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le-under section

merely report the method of convayanc%é je the gifit

“pieces of paper.” o E’ﬂ "

year. Gov't Code §§;

provide:

e
Gov't Codé’ (b)(7)." The question here is whether the description of a gift of
cash of over $250 is reguired to include the value of the gift.

The term “description” is not defined in chapter 572 of the Government Code, nar
is it defined anywhere else in the Government Code. Additionally, we are not aware of a

' There are exceptions to the reporting requirement for gifrs from cortain relatives, political contributions
reported 43 required by the Blection Code, and lobby expenditures reguired to be reperted under the lobby
law. Gov't Code § 572.023(b)(7YALBLC). Apparently, noue of those axceptions would spply in thia
ingtance. ‘
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Texas stature defining the term nor are we aware of case law considering the spc—:cxﬁc“
issue raised in this request.?

follow the rules of statutory construction. One of the p i
construction is that legislative intent may be defennhmed as di
plain meaning of the words nsed in the statute.® We may look
the statute only where the language of the stanite is ambiguoy
results the legislature could not possibly have intende
avoid “under the guise of statutory construction, ame;%@;‘ ‘

F
it, no matter how desirable such addirions might séem.” *

M@}W’

: I:ﬁ‘f sect;lﬁﬁ ) 023@5(7) of the Government

on the personal finane

of those maffers inclfise
v

ddresses the plain meaning of "description." The term has been
contexts, In well-established case law regardmg seal property, for

F20°836 (Tcx Civ.App. —E! Pasa 1940, no writ), Wilson v. Fisher, 144 Tex.
Butler v. Benefield, 589 8.W.2d 778 (Tex. App.—Dalla¢ 1979).

53, 188 S W24,
* See In re Doe, 19 8.W.3d 249, 255 (Tex. 2000); Fitz zgerald v. Advanced Spine Fization Sys., Inc., 996
S.W.2d R4, 86566 (Tex. 1999) {eourt construes a statute by looling to the plain mesning of the
siatute’s language),

4 See Bovkin v. Srare, 818 8. W.2d 782, 785-86 (Tex Crim.App.—1981).

5 In the Interest of S.H.A., 728 §.W.2d 73, 83 (Tex.App.—Dalias 1987, writ ref'd n.re): see also
Goldman v. Torres, 341 § W 154, 138 (Tex. 1960) (stating thar reading language into a stature Usurps
the legislature’s power).

& Nothing in the ever 50 hours of sudio tapes of legislative hearings and floor debate regardiué this law
clearly specifier that the disclosure requirement under section 572.023(b)}(7) of the Government Code
should ov should not include the value of a gift.
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“category of amount.”

Gov’t. § 572.023(b). In fact, the specific amount is required,

when disclosing transportation, meals, or lodging. Jd. Furthermore, the sectioﬁé;:aqumﬂ:r'_é’w

disclosure of certain essers and liabilities makes a distinction between a “deséription” of
el T .

.en asset or liability and its “value™ by specifically requirin

section requiring the disclosure of a “gift” does not state that tﬁﬂw Ity
a specific amount or range, or “category of amount.” M@W"&g 10
legislature has passed many laws specifically requiring that the value be
of the discloswre® However, the legislature did ne ﬁ?fwf
572.023(b)(7) of the Government Code. We mugh presume

amounts, and categories of amounts were e}gﬂ‘iﬁded ﬂ%

T 4 .
“ ;’.‘@escripﬁon of a gift is not required to include the

Q_

from the plan rea‘dmg‘of the wards in the statute is that the description of a gift is not

7 The “category of amoynt™ is set by statne at Jess than $500, at least $5,000 but Jess than $10,000, at
least $10,000 but fess than $25,000, or 825,000 or more. Gov't Code § 572.022.

" For example, in section 254.031 of the Election Code, the disclosure requirements for political
contributions, political expenditures, and loans include reporting an exact dollar smount, Similarly, in
sections 303.006 and 305.0061 of the Government Code, the disclosure requirements for certain
expenditres made by lobbyiss include reporting an exact dollar amount and “categery of amount,”
respectively.

? See attorney Genera! Opimians GA-0158 (2004) and JC-0368 (2001).
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requirved fo include the value of the gift. Although we may favor that a gift reportable w
a personal financial statement include its value, we must take a statute as we find it. Am:i,

as stated previously, we cannot add words to the statute, no mafier how deswabI '
additions might seem. In conclusion, we reaffirm the Pposition
advisory opinion, which is that the description of a gift report
disclosure statement is not required to include the value of the

uch

eina p_e;'sdﬂél fifiancial

.
In our opinion, the requirement to describe a gift of caeh o

be satisfied by including in the description the followin

the gift, such as “check™ or “money order,”

Due to public concern regarding
whether the siatute should be aren ed‘

A b
Y agh equivalent that is reportable under section

1§, not required to include the value of the gift.

" Bthics Advisary Opinion No. 415 (May 1999)



