
 
Memorandum 

 
To:  All Interested Persons 
From:  Ricardo Meza, Executive Inspector General 
Subject:   Lasker v. Executive Ethics Commission, et al., 12 CH 14264  
Date:    April 23, 2013             
 
 On March 29, 2013, the Cook County Circuit Court dismissed a lawsuit April Lasker 
filed against the Executive Ethics Commission (Commission) and other state agencies.  Ms. 
Lasker, a former employee of the Illinois Housing Development Authority (Illinois Housing 
Authority), challenged the Commission’s March 15, 2012 decision that she would violate the 
revolving door prohibition if she accepted an offer of employment by the DuPage Housing 
Authority.  Following is a brief history and explanation of the case. 
 

I. Office of Executive Inspector General Issues a Non-Restricted Determination 
 

On February 24, 2012, the Office of Executive Inspector General (OEIG) issued a 
determination under the revolving door prohibition of the Ethics Act (5 ILCS 430/5-45) that Ms. 
Lasker was not restricted from accepting employment by the DuPage Housing Authority.  The 
OEIG was required to make that determination within 10 days after Ms. Lasker notified the 
OEIG of the offer of employment.  (5 ILCS 430/5-45(f).)  The OEIG concluded, based on its 10-
day investigation, that Ms. Lasker’s participation in the Illinois Housing Authority’s decision to 
issue a grant to the DuPage Housing Authority was not “substantial” within the meaning of the 
revolving door prohibition. 

 
II. Office of the Attorney General Appeals the OEIG’s Determination 
 

On March 5, 2012, the Office of the Attorney General (OAG) appealed the OEIG’s 
determination to the Commission.  The OAG argued, based on the factual record developed by 
the OEIG, that Ms. Lasker’s participation in the grant award to the DuPage Housing Authority 
was “substantial,” and therefore that she should be barred from accepting employment with the 
DuPage Housing Authority. 

 
III. The Commission Vacates the OEIG’s Determination 

 
On March 15, 2012, the Commission issued a decision granting the OAG’s appeal and 

vacating the OEIG’s February 24, 2012 determination.  The Commission ruled that Ms. Lasker’s 
“proposed employment with the DuPage Housing Authority would violate the [Ethics] Act’s 
revolving door prohibition.”  In re: April Lasker, 12-EEC-006.  The Commission concluded, 
based on the factual record developed by the OEIG’s investigation, that Ms. Lasker had 
“participated personally and substantially in the award of a State contract … to her prospective 
employer[.]”  Id. 
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IV. April Lasker Challenges the Commission’s Ruling in Circuit Court 

 
On May 25, 2012, Ms. Lasker filed a complaint in the Cook County Circuit Court.  

Among other things, the complaint sought a declaration that: (1) the administrative regulations 
governing proceedings before the Commission are unconstitutional because they fail to provide 
due process; and (2) the revolving door prohibition of the Ethics Act is void for vagueness 
because it does not define “participated personally and substantially in the award of State 
contracts ….”   

 
V. The Cook County Circuit Court Ruling 

 
On October 23, 2012, the Circuit Court dismissed Ms. Lasker’s complaint with leave to 

amend, and on November 14, 2012, Ms. Lasker filed an amended complaint.  Among other 
things, the amended complaint sought a declaration that: (1) the administrative regulations 
governing proceedings before the Commission and the revolving door prohibition of the Ethics 
Act violate procedural due process standards; and (2) the administrative regulations governing 
proceedings before the Commission, as well as the Commission itself, violated substantive due 
process standards by permitting or issuing an advisory opinion. 
 
 On March 29, 2013, the Circuit Court issued a decision dismissing Ms. Lasker’s amended 
complaint.  With regard to Ms. Lasker’s procedural due process claim, the court held that Ms. 
Lasker did not have a protectable property interest in her employment by the DuPage Housing 
Authority sufficient to confer standing upon her to bring a procedural due process claim.  With 
regard to Ms. Lasker’s substantive due process claim, the court held that the revolving door 
prohibition and related regulations did not authorize the Commission or any other entity to issue 
advisory opinions.  Rather, according to the Court, the Commission’s decisions “guide[] a former 
public employee in [his or] her decision whether or not to accept a position.”  Decision, 12 CH 
14264. 
 
 In holding that Ms. Lasker did not have a protectable property interest in her employment 
with the DuPage Housing Authority, the court found that Ms. Lasker had not alleged any facts 
that would render her prospective employment anything other than at the will of the employer. 

 
VI. OEIG’s Comments/Observations Regarding the Lasker Ruling  

 
Because the Circuit Court found that Ms. Lasker did not have a protectable property 

interest in her prospective employment sufficient to give her standing to raise her due process 
claims, it did not reach the issue of whether, where a plaintiff has established a protectable 
property interest in prospective employment, the administrative rules governing proceedings 
before the Commission violate procedural due process standards.  The court also left open the 
question of whether the revolving door prohibition is void for vagueness. 
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