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A new decade brought a new record: lobbying spending hit $2,621,078 and broke the spending record for the first month of an even year, 60-day legislative session, by $5,267 over the previous all-time January record reached in January, 2018.  


January’s record spending comes on the heels of the all-time high $22.2 million spent last year for an odd-year session, and the record $23.1 million spent in 2018, the last even year session, by businesses, organizations, and lobbyists pursuing their interests with the General Assembly.


There are 704 businesses and organizations lobbying the General Assembly, with 612 lobbyists working for those employers.


This past month’s lobbying spending is led by the Kentucky Chamber of Commerce, which spent $55,465 last month, including $6,730.66 on a Lexington Chamber Day dinner and a reception at Buffalo Trace held for all legislators, the second-highest amount of reception, meal, and event spending for January.  As lobbying priorities, the Chamber listed 30 bills on its disclosure on which it is lobbying, including the sports betting bill (HB 137), bills relating to worker’s comp, wages and collective bargaining, charter schools, vaping, requiring FAFSA completion, sanctuary cities, foster care, expungement, damages, school councils, and other issues. 

KY Raceway LLC, the owner of Kentucky Speedway, was the second-leading spender at $50,560. Most of that amount, $50,000, was paid by KY Raceway for advertising on HB 137 through the entity “Ky Sports Betting Now”.  This was the highest amount for advertising reported for January. 
The other top 10 spenders were: Marsy’s Law for All ($39,728); Altria Client Services LLC (Philip Morris)($31,631); Kentucky Justice Association ($25,627); Legalize KY Now, Inc. ($23,500); FanDuel, Inc. ($21,581) which also reported advertising of $15,580 of that amount on HB 137; Kentucky Hospital Association ($21,430); Google LLC & Its Affiliates ($20,000); and Kentucky Downs LLC ($19,790) which reported advertising of $7,790.32 on HB 137.

The rest of the spending top 20 are: Kentucky League of Cities ($19,195); Kentucky Association of Electric Cooperatives ($18,823); Kentucky Association of School Administrators ($18,550); EdChoice Kentucky ($18,030); Kentucky Education Association ($17,934); Home Builders Association of Kentucky ($17,344); Kentucky Medical Association ($16,936); Keeneland Association ($16,500); Humana ($15,883); and Wine & Spirits Wholesalers of KY ($15,523). 

The Legislative Ethics Commission’s searchable register of lobbyists and employers is online at http://apps.klec.ky.gov/searchregister.asp .
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The Code of Legislative Ethics impacts legislative campaign fundraising, and includes several provisions that apply specifically during a regular session of the General Assembly.  Here’s a summary of key ethics law provisions as they apply to legislators, legislative candidates, lobbyists, employers of lobbyists, and PACs.

Legislators and Legislative Candidates

Relevant provisions from the ethics code and opinions of the Commission:

· KRS 6.767(2) and OLEC 05-01 prohibit a member of the General Assembly, his or her campaign committee, a caucus campaign committee (which is a group of legislators), and legislative candidates from accepting a campaign contribution during a regular session from a state-registered PAC, or from a business or organization that employs a lobbyist.  (This does not apply to candidates in special elections held during a regular session.)    
  

· KRS 6.767(1) prohibits legislators and legislative candidates from accepting a campaign contribution from a lobbyist, but the Code does not prohibit a political party from accepting contributions from lobbyists. 

· KRS 6.731(3) prohibits a legislator from using or attempting to use “his official position to secure or create privileges, exemptions, or treatment for himself or others in direct contravention of the public interest at large.”  Based on that provision and on KRS 6.767, the Commission has consistently ruled that a legislator may not solicit the help of a lobbyist in raising campaign funds for the legislator or for other campaigns. 

The restrictions on legislators’ solicitations and acceptance of contributions apply to a small group of potential contributors:  lobbyists all the time, and acceptance of contributions during a session from employers of lobbyists, and state-registered PACs.  Legislators and legislative candidates may solicit and accept contributions at any time from all other individuals, organizations, family, and friends, consistent with campaign finance and other applicable law. 

A legislator may accept, at any time, an individual campaign contribution from a person who works for a business or organization that employs a lobbyist, as long as that person is not a registered lobbyist or identified contact person responsible for directing legislative activity of the employer, the contribution is voluntary, the employer of a lobbyist is not using corporate resources to actively fundraise for the General Assembly candidate, and the employee is not compensated or otherwise reimbursed for contributions made to the candidate.
There is often a danger of an appearance of impropriety if a legislator solicits contributions from an organization or person who has an interest in a matter before the General Assembly. Legislators are well-advised to take steps to avoid any appearance of impropriety. 
Lobbyists

A lobbyist is not allowed to make a campaign contribution to a legislator, legislative candidate, caucus campaign committee, or legislative campaign committee.  KRS 6.811(6).  Similarly, a lobbyist shall not serve as a campaign treasurer or directly solicit, control, or deliver a campaign contribution for a legislator or legislative candidate.  KRS 6.811(5).
Although barred from making a campaign contribution to a legislator or legislative candidate, a lobbyist is permitted to express political views in many other ways, including speaking in favor of a legislator or candidate, displaying yard signs, or volunteering for a campaign in a capacity that does not involve providing services for which the lobbyist would ordinarily be paid, or fundraising for a candidate other than legislative candidates. 

Finally, although legislators are prohibited from soliciting contributions from a lobbyist for a political party, a lobbyist is free to make a contribution to a political party so long as the contribution is to the party generally and is not earmarked for any particular legislative campaign or legislator.  A lobbyist may attend campaign and party fundraisers, as long as the lobbyist does not contribute to a legislator or legislative candidate, and does not purchase a ticket that is actually a campaign contribution to a legislator or legislative candidate. 
These campaign finance provisions of the Code are intended to address a specific aspect of the relationship between legislators and lobbyists that, in the past, has given rise to illegal activity in Washington, D.C., and in many states, including Kentucky. 

This is an informal advisory opinion of the staff of the Legislative Ethics Commission, has not been approved by a majority vote of the Commission, and is not binding on the Commission in any subsequent proceeding.
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As provided in the Legislative Ethics Code, all legislators and candidates for the legislature have filed their financial disclosure statements.  These financial disclosure statements are posted on the Legislative Ethics Commission’s website and are available for public viewing at  https://klec.ky.gov/Reports/Pages/Legislators-and-Candidates.aspx .

Lobbying employers which have recently registered to lobby include: Beechwood Board of Education; Braidy Industries; BusPatrol; Centene; Crown Castle; KY Aviation Assn.; KY Entrepreneurship Education Network, Inc.; Jefferson Health Plan; Lexington Legends; MCG Health; National Assn. of Tobacco Outlets; Northkey Community Care; NTS Development Co.; Orexo US; OVP Health; Partnership for New American Econ. Action Fund; Payment Alliance Intl.; Preservation KY; Prison Fellowship Ministries; Tim Ranzetta; Sprint Corporation; United Auto Workers, Local 862; US Travel Insurance Assn; and Vapor Technology Assn. 

Employers which have recently terminated their lobbying registrations include:  Premier Integrity Solutions; Prescient Medicine; and The Washington Center.
Training for Lobbyists and Employers on video

The Legislative Ethics Commission has a training video from one of our in-person lobbyist and employer trainings on the LRC Capitol Connection YouTube page, for viewing at any time. The link is on our website, and also on the LRC Capitol Connection page at   https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ojKIWUNV8po&feature=youtu.be. The video walks through the online filing process in step-by-step detail.  The Commission staff are available for in-person training as well, so give us a call if needed. 
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Ethics officials fine Eric Greitens $178K for two campaign lapses, dismiss others
Missouri– Springfield News-Leader – by Austin Huguelet -- February 14, 2020
Jefferson City – Nearly two years after stepping down as Missouri’s governor, Eric Greitens is declaring victory again.
Missouri ethics officials fined his campaign $178,087 for two campaign finance violations Thursday, but at the same time dismissed a number of other accusations a lawmaker made against the campaign and an allied nonprofit back in 2018.
The Missouri Ethics Commission also wrote in a consent order that there were reasonable grounds to say the former governor's campaign broke the law, but it found “no evidence of any wrongdoing on the part of Eric Greitens” and no evidence he knew about the violations that prompted the fines.
In a statement through his attorneys, Greitens said he was “exonerated” and “vindicated.”

“I’m glad the truth has won out,” he added.
One of his attorneys, former Missouri House Speaker Catherine Hanaway, also downplayed the violations that led to the fines. In a conference call with reporters, she called them “relatively minor campaign finance reporting violations” one could find in most operations.
If Greitens pays $38,000 of the fines in the coming weeks and stays out of trouble, he won’t have to pay the rest.
Thursday’s decision comes after a lengthy investigation into accusations former Rep. Jay Barnes, leveled against the Greitens campaign and a nonprofit run by Greitens allies. Barnes had led an impeachment investigation against the governor in previous months.
Greitens resigned in June 2018 to avoid prosecution on an unrelated issue in St. Louis.  

But Barnes nevertheless filed a complaint saying the governor's campaign and the nonprofit, which he’d called a “criminal enterprise” had committed wrongdoing that included efforts to conceal donations by routing them through the nonprofit, which did not disclose its donors. The ethics commission said it couldn’t find enough evidence to say the entities broke campaign finance rules on most of the allegations.
However, it found enough evidence to say Greitens’ campaign committee failed to properly report ad buys a federal PAC placed amid a $4 million media campaign during the 2016 primary campaign as in-kind contributions. The ads placed as part of the campaign included attacks on Greitens’ rivals and positive messages about Greitens.
One called him “the conservative leader who will shake up Jeff City,” according to the consent order.
The order also described how Greitens' campaign manager spoke with a political consultant tied to the PAC about needs in the Springfield market. Later, a campaign vendor emailed Greitens’ campaign manager to say LG PAC was “adding spending in the Springfield market,” but the order said the campaign manager did not tell Greitens or the campaign treasurer about it.
The ethics commission also said the campaign likely broke state law by failing to report the value of voter surveys it received even though they were supposed to go to A New Missouri. The nonprofit paid roughly $80,000 for the early 2017 surveys delivered to the Greitens campaign, according to the order. The order also said Greitens was not made aware of who paid for the surveys.
Ending of 10-year-old ethics case sets ‘a new low standard’ for Louisiana public officials
LOUISIANA – Baton Rouge Advocate – by Andrea Gallo -- February 21, 2020

Perhaps the highest-profile ethics case in Louisiana — one the former chairman of the state's Ethics Board called “the most egregious case” he had ever seen — has sputtered to an anticlimactic ending that lets a former state senator off the hook without public explanation for a scandal that began a full decade ago.
Former state Sen. Robert Marionneaux Jr. has come to an agreement with the Louisiana Ethics Board to resolve charges from 10 years ago that he failed to disclose that he was paid to represent a company in a lawsuit against Louisiana State University.
State public servants are required to disclose when their financial interests overlap or conflict with the state’s, yet Marionneaux was able to delay doing so for more than a decade without penalty.

Former Gov. Bobby Jindal’s “gold standard” ethics reforms in 2008 required new financial disclosures from public officials. But the other ways in which Jindal rejiggered the state’s ethics system have led to a falloff in state ethics enforcement, particularly for legislators, The Advocate and ProPublica reported last year. 
Marionneaux is one of just six legislators whom the Ethics Board has charged since the 2008 changes, which Jindal promised would usher in a new era of transparency and accountability.

Why the 'most egregious' ethics case in Louisiana remains open nine years later
Some observers see the unceremonious ending of Marionneaux’s long-running case as stark proof that ethics enforcement in Louisiana is far weaker than once promised, and desperately in need of real reform. The Ethics Board agreed to drop Marionneaux’s case and accept his settlement conditions without even publicly discussing his case at a meeting.

Instead, agendas show they held closed-door executive sessions to discuss his case in October, November, and December before publicly casting a vote to accept his settlement conditions: He would file updated disclosure forms and drop his lawsuits against the Ethics Board while paying court costs, and the Ethics Board would drop its case against him in return.
“It sets a new low standard for public officials,” said Ray Lamonica, LSU’s former legal counsel, who blew the whistle on Marionneaux in 2009. Lamonica, still an LSU law professor, built a reputation as an anti-corruption crusader during his stint as U.S. attorney for Louisiana’s Middle District.
Marionneaux was ultimately charged with failing to disclose his lawsuit against the state, but Lamonica and others had leveled far more serious allegations against him.

Code 'needs revisions'

As chairman of the state Senate’s Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Committee, Marionneaux called together a group of LSU and other state officials in 2009 in the Senate president’s conference room. There, he hatched a plan to get the Legislature to steer public money toward a settlement in the LSU case, some of which would have covered a hefty contingency fee that Lamonica pegged at more than $1 million.

Lamonica rejected the deal. LSU officials, meanwhile, traded emails expressing their worries that the Legislature might cut university funding as payback.

New Ethics Board ruling could free Louisiana legislators to return to jobs at state Capitol
Marionneaux also did not return calls to his cellphone and law office, nor did he respond to detailed questions by email.

Marionneaux has been out of the Legislature for so long that his successor is already facing term limits.

Marionneaux has not spoken about his ethics charges publicly since 2011, when he told The Times-Picayune that the charges were “b***s*** and frivolous.” He argued that only the Louisiana Supreme Court could regulate how attorneys practice, and that the Ethics Board had overstepped its reach by asking him to file a disclosure form. He later filed a lawsuit against the board making that same argument, which stalled the case against him.

Public 'left in the dark'

“He didn’t do anything wrong; he didn’t violate any law,” said Gray Sexton, Marionneaux’s attorney and the former Ethics Board administrator. “He wasn’t about to pay a fine or admit to any violations.”
Ethics Administrator Kathleen Allen defended the board’s handling of the case, saying that the Marionneaux case was listed on the board’s agendas — albeit, under “executive session” headings — and that members of the public could have attended meetings to ask questions about the case if they had them.

Ethics Board Chairman Bob McAnelly refused to answer questions, referring a reporter to Allen.

Judge hears claims in suit
“None of this explains why they reached the conclusion they did,” said Robert Travis Scott, president of the Public Affairs Research Council and a former Times-Picayune reporter who chronicled the Marionneaux case in 2010. “The public’s left in the dark about the reasoning behind it.”
Marionneaux’s case wound down in recent months, according to records that The Advocate obtained through public records requests.
Jindal and the Legislature in 2008 created two separate entities to handle ethics cases. The Ethics Board investigates and charges public employees who the board believes violated the code. A separate Ethics Adjudicatory Board — under the state’s Division of Administrative Law — later hears those cases and determines whether the public officials have indeed violated the code and whether they should be fined for doing so.

Jindal and his team argued that the separation gave more due process to public officials. But critics complain that it has slowed down ethics cases significantly while defanging the Ethics Board.

Conference reports from the Ethics Adjudicatory Board show that Marionneaux proposed a settlement agreement in September of last year. The Ethics Board was set to consider the settlement at its October meeting, behind closed doors. By the next month, according to the conference report, the Ethics Board had “settled this administrative case in principle.” But it needed more information from Marionneaux to keep considering the settlement.
Judge: Ex-Louisiana Sen. Rob Marionneaux owes $1M he improperly took from ex-law partner Lewis Unglesby
The most recent conference report, from Feb. 10, says both parties filed motions to dismiss Marionneaux’s pending cases in district court — where he had argued that the Ethics Board was trying to perform a function reserved to the Supreme Court. They had also agreed they would file motions to dismiss the case at the Ethics Adjudicatory Board once the district court cases were dismissed. The district court dismissals are still pending.
“It’s disappointing we don’t have any ethics enforcement,” said Jerry Dodson, who represented Marionneaux’s former law partner, Lewis Unglesby, when their firm split and Unglesby accused Marionneaux of stealing $1 million from him. A judge ruled in Unglesby’s favor in 2014, and Marionneaux paid the money.
“Jindal’s 'gold standard' turned out to be worse than what we had before,” Dodson said.
Stronger code needed
Scott, while disappointed in the resolution of the Marionneaux case, said the weaknesses it exposed are not specifically tied to the Jindal-era changes. Instead, he said Louisiana needs a stronger and clearer ethics code. He also thinks the state should adopt a two-tiered enforcement system, one that draws a distinction between minor sins — like delayed campaign finance filings — and potentially major conflicts like Marionneaux’s.
Ethics board finds Bruno loan didn't violate state law, the Current reports
“It needs to be effective and it needs to show the public that when there’s a violation of the ethics code, the state ethics system has the means to address it,” Scott said. “We need to be able to show that we can take action and take action without an enormous delay.”

As The Advocate reported last year, the Ethics Adjudicatory Board cases that were concluded in 2018 took a median of nearly four years to resolve, between the time someone was charged with violating the ethics code and a final ruling.

Marionneaux’s long-delayed financial disclosure forms show that LSU wasn’t the only state entity he sued while he was a legislator — in fact, there were three such cases. The state Code of Ethics has multiple sections that address that kind of work.

One provision says no public servant “shall receive or agree to receive anything of economic value” for assisting in a transaction with the agency he works for. But another, seemingly contradictory, section says elected officials are prohibited from receiving anything of economic value for assisting in a transaction with the entity they serve unless they file a statement within 10 days of doing so.

In Louisiana, more than a third of ex-lawmakers continue to try to influence their old colleagues
Marionneaux’s financial disclosure forms — filed more than 3,650 days after the Ethics Code says they should have been — now show he had one case against LSU and two cases against the Department of Transportation and Development.

In the LSU case, where Marionneaux represented Bernhard Mechanical Contractors Inc. in a dispute over a power plant, Marionneaux reported that his law firm received $100,000.

“I would have received between $25,000-$50,000 [from Bernhard] based on the partnership agreement; however, no record of a distribution to me could be located,” Marionneaux wrote. “It is my belief that the fees were used by the firm to defray operating expenses.”

The Advocate sent Marionneaux’s new financial disclosure forms to Unglesby’s now-separate law firm, but Unglesby did not comment on them.

'Reputation intact'

Marionneaux also reported that he collected $28,750 for representing a woman in a lawsuit against DOTD. And he reported that his law firm received $100,000 for representing Coastal Bridge Company LLC in a case against DOTD, with an individual distribution to him of $6,250.

Louisiana legislators earn big money from government agencies – but some kept secret
“The matter’s resolved; it should have been resolved years ago; and Sen. Marionneaux is moving forward with his career unsullied and his reputation intact,” Sexton said.

Allen insisted that the Marionneaux case serves as a warning for public officials who try to avoid filing required disclosures.

“It sends the message that those disclosure reports should be filed and that the matter will be pursued until those reports are filed,” she said.

Lamonica and Dodson have repeatedly argued that Marionneaux, as an attorney, should have been held to a higher standard than other legislators because the Attorney Disciplinary Board could have checked his behavior as well.

Marionneaux did not respond to questions about whether that board ever investigated him, but it never charged him, which is when an investigation would have become public.

Louisiana lawmakers are pushing bills that benefit their own businesses. And it’s perfectly legal.
His law career appears to have survived, and perhaps thrived: Marionneaux posted on Facebook earlier this month that one of his cases resulted in the largest verdict in Avoyelles Parish history. A jury returned a $14.6 million verdict for a family who alleged that their child became severely ill after eating undercooked chicken nuggets at a Burger King.

Scott, the PAR leader, said Marionneaux’s case sends a couple of unfortunate signals: that ethics cases can drag on for a decade or more, and that even after that amount of time, the public might never get a full accounting of what happened.

“After 10 years, is this a case where the Ethics Board just became completely exhausted?” he asked. “Or was this the right and proper way for everything to end? That’s a question for the Ethics Board … It’s just a shame that the ethics process would take this long to reach such a whimpering end.” 
New Mexico could break its taboo on salaries for legislators 
NEW MEXICO – AP – January 30, 2020
Santa Fe- New Mexico legislators could receive state salaries for the first time as the result of a newly proposed constitutional amendment.

A panel of legislators led by state Sen. Linda Lopez of Albuquerque endorsed the proposed constitutional amendment Wednesday that would give the recently founded State Ethics Commission authority to set salaries for lawmakers and other elected official including the governor.

New Mexico runs the only unsalaried legislature in the nation, though members receive a $162 daily stipend during sessions and reimbursement for some travel expenses.

Amendment sponsor Sen. Daniel Ivey-Soto said that handing over salary decisions to the ethics commission would depoliticize the matter and avoid the taboo against lawmakers approving their own pay.

“There is no ability for us to even consider whether there should or could be an appropriate level of salary for the work that we’ve done,” Ivey-Soto said. “If we were to do it, then we’re self-dealing.”

Ivey-Soto’s proposal would place salary decisions for a long list of elected state and county officials under the authority of the ethics commission. Sen. Cliff Pirtle of Roswell worried that might be “punting a little bit of our legislative authority” to approve state spending.

Constitutional amendments approved by the Legislature still require ratification by statewide vote.

New Mexico’s ethics commission was approved by voters in 2018 in the wake of a string of public corruption scandals as an arbiter of complaints against public officials, lobbyists and contractors. It opened its doors this month. Its members are appointed by leading legislators from both parties and the governor.

New Mexico’s “citizen legislature” of volunteer politicians has long been a source of civic pride in the state.

At the same time, safeguards against self-enrichment by lawmakers have come under greater scrutiny with the conviction of former state Sen. Phil Griego on fraud and felony ethical violations for using his Senate position to profit from the sale of a state owned building.

“I don’t think the public even believes that we don’t get paid because what rational person would do what we do for free?” Ivey-Soto said.

Watchdog groups including Common Cause support efforts to pay New Mexico legislators a salary to help eliminate financial conflicts of interest between legislative duties and outside careers.

Common Cause Executive Director Heather Ferguson said legislative salaries can help bring greater socioeconomic diversity to the Legislature, making it more viable for working-class parents to participate if elected.

The proposed constitutional amendment as currently written would take effect with the arrival of a newly elected House and Senate in 2021, though new salaries would not be implemented before 2023.

Rep. Larry Inman to be retried on federal corruption charges after hung jury in December

MICHIGAN – Sinclair Broadcast Group/UpNorthLive-- by Mikenzie Frost  -- January 16, 2020
Grand Rapids - Embattled northern Michigan Rep. Larry Inman is poised to face another trial this summer on federal corruption charges after a jury deadlocked on two charges in December.
Inman continues to face solicitation of a bribe and attempted extortion charges.  Federal prosecutors argued in a Grand Rapids court Thursday that there’s enough evidence to continue, and because the investigation is ongoing, there might be more uncovered later. The decision comes after the jury acquitted Inman on the federal charge of lying to the FBI.
The legal complexity of the case was on display during a status conference with Judge Robert Jonker. Jonker raised concerns about potential double jeopardy issues, whether what took place falls under campaign contributions and First Amendment rights, among others.

Inman’s legal troubles began in May 2019 when he was federally indicted but the story starts well before. The issue stems from Inman’s June 2018 vote on the prevailing wage issue in Michigan.
Prosecutors say Inman sent a text message to Lisa Canada of the Michigan Regional Council of Carpenters and Millwrights seeking $30,000 in exchange for a no-vote to repeal the prevailing wage across the state. Then, when asked about sending the text message by the FBI, prosecutors said Inman lied about it.
Now, Assistant U.S. Attorney Chris O’Connor argued the facts of the case are still there. During the first trial, Inman took the stand and told his story about being addicted to opioid medication, a problem he said he has had for years. Because of the addiction, Inman said he didn’t remember sending the text messages in the first place.
O’Connor also disclosed concerns he had about a fair trial. He said after the trial ended, a juror reached out to his office with concerns about jury deliberations. A juror had already made up their minds about the case before facts were laid out, according to O’Connor, and another juror threw up during deliberations and then did not participate further.
Judge Jonker said the court could revisit the jury’s decision, but warned he did not see evidence of any issues. He noted the jury spent two days deliberating the case. Judge Jonker gave both sides almost two months to write briefs explaining their concerns and issues pertaining to the case. Chris Cooke, Inman’s attorney, said he plans to outline why he doesn’t want the case to move forward.
“We have serious questions about double jeopardy with retrying Rep. Inman, particularly after he’s been acquitted on count three, which really we think the allegation was all about the text messages so I don’t understand how he can now be retried,” Cooke told reporters after the hearing.
It’s unclear if Inman’s testimony will be available to be used as evidence in the next trial, or if his opioid addiction – for which he has since completed treatment – will be admissible. Jonker did not set a new trial date, but said it will likely take place in July 2020.
Meantime, Inman will continue to work in Lansing in the House of Representatives without access to his office and staff, or be part of the caucus. He was stripped of everything by House Speaker Lee Chatfield in May once the indictment was made public.
“If you are a man of god and a man of the constitution as he proclaimed, then he should give me back my office as I have not been convicted of anything,” Inman said of Chatfield. “So, I’m going to ask the speaker to give me my office back and my staff and if he doesn’t I’ll have to reconsider what I want to do.” Cooke did not explain further what those next steps could look like for his client. Chatfied said he stands by what he did with Inman via text message statement.
“Transferring oversight of his office and staff was the right move. They are more accessible and serving the people of Grand Traverse County better than before,” Chatfield wrote. “I am going to make sure the staff doesn’t have to deal with the distraction of his criminal trial and that services are not interrupted for the people for northern Michigan.”
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