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Patrick Ford 
Executive Director 
 
Olabisi Matthews 
Director of Enforcement  
 
San Francisco Ethics Commission 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 252-3100  
 

BEFORE THE SAN FRANCISCO 

ETHICS COMMISSION 

 

In the Matter of 
 
Charlie Chiem, 
 

Respondent. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

SFEC Complaint No. 24-787 
 
 
 
STIPULATION, DECISION, AND ORDER 

 )  
 

THE PARTIES STIPULATE AS FOLLOWS: 

1. 

and between Charlies Chiem 

Commission (the Commission). 

2. 

i  A. Upon 
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3. 

 

4. 

deliver to the following address the sum as set forth in Exhibit A in the form of a check or 

 

San Francisco Ethics Commission 

 

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220 

San Francisco, CA  94102 

 

5. 

-13 of 

 

 

-13 of the San Francisco Charter and the 
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 and cross-examine all 

 

7. 

et seq., and does not preclude the Commission or its 

h in Exhibit A. 

8. 

except Paragraph 9, which shall survive. 

9. 

all references to it are inadmissible. Respondent moreover agrees not to challenge, dispute, or 

 

10. 
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11.

unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall remain valid and enforceable. 

12.

 

Dated: _______________________ _ _______________________ 
PATRICK FORD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
SAN FRANCISCO ETHICS COMMISSION 

Dated: _______________________ _ _______________________ 
CHARLIE CHIEM 
RESPONDENT 
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DECISION AND ORDER 

, SFEC Case No. 

24-787

 

 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

 

 

Dated: _____________________  ___________________________________ 
 ARGEMIRA FLóREZ-FENG, CHAIRPERSON 
 SAN FRANCISCO ETHICS COMMISSION 
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Exhibit A 
 

I.  
 

Respondent Charlie Chiem Respondent  began ment with the San Francisco 
Municipal   in 2011 and served as an IT 
Administrator IV beginning in October 2012. In that role Respondent was responsible for 
providing genera IT ) . 
Respondent had -mail 
addresses . Respondent

 nor did it grant him purchasing  . As an SFMTA 
Respondent was required to  

Respondent equipment to 
 hundreds of online webinars for which he received thousands of dollars in 

. 
Respondent also register for  business sponsored events held at 
professional sports games. For several of these events, Respondent registered 

he has never held. 
In doing so, Respondent 
private gain  as summarized below.  

II. Applicable Law 
 

 1 

 
 
A.  

-machine, email, internet access, 
-

Id.  

 
1 Departmental s have been  and expanded 

See 8 (current). The prior law was in existence since November 2003, 
 

Hearing Brief packet. 
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B.  

,
see  

 Title a  

see 

-  

D.  

see  

E. – 
 

during past 12 months, or that is seeking to enter into a contract with the department.  SFMTA 
see  

 
 

The  et seq
  

eaning of  found in the PRA. See 
 

 

C 

ontract with the department. SFEC Reg 
-1. 
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-4. 

-5(a).  
on to the restricted source rule, the 

relevant facts of this case occurred prior to October 2024. As such, the previous restricted 
 

 
 

 -of-Interest Code 

 
 

III.   
 

m 
alleging that Respondent was 

register  for these same 
webinars and receive duplicate . 
Enforcement Division began its inve in April 2024.  
 

for personal gain  
 

beginning  2015, Respondent 
account to register for and over 00 online webinars that were 
unrelated to his , Respondent was provided with 

including  
worth thousands of dollars. While Respondent e him  from 

the overwhelming 
Respondent 

his as IT  
Respondent also d a private email address created with a fake 

business name and domain to register for some webinars but used 
s to  with SFMTA to be 

invited to  
 

Between March 2024, Respondent 
over 550 using , including his 

and email address, receiving thousands of dollars  worth of  
webinars using Ci . Despite to sign up for and 

Respondent never requested nor received approval to register and 
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Respondent 
Respondent did this in order to double or triple 

 webinars. Respondent created the alias email addresses his 
possessed based 

with SFMTA. Through the use of these email accounts, Respondent 
 

 
email for private gain 

 
 Respondent  register for 
several private business-sponsored events held at various sports games 
Area. 
to do business with SFMTA and market or showcase their products.  
beginning in at least 2015, Respondent began register for these 
exclusive events. From 2021 through 2024, Respondent used his SFMTA email to register and 
RSVP for at least 14 business-sponsored s, including at least 10 San Francisco 
Giants games, three Golden State Warriors games, one San Jose Sharks game, and one San 
Francisco 49ers game.  of these events were d 

game. For at least three of these games, Respondent not 
-  

 
 Knowing that these businesses prio

hen he registered for several of these events, Respondent listed his  
as IT Manager with SFMTA he has never held. Some of the sponsoring businesses 

new clients through these events and informed 
Respondent was not in fact an IT Manager, 

would not have . 
Respondent discuss their products and working with 
SFMTA.  
sponsoring businesses, Respondent  and  of the IT Manager in 

events that he otherwise would not have had access to.  
 

 Acceptance 
 

 other related  from businesses 
that he had reason to know were seeking to do business with SFMTA, Respondent violated the 

sponsoring 

Respondent 
follow-up discussions about their services and products. 

 

Respondent knew the sponsors were pursuing business with his department and believed he 
 Respondent 
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decisions. Although Respondent never recommended these companies or their products to 
these businesses under circumstances 

showing he knew, or should have known, of their business interests with his department. 
 

s of the event 
business  Respondent

1,500. Since , 2021, Respondent to 14 
events . 
event and the corresponding 
outlined in Table 1 below.  

 
Table 1  

Date   
 

Value 

8/20/2021  
 

 
 

7/11/2022 Giants v. Diamondbacks  
Okta 

 
 

8/4/2022 Giants v. Dodgers  
 

 
 

9/28/2022 Giants v. Rockies  
 

(two  
 

10/14/2022 SJ Sharks v. Hurricanes  
Darktrace 
(two  

 

10/23/2022 SF 49ers v. KC Chiefs  
Darktrace 

 
 

2/13/2023 Warriors v. Wizards  
 

 
 

2/24/2023 Warriors v. Rockets 

Strata 
 

1,288  

4/4/2023 
Warriors v. Oklahoma 

  
  

4/25/2023 Giants v. Cardinals 
Laceworks 

 
 

 Giants v. Cardinals 
Netskope 

 
 

 Giants v. Phillies    
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 Giants v. Padres 
 

(two  
 

  
 

 
 

Total  
 $8,806 

minimum  
 
Respondent On June 10,2024 Respondent 

was interviewed and confronted with the facts surrounding his conduct, Respondent resigned 
.   

 
IV.  of Law 
 

Count 1 
non-City  Code .218 and 

 
 

From  2021 through March 2024, Respondent 
, computer, , 

hundreds of online webinars for personal gain. Respondent in 
Respondent obtaining thousands of dollars during work 
hours and through the unauthorized use of  addresses for the same purpose i
of  Code  

Count 2 
-  Code 

 
 

Respondent 
 addresses

Respondent him 
obtaining  during work hours and 

SF 
 Code  

 
-  Code 

 
 

ies. 
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Count 4 
 in 

 Code  
 

 

Count 5 
 in 

. 
 

sponsoring companies. 
 

Count 6 
. 

Respondent violated  

  

Count 7 
 

Respondent violated  

 

Count 8 
 

Respondent violated 

 

Count 9 
 

Respondent violated  

 

// 
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Count 10 
 

 
an Uber voucher to the October 14, 2022 San Jose Sharks game from Darktrace, a restricted 

 

Count 11 
 

 

 

Count 12 
 

 

 

Count  
 

 

Count 14 
 

 

 

Count 15 
 

 

 

// 

// 
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Count 16 
 

 

 

Count 17 
 

 

 

Count 18 
 

 

 

Count 19 
 

 

 

V.  

   three counts of of the San Francisco Campaign and 
Governmental Conduct Code. The San Francisco Charter authorizes the Commission to assess a 

 or 

Charter  -13(c)(i)(3).  
 
  
Commission considers all of the relevant circumstances surrounding the case, including but not 

nd (f) the degree to which the respondent 
 

Respondent Respondent 
obtaining thousands of dollars  and through the 
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unauthorized use of . Respondent also received at least 
 nsoring 

businesses. Respondent  use of including 
and demonstrate a blatant abuse of 

resources for private gain.  

Respondent maintained that he 
, 

Respondent so that he would be invited to the events. Several of the 
sponsoring business indicated that Respondent 

Respondent 
it clear Respondent used  

 for personal gain.   

 as described above, the 
 Respondent department and gave him free access 

to the events in order to market their products to him in his  
Manager. Respondent    led the organizers of these 
events to give Respondent Respondent

. Even if Respondent had been an IT 

if those events were not associated with Respondent The fact that Respondent 
indicates 

 Respondent the trust the 
public has in   

Respondent resigned from SFMTA.  

The facts of this case involve a severe misuse of and  for personal 
gain. Respondent was the 
government of San Francisco and maintaining the . Here, Respondent 
abused and violated that trust for his personal gain. Respondent 
unlawful during the 

 
 

Respondent 
Respondent 

 
 
Because Respondent and public 

, and because Respondent engaged in most of this con
for counts 1-5 

-  of two 
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Respondent  from each restricted source , which 
is , is warranted.  

In balancing the above facts 
Respondent es for 

s .  
 

 5,000 
 5,000 

5,000 
Count 4  
Count 5 

00  
Count 6  (2x total value received) 
Count 7  (2x total value received) 
Count 8  (2x total value received) 
Count 9  (2x total value received) 
Count 10  (2x total value received) 
Count 11  (2x total value received) 
Count 12  (2x total value received) 

 (2x total value received) 
Count 14  (2x total value received) 
Count 15  (2x total value received) 
Count 16  (2x total value received) 
Count 17  (2x total value received) 
Count 18  (2x total value received) 
Count 19  (2x total value received) 
 

$42,611  




