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Your inquiry also implicates Policy 8363, Section VII.A. which provides as follows: 

VII. Use of Prestige of Office 

A. A school official may not intentionally use the prestige of 
office or public position: 

1. For private gain of that school official or the private gain 
of another; or 

2. To influence, except as part of the official duties of the 
school official or as a usual and customary constituent 
service by a member of the Board without additional 
compensation, the award of a state or local contract to a 
specific person. 

The Maryland Public Ethics Law contains provisions which are analogous to these 
provisions of Policy 8363. See, Annotated Code of Maryland, General Provisions 
Article, § 5-502(b) (prohibiting an official or employee from “hold[ing] any other 
employment relationship that would impair the impartiality and independent 
judgment of the official or employee.”) and § 5-506(a) (“An official or employee 
may not intentionally use the prestige of office or public position for that official’s 
or employee’s private gain or that of another.”) 

The Maryland State Ethics Commission (“SEC”) has issued a number of advisory 
opinions construing the Public Ethics Law’s “prestige” provision and a public 
agency employee’s permissible outside employment activities.  In interpreting 
General Provisions Article §§ 5-502(b) and 5-506(a), the SEC has stated in its 
opinions that “the focus has been to avoid situations in which the population served 
by the private practice and the agency may overlap.” SEC Advisory Opinion No. 02-
02.  See also, SEC Advisory Opinion No. 99-06 ( “We have advised, for example, 
that use of State time, materials and equipment would be within the prestige 
prohibition, and this section has been the basis for prohibiting employees from 
engaging in private businesses that involve interaction with populations also served 
by their agencies.) 

In this regard, the SEC has stated that: 

The general approach developed under these two provisions of the Law 
as applied to outside consulting and related private endeavors has 
resulted in a series of criteria, including for example, that the activity is 





4 
 

The Panel would like to express its appreciation for this request for an advisory 
opinion and your sensitivity to the ethical considerations which generated the 
request. 

This Advisory Opinion has been adopted by the Ethics Review Panel members on 
February 27, 2023. 
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