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At Roseville, Ramssy County, Minnesota, on 06-17-02, did wrengfully, unlawfully:

COUNT:

1. Violatiop of Conflict of Interest by a Public Officer. MSS 471.87
Meximum Penalty: 1 vear and $3000.00.

Misconduct of a Public Officer. MSS 609.43(2)
Maximum Penalty: 1 year and $3000.00, - il RAAT
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The complaint and a deputy with the Ramsey County Sheriff"s Departrent, states and
alleges:

Defendant John Kysylyczyn is the mayor of the City of Roseville and a public officer
under Minnssota law. On June 17, 2002, the defendant participated in a city council
meeting in the City of Roseville, Ramsey County, Minnesota. I[ncluded on the egenda
was the approval of an $8,532.00 invoice from Keith A. Niemi, Attorney at Law, for
legal services provided to the defendant in conpection with investigation of a complaint
against the defendant by the Roseville Bthics Commission. As the individual who

incurred the legal axpense, the defendant had a personal financial interest in the payment
of the invoice,

On July 31, 2002, Dep. Maslowski and Sgt. Vaughn interviewed the Roseville City
Manager, Neil Beets. Bosts stated that he spoke with the defendant prior to the June 17%
meeting, and advised the defendant that he should not vote on the issue becauss it would
be a conflict of interest. Bocts said that he spoke with Roseville City Attorney Joel
Jamnik, who stated he had also discussed the conflict of interest issue with the defendant.
Beets also stated thar Jamnik played for him a voice mail message from the defendant, in
which the defendeant stated in his message to Jamnik, "Thank you for advice on confliet
of interest. 1°m going to vote on the matter.”

On August 19, 2002, Dep. Maslowski and Sgt. Vaughn interviewed the defendant. The
defendant declined to discuss his conversations with Janmik regarding conflict of interest,
and stated that he did not recall any conversations with Beets regarding conflict of
interest. The defendant further stated that he spoke with Tom Grundhoefer, ettorney for
the League of Minnesota Cities, and that Grundhoefer advised him that there was no ¢lear
cut answer a3 to whether a conflict of interest existed.

On August 30, 2002, Dep. Maslowski and Sgt. Vaughn met with Thomas Grundhoefer.
Grundhoefer stated that he had spokea with the defendant and that he advised the
defendant that it was s “gray erea” whether the law required the city to pay the attormey’s
bill incurred by the defendant. He stated that he was quite certain that he had not spoken
with the defendant about whether there would be a conflict of mterest if the defendant
voted for peyment of hus attorney’s invoice.

On August 21, 2002, Dep. Maslowski and Dep. Mahre spoke with Joel Jaromik, who
declinad to discuss the matéer,

The defendant took part in a decision to pay an invoice in which he had a personal
financial interest, The defendant voted to pay the invoice, knewing it was forbidden by
law to be done in his capacity as a public officer.

TOTAL P.82




