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ADVIZORY OPINION NIIMEPRR 22-5

Wife of

The Ethics Czommission has reon ze ni &he
Department of Transportation (DOT Ve 2z a
highway construcrisa igpector wi 2T -

) 1 a rming

&L
temporary traffic ceontro
higaway constructisn upd

The temporar- traffia controul devices
firm are slect>onia flashers which are usa
warn of dangers during highway cons+tructis
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Subcon tr¢cb to contraceors, zome o

A highway consuruction inspector insoects the we
and the procedurec of contracrors constructing Nighw:
With regard to tenporar: x ic contrel devices usad
of constructicn hzzards, he desternmines whether they ar
quantity and quality, whathew thev are placed and craral
for safety, etc. 32azea S encinsering standards and oa 8
‘e accegts cor rejects Procedures, matarial, and cCoulieta
ie Code of Ethics For Public 0t ials (Chapter 10, Par
‘tatutes) first came inio erffect ¢ DCT emplovee in gues
inspector for a contract where his wifa's firm providad e
flashers to the prime contcactor. ‘

The highway construction inspector, as a DOT emnloyee, is & Sraia
emp:loyee (subsection l-79(k}, General Statutesz) stkLject to the Cads,
His wife's firm is a "business with which he is asscciated®, Subdbsection
1-79(a), General Statutes. The situation of 2 State emploves having
the powexr to inspacst or rejeet costlv work which may utilize safety
equipment provided bv his wife's firm is rive for violaticns of the
principlas of the Codes”’of Ethics for Feblic Officials, even if the
employee makes a dedicated effort to avoid them.

The problems are most chvious wiien he is inspecior for a project
in which the contractor is using traffic control devicas rrovided by
his 1Fﬂ’s Lirm. In deciding whecher Lrafiic control devices sSuUDnly
Proper warning to the public he would e raquired to take ¢cfficial
ac tlon wh;hh would afiect the financial interests of his sTouse and OF
a business with which he is associated. Uader the circumstance the

odea d*hects him to "prepare a written statement signaed under p2nalty
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T zgems clear that 1f the
ghwav construction inspector, his wife'
ry traific control devices to constru
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R ) F ralisl raavirinyg ackiasn and the
sioii era delivar a coony of the gtatemant
wns chalill assign th2 matier £o
UG(L), General Sta:tutes.
¥ intevesis euictz when he ig
assess 3720 0f electronic flashers furnished
by #fir wife's. For example, it cculd
affect 2f bis wife and her firm if he were to
demaindd the firm supplyiny tham did not have a
suEEtgisnt HApressed need, or wese to rule unsuitabl
devices d =i bv his wife's firm. Therefore, he
shouid take n recard o electronic Zlasher devica
furnished b the case of those from his wife's figm,
See Sihics Opinion Mo. 81-18, 43 Conn. L.J. No, 23,
"p. 435 (Dec. ions cited therein.
The sif lso pragents arn unacceptadble risk of violation of
subsaction Genaral Statuwtes.  First there ics the opportunity
for somaone w ess to Transportaticn Department information not
available to lic to use the informztion, consciouslv or sub-
consciously Zit his wife's {irr. There is a real danger that
the inspecter's cifiice or positicn will bHe usad to chiain financial
gain for his ¢iZs's firm. A prime contracter deing work cn State
projécts not boing insyscted by the inspecior in quesiion; or even on
a project unrciatad to the State, wmight wall utiliz vices furnicshed
by the firm of zhe inspector's wife in the hope of atiating itself
with the inspectcr, or at least not antagoniczing him, just in case
the censtructics firm cets a subseguent contraot with the State in the
gacyraphic azxe : pectcr 1s serving. In addition to such
unintentional there is the oprortunity for conscious
use cof office t only subsection 1-84(c) but also
subsactions 1 General Statutes.
uld the situation permit the wife's firm to provide
v devices for State projecits and the agreemant he con-
t with the State, the contract would k2 in violation
cidakle unless reached in conformance with subsectien
Statutes.

OT .employee is assigned
should
cticn firms

te ¢n DOT contracts.
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