of the
equipment to support the network is to be mounted on City street light poles subject to the
approval of the City Department of Transportation and any other necessary approvals. While the
District Management Association has estimated that the value of this donation for the six-month
reporting period is $3,750, determining the exact value of the donation is not possible, and so, in
the exercise of caution, we are reporting it. The Sunset Park District Management Association has
not made any other donations to this agency in the past 24 months.

The address of the District Management Association is:

Sunset Park District Management Association
5116A Fifth Avenue, Suite 200
Brooklyn, New York 11220

DolTT did not receive any other donations valued over $5,000 during this reporting period.
Please let me know if you need a copy of the gift agreement or any other information.
Sincerely,

Paul L. Herzfeld

Senior Counsel

NYC Department of Information Technology & Telecommunications
herzfeld@doitt.nyc.gov

(646) 769-2325

Please note that to contact me on matters concerning the NYC Technology Development
Corporation, where | serve as Treasurer, you may use the following address: pherzfeld@nyctdc.org

This e-mail communication is attorney-client privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
please immediately notify the sender and delete the communication.


mailto:PHerzfeld@doitt.nyc.gov
mailto:Gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov
mailto:hawley@coib.nyc.gov
mailto:ecushman@doitt.nyc.gov
mailto:pherzfeld@nyctdc.org

From: Brooks, Ayana M.

Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 5:38 PM

To: Herzfeld, Paul

Subject: FW: Reminder: Disclosure of Donations and of Fundraising Efforts Due November 15, 2014

From: Amber Gonzalez [mailto:Gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 5:34 PM

To: Wayne Hawley; Amber Gonzalez
Subject: Reminder: Disclosure of Donations and of Fundraising Efforts Due November 15, 2014

The reports for the period April 1, 2014, though September 30, 2014, for donations to City agencies
and for official fundraising for unaffiliated not-for-profits, required by the Board’s Advisory Opinion
Nos. 2003-4 and 2008-6, respectively, are due to the Board by November 15, 2014.

AO 2003-4 (attached, see especially pages 22-23) requires a listing of all donations of money, goods,
or services with a value of $5000 or more.

AO 2008-6 (also attached, see especially pages 12-13) requires a listing of the names of all not-for-
profit entities for which City agencies, based on a determination by their agency head, solicited
support and/or endorsed.

***Please note that these reports, in whatever format you choose to submit, as well as all
previously submitted reports, will soon be posted on the Board’s website. ***

Please be advised that:

1) The two above-referenced Advisory Opinions contain different disclosure requirements.

2) Forany disclosure for which your agency requests that the donor remains anonymous, that
is, where you request a waiver of the requirement to disclose the identity of the donor, you
must include a separate document stating the following: a) the identity of those staff of your
agency who know the identity of the donor, b) that your agency has received a statement
from the donor that the donor, the donor’s family, and any firm in which the donor has a
controlling interest or has a high executive position are not engaged in business dealings
with your agency, or, if that is not the case, that the donor is not involved in such business
dealings, and c) that your agency will maintain on file the donor’s statement and that to the
best of your agency’s knowledge that statement is accurate.

3) If anotherindividual at your agency can better respond to these disclosure requirements,
please provide me with his or her name and contact information.

If you have any questions about these reports, you may contact me. My contact information is
below.

Thank you,

Amber Gonzalez

Assistant Counsel

New York City Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010

New York, NY 10007

(212) 442-1405

gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov

http://www.nyc.gov/ethics


mailto:Gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov
mailto:gonzalez@coib.nyc.gov
http://www.nyc.gov/ethics

This message is intended only for the use of the Addressee and may contain information that is
PRIVILEGED and CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication
in error, please permanently delete all copies of the message and its attachments and notify us
immediately at 212-442-1400. Thank you.
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Office of the Mayor
Rosemonde Pierre-Louis TO: Wayne Hawley
Commissioner Deputy Executive Directar / General Counsel

Offica to Combat Domestic Violence .
Conflicts of Interest Board

100 Gold Street, 2nd Floor FROM: Rose Pierre-Louis, Commissianer, OCDV ML
New York, NY 10038

212 788 3242 el DATE: November 15, 2014

rpierre-louis@cityhall.nyc.gov RE: In-Kind Donations Received
www.nyC gov/domesticviolence

Attached please find the semi-annual Disclosure Form indicating that the
Mavyor’s Office to Combat Domestic Violence received no in-kind donations
valued at 55,000 or more during the period April 1, 2014 through September 30,
2014. As you know, all monetary gifts donated to my office are deposited to the
Mavyor's Fund to Advance New York City, and the Disclosure Form for those
monetary gifts for the same time period is provided to you directly by Darren
Bloch, Executive Director of the Mayor’s Fund to Advance New York City.

OCDV issued seven (7) letters of support, one (1) Linkage Agreement and one
{1) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) during this reporting period; they
are provided as attachments.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

cc: Deputy Mayor Lilliam Barrios-Paoli
Colicia Hercules
Darren Bloch

Attachments

o 30%



THE CITY OF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF THE MaYOR
Orrce 7o Comaat DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

May 135, 2014
Dear Friends,

I would like to take this opportunity to congratulate Sakhi for South Asian
Women as they reach their 25th anniversary of committed work assisting survivors of
domestic violence to reach and maintain safety. I would also like to thank Sakhi for their
work as an on-site partner of the New York City Family Justice Centers, an initiative of
the Mayor’s Office to Combat Domestic Violence.

Sakhi’s dedication over the past 25 years has made a significant difference in the
lives of so many survivors of domestic abuse. The efforts of Sakhi’s devoted staff are
evident in the demand for their services during the past years. 1 want to express my
appreciation for Sakhi’s tireless work as they continue to expand the scope of their
services allowing Sakhi to become an indisputable friend and supporter of survivors of
violence in their community.

At the Mayor’s Office to Combat Domestic Violence we are pleased to partner
with Sakhi in our efforts to address domestic violence and we look forward to continuing
our work together,

Sincerely,

me‘l—@uwcel;

Rosemonde Pierre-Louis



Office of the Mayor

Rose Pierre-Louis
Commissicner
Office to Combat Domestic Vigtence

100 Gold Street, 2nd Floor
New York, NY 10038

212 788 3156 tel
212 312 0851 lax

mams-lous@cityhall.nyc.gov
wew.nyc.gov/domesticviolence

June 2, 2014

Amelia Hershberger

New York State Office of Court Administration
Division of Professional and Court Services
Grants and Contracts

2500 Pond View, Suite 104
Castleton-on-Hudson, New York 12033

Dear Ms. Hershberger:

I am pleased to submit this letter of support on behalf of Sanctuary for
Families as part of their application for funding through the Judiciary Civil
Legal Services RFP, with the goal of expanding access to culturally and
linguistically sensitive civil legal services for immigrant victims of gender
violence. Sanctuary has been a close partner of the Mayor's Office to
Combat Domestic Violence, and its four New York City Family Justice
Centers (FICs) since the first Center opened in Brooklyn in 2005. Home to
the nation’s largest dedicated domestic violence legal program, with more
than 25 years of experience meeting the needs of our most vulnerable
community members, Sanctuary’s Legal Center is a critical victim
resource,

As the Commissioner of the Mayor's Office to Combat Domestic
Violence, I oversee the Family Justice Centers in Brooklyn, Queens, the
Bronx, and Manhattan. These Centers help guide domestic violence
victims and their children to a life free of violence by co-locating essential
advocacy, case management, criminal justice, and civil legal assistance
under one roof—in many languages for monolingual clients, while their
children receive therapeutic childcare in bright, comfortable Children’s
Rooms. A key benefit of the FICs is their non-confidential sites: unlike
most domestic violence offices and shelters, these handicapped accessible,
walk-in centers are uniquely accessible community resources.

Sanctuary has been a key provider of legal services at the FJCs since 2005,
including immigration legal services in all locations and family law
attorneys in the Bronx and Brooklyn FJCs. With thousands of domestic
violence victims seeking services at the FICs each year, these services are
truly a life-saving resource. We are so pleased to hear that the focus of the
Legal Center’s Judiciary CLS application this year is on growing both in-
house and pro bono service capacity in the desperately under-resourced
legal service areas of family law, housing, and public benefits. Sanctuary
has significant expertise in family matters including orders of protection,
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child and spousal support, and contested and uncontested divorce, as well
as growing specialties in public benefits and housing legal issues.

This funding is essential to expand holistic representation of low-income
and indigent abuse victims in New York City—particularly those whose
access to the justice system is limited by language barriers and other issues
that confront immigrant abuse victims. Despite Sanctuary’s services to
thousands of immigrant abuse victims annually, reported domestic
violence and trafficking incidence have been increasing steadily in recent
years, and it is essential that we be equipped to respond. Sanctuary is
uniquely situated to meet this growing need, in close partnership with the
Mayor's Office. We look forward 1o confinuing and expanding our work
with the Legal Center to meet increasing demand for holistic legal
services, and hope you will give their application your full consideration.

Sincerely,

Rose Pietfe-Louis
Commissioner



Office of the Mayor

Raose Plerre-Louis
Commissioner
Offica to Combat Domastic Violence

100 Gold Strest, 2nd Floor
New York, NY 10038

212788 3156 tel
212 312 0851 fax

roiene-ouis@cityhall nyc.gov
wwvnyc.gov/domesticviclence

September 8, 2014

Mr. Michael C. Green, Executive Deputy Commissioner
Division of Criminal Justice Services

Alfred E. Smith Office Building

80 South Swan Street

Albany, NY 12210

Dear Mr. Green:

Please accept this letter as indication of my strong support for the
continued funding of the Crime Victims Treatment Center’s {CVTC) Sexual
Assault Forensic Examiner {SAFE) Program at Mt. Sinai St. Luke’s and
Roosevelt Hospital.

OCDV, established in 2001, oversees the citywide delivery of domestic
violence services, develops policies and programs, and works with diverse
communities to increase awareness of domestic vialence. OCDV aims to
make it easier for domestic violence victims and their children to get the
help that they need regardless of the language they speak or their
immigration status. Among its key initiatives, QCDV operates four Family
Justice Centers in New York City that provide comprehensive civil legal,
counseling, and supportive services for victims of domestic violence,
elder abuse, and sex trafficking.

CVTC has been a leading community organization for the last 37 years,
helping hundreds of survivors of domestic and sexual violence each year.
Woe are proud to have it as one of our on-site partners at OCDV's
Manhattan Family Justice Center where CVTC provides sexual assault
services to survivors of domestic violence.

We know that many domestic violence survivors have also suffered
sexual violence as part of the abuse. The CVTC not only offers counseling
to survivors — their Sexual Assault Forensic Examiner Program offers
trained and expert professionals in the collection of DNA and other
forensic evidence,

Continued and expanded funding of CVTC SAFE program will help ensure
that victims of sexual assault and domestic violence receive the
comprehensive and compassionate services they need in order overcome
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the tragic consequences of these heinous crimes. Thank you in advance
for your consideration of the CVTC request.

Si(l)?ely,
e

Rosemonde Pierre-1
Commissioner



Office of the Mayor

Rosa Plerro-Louis
Comraissoner
Office to Comt:as Domeske Vioienze

100 Gold Street, 2nd Floor
New Yark, NY 10038

212 788 3156 tal
212 312 0851 tax

rer-a-louis@cityhall. nye. gov
vanw Nyz govidenesticviclence

September 8, 2014

Mr. Michael C. Green, Executive Deputy Commissioner
Division of Criminal Justice Services

Alfred E. Smith Office Building

80 South Swan Street

Albany, NY 12210

Dear Mr. Green:

Please accept this letter as indication of my strong support for The
Children’s Aid Society’s proposed STOP Violence Against Women formula
grant program. The Mayor’s Office to Combat Domestic Violence (OCDV)
is extremely interested in efforts to develop policies, programs and
domestic violence services aimed at supporting victims and their children
and holding offenders accountable.

OCDV, established in 2001, oversees the citywide delivery of domestic
violence services, develops policies and programs, and works with diverse
communities to increase awareness of domestic violence. OCDV aims to
make it easier for domestic violence victims and their children to get the
help that they need regardless of the language they speak or their
immigration status. Among its key initiatives, OCDV operates four Family
Justice Centers in New York City that provide comprehensive civil legal,
counseling, and supportive services for victims of domestic violence,
elder abuse, and sex trafficking.

The Children’s Aid Society’s Family Wellness Program was created 15
years ago to provide comprehensive services to families impacted by
domestic violence, including: group and individual counseling for aduit
and teen survivors and their children, intervention for abusive partners
aimed at holding abusers accountable and educating them about the
impact of exposure to violence on their children; advocacy and
prevention through education. In 2008, Children’s Aid, with CONNECT,
co-founded the NYC Coalition on Warking with Abusive Partners (CoWAP)
based on its conviction that providing effective services to abusive
partners is in the interest of its highest goal: the safety and well-being of
children and families. Comprised of approximately 25 representatives of
organizations {including government agencies, domestic violence service
providers and advocacy agencies) committed to preventing and ending
abusive behavior in intimate relationships, COWAP aims to: 1) identify
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effective strategies for addressing the complex factors contributing to
abusive behavior; 2) encourage and support behavior change while
simultaneously holding abusive partners accountable; and 3) support
service providers and community members in their efforts to prevent and
intervene in intimate partner violence. Over the years the staff of OCDV
have attended and benefitted from a number of CoWAP conferences and
workshops, and we look forward to strengthening our collaboration in
the coming years.

CoWAP offers a forum for further developing New York City’s
coordinated community response to domestic violence between abusive
partner intervention service providers, victim service providers, criminal
justice and and social service agencies. COWAP has already been
successful in convening a wide range of stakeholders to articulate core
principles to guide the work with abusive partners. The COWAP members
have also held a number of successful conferences and presentations
that have increased the dialogue and collaboration between the city’s
abusive partner intervention/batterer intervention programs,
victim/survivor service providers, and the city’s criminal justice and social
service agencies.

| share this commitment to working with City agencies, advocacy
organizations and service providers to ensure the safety of survivors and
children as well as accountability for abusive partners. By supporting the
work of CoWAP, the STOP Formula Grant Program offers an opportunity
to advance our shared goals of improving collaboration across systems
and preventing and intervening in intimate partner violence. Thank you
in advance for your consideration of The Children’s Aid Society’s request.

incerely,

]
o?emo Lowis

Commissioner



Office of the Mayor

Rose Pierre-Louls
Commissioner
Office to Comtat Domestic Violence

100 Gold Street, 2nd Floor
New York, NY 10038

212 788 3156 ol
212 312 0851 lax

rpierre-lovis@ctyhall.nyc.gov
www.nyc govidomestcviolence

September 8, 2014

Mr. Michael C. Green, Executive Deputy Commissioner
Division of Criminal justice Services

Alfred E. Smith Office Building

80 South Swan Street

Albany, NY 12210

Dear Mr. Green:

Please accept this letter as indication of my strong support for the
continued funding of the Good Shepherd Services’ (G55} application for
the STOP Formula RFP to implement comprehensive strategies to address
violence against women.

OCDV, established in 2001, oversees the citywide delivery of domestic
violence services, develops policies and programs, and works with diverse
communities to increase awareness of domestic violence. OCDV aims to
make it easier for domestic violence victims and their children to get the
help that they need regardless of the language they speak or their
immigration status. Among its key initiatives, OCDV operates four Family
Justice Centers in New York City that provide comprehensive civil legal,
counseling, and supportive services for victims of domestic violence,
elder abuse, and sex trafficking.

(SS is a leading New York City multi-service youth and family
development agency that serves nearly 30,000 participants through 88
programs. GSS’ mission is to surround at-risk New York City youth and
their families with a web of supports that promote a safe passage to self-
sufficiency. GSS' Safe Homes Project (SHP) is a 35-year-old community-
based domestic violence advocacy and service program that provides
residential and non-residential services to survivors of domaestic and
intimate partner violence and their children. In addition, SHP provides
educational resources and training to professional and community groups
on issues of domestic/partner violence. SHP provides a continuum of
services and supports for survivors, including a hotline for crisis
counseling, information, and referrals; emergency shelter for up to 20
survivors and children at any given time; trauma reduction support
groups; individual shart-term counseling; safety planning; and services
for children and youth. All services, including shelter are bi-lingual



{English/Spanish) and are available to undocumented survivors and to
lesbian/gay/bisexual/transgender survivors.

SHP has been an onsite partner at OCDV's Brooklyn Family fustice Center
since 2005. The FIC co-locates services for victims of domestic violence by
providing space for community-based programs to deliver services.
Community based services include casework, counseling, safety planning,
information and referrals (for legal assistance, help with criminal cases
and interfacing with the police, etc), advocacy, support groups, OVS
claims assistance and self-sufficiency/financial literacy services. G5S has a
full-time onsite bilingual caseworker who was supported by an Early
Victim Engagement (EVE) grant, which will end on September 30, 2014.
With funding from this grant, we hope GSS will be able to reinstate the
services of the bilingual caseworker as well as introduce additional
supports for Safe Homes' participants to locate safe, affordable
transitional and permanent housing.

On behalf of the Brooklyn Family Justice Center, we strongly urge you to
support Good Shepherd Services’ application. Indeed, this kind of
continuity of high-quality services is critically important to survivors of
domestic violence, who more than anything need support and stability in
their lives. Thank you in advance for your consideration of Good
Shepherd Services’ request.

Siacerely,

RoZemonde ierre-Lbuis
Commissianer




Office of the Mayor

Rose Piarre-Louls
Commissionar
Cffice lo Combat Domesilc Violence

100 Gold Street, 2nd Floor
New York, NY 10038

212 788 3156 tel
212 312 0851 lax

rplerra-fouis@cityhall.nyc.gov
www.nyc.gov/domasticviolence

September 10, 2014

Honorable Michael C. Green

Executive Deputy Commissioner

New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services
Alfred E. Smith Building

80 South Swan St.

Albany, New York 12210

Dear Commissioner Green:

Please accept this letter as indication of my strong support for the
Office of the Richmond County District Attorney’s (RCDA) grant
application for STOP Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) funding.
The New York City Mayor's Office to Combat Domestic Violence
{OCDV} is extremely interested in efforts to develop policies,
programs and domestic violence services aimed at supporting victims
and their children and holding offenders accountable.

OCDV, established in 2001, oversees the citywide delivery of domestic
vialence services, develops policies and programs, and works with
diverse communities to increase awareness of domestic violence.
OCDV aims to make it easier for domestic violence victims and their
children to get the help that they need regardless of the language
they speak or their immigration status. Among its key initiatives,
OCDV operates four Family Justice Centers in New York City that
provide comprehensive civil legal, counseling, and supportive services
for victims of domestic violence, elder abuse, and sex trafficking.

OCDV has worked closely with RCDA over the years to further
develop New York City's coordinated community response to
domestic violence and enhance the delivery of services to domestic
violence victims in Staten Island.

In January 2012, OCDV launched the Staten Island Domestic Violence
Response Team (DVRT) which provides rapid response to high risk
cases of domestic violence by working closely with City and State
agencies, including RCDA, and community based organizations to
provide individualized agency action plans to effectively meet the
service and safety needs of DVRT clients. More recently, OCDV
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initiated the Coordinated Approach to Preventing Stalking Program
(CAPS), in coordination with the NYPD and RCDA, to increase the
identification and reporting of intimate partner stalking cases,
enhance arrests and prosecutions, and link victims to critical services
through DVRT. Through this increased law enforcement response to
stalking, we will bring awareness to the seriousness of this offense
which Is a significant risk factor of lethality for victims of intimate
partner violence,

RCDA plays a critical role in the lives of domestic violence victims,
particularly by providing supportive services through on-site victim
advocates and engaging in the Integrated Domestic Violence (IDV})
Courts through specially trained Assistant District Attorneys. ) share
this commitment to providing specialized and enhanced services to
victims of domestic violence to ensure the safety of victims and
children, as well as accountability for abusive partners. By supporting
the work of RCDA, the STOP VAWA Grant Program offers an
opportunity to advance our shared goals of improving collaboration
across systems and preventing and intervening in intimate partner
violence. Thank you in advance for your consideration of the Office
of the Richmond County District Attorney’s request.

Sincerely,

Rosdmonde Pierr&-Louis
Commissioner



Office of the Mayor

Rose Plerre-Louis
Commissionar
Offica lo Combal Dameslic Viokence

100 Gold Street, 2nd Floor
New York, NY 10038

212788 3158 tel
212 212 0851 fax

rpierma-louis@cityhall.nyc gov
www nyc gov/domasticviciance

September 26, 2014

Henry Thompson, FACHE

Chief Executive Officer

Community Health Center of Richmond
235 Port Richmond Avenue

Staten Island, NY 10302

Dear Mr. Thompson,

The Mayor’s Office to Combat Domestic Vlolence (OCDV) is pleased to
offer OCDV's support to your organization’s application to the U.S, Health
Resources and Services Administration (# HRSA-15-016) for funding to
establish a new access paint at 135 Canal Street, 2" Floor, Staten Island,
NY 10304 to increase access to affordable primary care and dental care
services and eliminate health disparities In the North Share of Staten
Island.

OCDV formulates policies and programs, monitors the citywide delivery
of domestic violence services, and works with diverse communitles to
increase awareness of domestic violence victims and their children to get
the help that they need regardless of the language they speak or their
immigration status.

The Community Health Center of Richmond (CHCR) is a partner of OCDV's
Domestic Violence Response Team (DVRT), a program almed at providing
comprehensive services to high-risk victims of domestic violence in
Staten Island, CHCR refers victims to the DVRT program for coordinated
services and CHCR Is a valuable partner helping DVRT clients in crisis
obtaln needed medical services.

We recognize the need for additional primary care and dental care
services in the North Shore of Staten Island and strongly support your
application. We look forward to assisting your project in any way that we
can.

Regards,

Ros ondfe Pierre-Louis
Commissioner
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-l NewYork-Preshyterian

] The Universiy Hospital of Colurnbia and Cornel}

Memorandum of Understanding

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) will serve as an agreement between The New York and Presbyterian
Hospital's Family PEACE Program (FPP) and the Mayor’s Office to Combat Domestic Violence {OCDV).

OCDV formulates policies and programs, monitors the delivery of domestic violence services, and works with diverse
communities to increase awareness of domestic violence. OCDV’s mission is to make it as easy as possible for domestic
violence victims and their children to get the help that they need regardless of the language they speak or their
Immigration status. OCDV also creates programs that are critical to preventing domestic violence and works with the
criminal justice system to hold batterers accountable. The Family PEACE Program was recently selected as an off- site
partner of the New York City Family Justice Center, Manhattan. OCDV recognizes the need for additional services for
families impacted by domestic violence in Central Harlem and Washington Heights and the high co-occurrence of
domestic violence and child abuse in our communities.

Specifically, this MOU recognizes and supports the expansion of the Family PEACE Program’s treatment services to
victims of child abuse between the ages of 0-6 years with funding from the NYS Office of Victim Services {OVS). Funding
from OVS would enable the FPP to offer culturally and linguistically appropriate services victims of child abuse and their
siblings {up to the age of 12 yrs) who are also victims of abuse, or have been significantly impacted by their younger
sibling’s abuse. Additional services include case management, educational advocacy, coordination of preventive medical
care, and application for Crime Victim Services compensation.

With respect to this MOU, ODCV agrees to refer victims of child abuse (0-6yrs) for trauma treatment at the Family PEACE
Program, as appropriate. The FPP agrees to provide treatment services, coordinate mental health care, maintain
communication with ODCV regarding participation in treatment, and assist with referrals for case management and
linkages for preventive medical care.

The MOU may augment any existing linkage agreement previously signed by the two parties. This MOU will be reviewed
on an annual basis. Either party may terminate this MOU without cause at any time by providing the other with a
written letter to that effect.

Robert Guimento Rose m DIErre- oui

Vice President Commissioner
New York Presbyterian Ambulatory Care Network Mayor’s Office to Combat Domestic Violence



Attachment |—Linkage Agreement Form

INSTRUCTIONS: This agreement is a demonstration of a commitment to integrate service delivery
through working relationships with other organizations. It Is not a consultant agreement. Provide one
Linkage Agreement Form for each organization with which you will be working. Duplicate this form as
needed.

Pursuant to the proposal submitted by _ Chinese-American Planning Council, Inc.  in response
{Proposer Organization}

to the NDA Educational Support Request for Propasals from the Department of Youth and Community
Development, the praposer, if funded, will establish a programmatic linkage with

The Mayor's Office to Combat Domestic Violence_ in the form and manner described below.
(Linked Organization}

Describe the proposed programmatic linkage, including how referrals and follow-up services for
individuals and families will be maintained.

The Chinese-American Planning Council, inc. {CPC) and Mayor's Office to Combat Domestic Violence (OCDV) have
agreed to o linkage for the purposes of DYCD’s NDA Educationo! Support for High School Youth progrom. The
OCDV's NYC Healthy Relationship Training Academy provides interactive workshops on dating violence and
healthy reiationships for adolescents, young odults and porents. Their goal is to ensure that young people are
aware of the fundamentals that constitute every healthy relationship. Through the proposed programmatic
linkage, the Academy will provide workshops for the NDA participants to be held at CPC’s pragram facility
indicoted in the proposal, as avoilable. CPC’s data and information will be shared with the utmost care and
consideration for the participants’ confidentiality and only as necessary. Ultimately, the linkage will help to
achieve the NDA programmatic goals of positive youth development and building healthy relationships omong
youth and adults.

Proposer Organization: Linked Organization:

Rosemonde Plerre-Louis
Authorized Representative Authorized Hepresentative

Commissioner
Tile Title

100 Gold Street, 2™ Floor, New York, NY 10038
Signature Work Address

(212) 788-3156
Date wal‘eleph one Number
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Reporting Period April 1, 2014 to Sept. 30, 2014
Not-For-Profit Entities For Which City Agencies, Based On A Determination
By Their Agency Head, Solicited Support And/Or Endorsed

City Parks Foundation (CPF) invited Parks Commissioner Mitchell J. Silver to their US Open
Tennis Benefit on 08/26/14, which he attended and gave a brief speech.



POLICE DEPARTMENT

Legal Bureau . - £5T 8D
One Police Plaza — Room 1406
New York, N.Y. 10038

(646) 610-5400

November 26, 2014

Amber Gonzalez, Assistant Counsel
NYC Conflicts of Interest Board

2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010

New York, New York 10007

Dear Ms. Gonzalez:

Enclosed please find the New York City Police Department’s disclosures as
required by Advisory Opinion Nos. 2008-6 and 2003-4 for the period of April 1, 2014
to September 30, 2014. Should you have any questions regarding the submission,
please contact the undersigned at (646) 610-8404.

Very truly yours,

/ 4 o« €
Steph ie L. Zimb
Executive Agency Cdunsel

SLZ:Im
Encl.

COURTESY +« PROFESSIONALISM -+« RESPECT
Website: http://nyc.gov/nypd



Police Commissioner William J. Bratton participated in events involving the following
organizations:

“Cop Shot” Program

“Cops and Kids” Program

“Sunshine Kids” Program

116 Street Festival

9/11 Memorial Museum

92 Street Y

A.8.LS New York City

ASPCA

Associated Press

Astoria Civic Association

Bank of America

Bayer International

Brookhaven Institute

Brooklyn Justice Task Force

Bryant Park Development Corporation
CBS

Centurion Foundation

CNN

Community Oriented Policing Services
Consul General of [taly

Cops and Kids Program

Crain’s New York

Democratic National Convention Committee
Downtown Lower Manhattan Association
Du Jour Magazine

Federal Law Enforcement Foundation
Frederick D. Suydam Memorial Association
Grand Gourmet

Grandmothers’ LOV Organization
Greater Jamaica Development Corporation
Harlem Chamber of Commerce

Hip Hop Youth Summit Program
Intrepid Foundation

Islamic Society of Bay Ridge

John Jay College

Law Enforcement Explorer Program
Major Cities Chiefs

Manbhattan Institute

Metro Industrial Areas Foundation
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
MSNBC

N.Y.C. Marathon

N.Y.C. Medical Examiner

N.Y.C. Police Foundation



N.Y.U. Wagner School/Carey Center

NAACP

National Action Network

National Association of Attorney Generals
National Center for Spectator Sports

National Law Enforcement and Firefighters’ Children’s Foundation
National Law Enforcement Association
National Organization of Women

NBC

New York 1

New York City Law Department

New York City Police Foundation

New York Civil Liberties Union

New York Daily News

New York Economic Development Corporation
New York Lieutenant Joseph Petrosino Committee
New York Magazine

New York Police & Fire Widows™ & Children’s Fund
New York State Association of Chiefs of Police
New York Times

New York Urban League

Newsweek

OTTY Awards

Phoenix House

Police Athletic League

Police Executive Research Forum

Real Estate Board of New York

Soldiers’, Sailors’, Marines’, Coast Guard & Airmen’s Club
St. Francis Food Pantries and Shelters

St. Raymond’s High School

Staten Island Chamber of Commerce

Success Academy Charter Schools

The Atlantic & Aspen Institute

The Common Good

The Cosmopolitan Club

The Economist

The Innocence Project

Union Square Business Improvement District
United States Coast Guard

United States Tennis Open

Univision

Vera Institute of Justice

WABC

Wall Street Journal

West Indian American Carnival Committee
West Point Terrorism Center

Young Ambassadors’ Organization

Police Commissioner William J. Bratton has written a Journal letter of support for the
following organizations:

Everyone Matters Global Dignity and Diversity Campaign
Girls Educational and Mentoring Services (GEMS)
Jewish Children’s Museum

Korean American Officers Association



National Conference of Puerto Rican Women Gala
National Network to Combat Gun Violence

Ozanam Geriatric Foundation

Public Security Directorate

Rockaway Development & Revitalization Corporation



PUBLIC ADVOCATE FOR THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Letitia James

Entity Five

(a) Name: ConEdison
(b) Monetary donation: Range A (20k)
A-5-20k B-20-60k C-60-100k D-100-250k E-250-500k F-500k-1M G-over 1M

(c) Purpose of donation: General support of the Fund for Public Advocacy, Inc.
(d) Estimated value of all donations from each person/entity: Range A (20k)
(e) Cumulative total value of gifts over 24 months: Range A (20k)

Non-Affiliated Not For Profit Report**

Public Disclosures on Unaffiliated Not for Profit Entities that are supported/endorsed for the
Period 04/1/2014 — 09/30/14) [Pursuant to COIB AO 2008-6].

NONE

**Please note, that our Office does not have all relevant documents or information from the
prior Public Advocate Administration, to affirmatively state or represent what occurred during
the period of the full 24 month period. While efforts were made to review the prior
Administration activities, there are no records located that reflect any transactions that are to
be reported during this time.
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October 20, 2014

Mark Davies

Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette St.

New York, NY 10007

Re: Disclosure of Donations and
Fundraising Efforts

Dear Mr. Davies:

This letter constitutes NYCERS report for the period of April 1, 2014, though September
30,2014

NYCERS has received no donations during this period and has not conducted any
fundraising.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to call me at 347-643-3377.

Gen g] Counsel

Client 340 Jay Street (347) 643-3000 Mailing 335 Adams Street, Suite 2300
Services Brooklyn, NY 11201 WWW.NYCErs.org Address Brooklyn NY 11201-3724



Bureau of Legal Affairs

nEPEWED RY
o 125 Worth Street, Room 710
e a W New York, N.Y. 10013
i

Ellen Cooper-Jantz
Associate Counsel

T. 646.885.4989

F. 212.788.3876
ecovper @dsny.nyc.gov

October 14, 2014

Chairman Richard Briffaul
Conflicts of Interest Board
2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010
New York, New York 10007

Re: City Fundraising Financial Disclosure

Dear Mr. Briffaul:

Pursuant to the financial disclosure requirements set forth in Advisory Opinion 2003-4
and 2008-6, the New York City Department of Sanitation has researched the records of all
donations to the agency and agency affiliated not-for-profit entities. For the six-month period
ending September 30, 2014, the agency and agency affiliated not-for-profit entities did not
receive any donations of $5,000 or more. Therefore, the Department is not submitting a financial
disclosure form. Additionally, the Department did not solicit support for any unaffiliated not-
for-profit entities.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you need any further information regarding
this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Ellen Cooper-Jantz
Associate Counsel

cc. Commissioner Kathryn Garcia
Robert Orlin



Taxi & Limousine
Commission

Meera Joshi
Commissioner

Christopher Wilson
General Counsel
Legal Affairs

33 Beaver Street,
22nd Floor
New York, NY 10004

+1 212 676 1135 tel
+1 212 676 1102 fax

November 13, 2014

Wayne Hawley

General Counsel

Conflicts of Interest Board

2 Lafayette Street, Suite 1010
New York, New York 10007

RE:  Donations Report for April 1, 2014 through September 30, 2014

Dear Mr. Hawley:

Pursuant to Board Opinions 2003-4 and 2008-6, the Taxi and Limousine
Commission (“TLC”) hereby reports that no reportable donations were received
during this past biannual reporting period. The TLC also did not solicit any
donations for any unaffiliated not-for-profits during the same period.

Please let us know if there is any additional information we can provide. As

always, we thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

o A

Ira Goldapper
Assistant General Counsel

ce: Meera Joshi, Commissioner/Chair, TLC



Department of
Youth & Community
Development

Bill Chong
Commissioner

123 William Street, Suite 17
New York, NY 10038
November 14, 2014

646 343 6000 tel

212 442 5998 fax

Wayne G. Hawley, Esq.

Deputy Executive Director and General Counsel
New York City Conflicts of Interest Board

2 Lafayette Street, Room 1010

New York, New York 10007

www.nyc.gov/dycd

RE: New York City Department of Youth and Community
Development (DYCD) Disclosure of Donations and
Fundraising Efforts Required by the Conflicts of Interest Board
(COIB) Advisory Opinion Nos. 2003-4 and 2008-6.

Dear Mr. Hawley:

Pursuant to COIB Advisory Opinion Number 2003-4 which requires a
listing of all donations of money, goods or services with a value of $5000 or
more by the private sector or City affiliated not-for profits and Advisory
Opinion Number 2008-6 which requires a listing of the names only of
unaffiliated not-for-profit entities for which City agencies solicited support, I
am submitting a report for DYCD for the period from April 1, 2014 to
September 30, 2014. In addition, an Addendum is enclosed with an updated
listing of donations with a value of $5000 or more for the period of October 1,
2013 through January 31, 2014 containing a donation from the Wallace
Foundation.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (212)
442-5980.

Sincerely,

Carotorn Ko

Caroline Press
General Counsel



Department of Youth and Community Development Report

For Public Disclosure of Donations by Unaffiliated Not-for-Profits Pursuant to
Adyvisory Opinion Number 2008-6

Reporting Period: April 1, 2014 through September 30, 2014

Name

Type

Purpose

None

Not Applicable

Not Applicable
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