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I.  BACKGROUND AND RECOMMENDATION 
 

On August 19, 2025, Ryan Moses filed an ethics complaint against Councilmember 
Joy Kimbrough.1  The complaint alleges that Councilmember Kimbrough violated the 
Standards of Conduct concerning a rezoning request by: (i) manipulating the processes for 
conducting community and private meetings; and (ii) tying the advancement of the 
rezoning to the payment of substantial funds, such that the Councilmember would control 
where the funds are directed.   

For the reasons provided herein, the Department of Law recommends the dismissal 
of allegations in the complaint concerning manipulation of the customary public processes 
for conducting community and private meetings. The Department of Law further 
recommends that a hearing be held on allegations in the complaint that the Councilmember 
demanded that Mr. Moses pay substantial funds that would be controlled by the 
Councilmember, in order to advance the rezoning request.    
 
 
II. DUTY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LAW 
 

The Department of Law is required to evaluate the complaint, applying the law of 
the standards of conduct to the facts alleged in the complaint, and shall undertake an 

 
1 The August 19, 2025, complaint of Ryan Moses is attached as Exhibit A.   
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investigation as may be deemed necessary, to determine if such complaint alleges facts, 
which if proven true, could be deemed to be a violation of the Standards of Conduct set 
forth in the Metropolitan Code.2 Thereafter, the Department of Law will issue a report 
concluding whether the facts alleged in the complaint, if true, would give rise to a violation 
of the Standards of Conduct, and recommending either that the complaint be dismissed or 
a hearing be held on the complaint.3 

 
 

III. ALLEGATIONS CONCERNING MANIPULATION OF CUSTOMARY 
PUBLIC PROCESSES FOR MEETINGS 

 
The complaint of Ryan Moses (“Complainant”) arises out of Best Brands, Inc.’s  

(“Best Brand”) pursuit of a rezoning for a Specific Plan. The complaint alleges that the 
requested rezoning would combine existing industrial property with an agricultural-zoned 
parcel to expand Best Brand’s corporate headquarters, while limiting industrial use to 
warehouse and distribution. 

 
The complaint alleges that the Councilmember undermined “Public Trust and 

Transparency, by manipulating customary public processes (agenda order, refusal to take a 
customary vote, missing/absent meeting recording, and introducing unrelated family 
participants into an official decision context).”4 

 
 In summary, the complaint alleges that the Councilmember manipulated customary 

public processes for neighborhood and private meetings by: 
 
• Failing to follow her practice of routinely recording neighborhood meetings by 

not recording a March 27, 2025, meeting or later describing any recording as 
“accidentally deleted”; 
 

• Manipulating the agenda of a March 27, 2025, neighborhood meeting by 
changing the Complainant’s presentation to last and prolonging preceding items 
such that many of Complainant’s supporters were encouraged to leave; 

 

 
2 Metropolitan Code § 2.222.040(C)(1)(e). 
 
3 Id. 
 
4 See Exhibit A, Complaint of Ryan Moses, page 2.    
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• Refusing to take a vote at the March 27, 2025, community meeting despite her 
established practice of doing so in similar meetings; 

 
• Bringing her daughter and goddaughter as additional attendees to an April 18, 

2025 meeting with the Complainant, who asked questions unrelated to the 
rezoning; and 

 
• Requiring the Complainant and his colleagues to produce their phones to show 

that they were not recording meetings. 
 

The Metropolitan Standards of Conduct were enacted in response to state 
legislation mandating that local governmental entities adopt ethical standards for all 
officials and employees of such entities.5  The term “ethical standards” is defined in the 
state enabling statute as follows:  

 
“Ethical standards” includes rules and regulations regarding limits on, 
and/or reasonable and systematic disclosure of, gifts or other things of value 
received by officials and employees that impact or appear to impact their 
discretion, and shall include rules and regulations regarding reasonable and 
systematic disclosure by officials and employees of their personal interests 
that impact or appear to impact their discretion. The term “ethical standards” 
does not include personnel or employment policies or policies or procedures related to 
operational aspects of governmental entities; ….6  (Emphasis added.) 
 
The state enabling statute expressly excludes “policies or procedures related to 

operational aspects of governmental entities” from the definition of ethical standards.  The 
Standards of Conduct and the state law requiring the adoption of ethical standards are 
intended to protect and secure the processes of local government from corruption.7 The 
Standards of Conduct and the state enabling statute are aimed at corruption, disclosure of 
interests, financial improprieties, improper influence of officials, and acceptance of 
benefits by officials. 

 
5 See Tenn. Code Ann. § 8-17-103. 
 
6 Tenn. Code Ann. § 8-17-102(a)(3). 
 
7 See Tenn. Code. Ann. § 8-17-101: “It is the intent of the general assembly that the integrity of the processes 
of local government be secured and protected from abuse. The general assembly recognizes that holding public 
office and public employment is a public trust and that citizens of Tennessee are entitled to an ethical, 
accountable and incorruptible government.” 
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Allegations in the complaint concerning manipulation of customary public 
processes for neighborhood and private meetings by changing agenda order, refusing to 
take votes, not recording meetings, deleting meeting recordings, and involving family 
participants in meetings, pertain to operational matters that are outside the purview of the 
Board of Ethical Conduct.  

 
The Standards of Conduct provide that employees shall not violate the direct or 

indirect conflict of interest, consulting, lobbying, or any other requirements of state law 
existing or which may be adopted regulating the conduct of county officials or employees.8  
Statutes analyzed by the Department of Law in evaluating allegations in the complaint that 
the Councilmember required the Complainant and his colleagues to produce their phones 
to show that they were not recording meetings include laws addressing misconduct of 
public officials,9 such as statutes prohibiting official misconduct10 and official 
oppression11.   

 
The allegations in the complaint regarding phone checks pertain to policies or 

procedures related to operational aspects of meetings.  Further, these allegations do not 

 
8 Metropolitan Code § 2.222.020(m).   
 
9 See Tenn. Code Ann. § 39-16-401 et seq. 
 
10 Tenn. Code Ann. § 39-16-402, which addresses official misconduct, provides in relevant part: 
 

(a) A public servant commits an offense who, with intent to obtain a benefit or to harm another, 
intentionally or knowingly: 
(1) Commits an act relating to the public servant's office or employment that constitutes an 
unauthorized exercise of official power; 
(2) Commits an act under color of office or employment that exceeds the public servant's official power; 
(3) Refrains from performing a duty that is imposed by law or that is clearly inherent in the nature of the 
public servant's office or employment; 
(4) Violates a law relating to the public servant's office or employment; or 
(5) Receives any benefit not otherwise authorized by law. 
(b) For purposes of subdivision (a)(2), a public servant commits an act under color of office or 
employment who acts or purports to act in an official capacity or takes advantage of the actual or 
purported capacity. 

 
11 Tenn. Code Ann. § 39-16-403, which addresses official oppression, states in relevant part: 

 
(a) A public servant acting under color of office or employment commits an offense who: 
(1) Intentionally subjects another to mistreatment or to arrest, detention, stop, frisk, halt, search, seizure, 
dispossession, assessment or lien when the public servant knows the conduct is unlawful; or 
(2) Intentionally denies or impedes another in the exercise or enjoyment of any right, privilege, power or 
immunity, when the public servant knows the conduct is unlawful. 
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rise to the level of official misconduct or oppression as set forth in sections 39-16-402 and 
39-16-403 of the Tennessee Code Annotated.  

 
The allegations in the complaint concerning manipulation of customary public 

processes for neighborhood and private meetings do not involve conduct that fall under 
the definition of “ethical standards” as intended or set forth in state law and the Standards 
of Conduct. It is the opinion of the Department of Law that the allegations in the 
complaint concerning manipulation of customary public processes, if true, would not 
constitute a violation of the Standards of Conduct.   
 
 
IV. ALLEGATIONS REGARDING DEMAND FOR PAYMENT AND 

CONTROL OF SUBSTANTIAL FUNDS 
 

The complaint alleges that the Councilmember violated the Standards of Conduct 
by tying the advancement of the Best Brands rezoning request to the payment of funds, as 
follows: 

 
April 23-24, 2025 - Demand for immediate payment and control of funds: 
On April 23, I followed up regarding her “other ideas for benefits for the 
community.” On April 24, Councilwoman Kimbrough called my cell phone 
and stated that my proposed $150,000 community benefit plan over five 
years was insufficient. She insisted that I instead pay $500,000 immediately 
and that she would control where the funds went in order for her to move 
my rezoning forward. When I questioned this, she replied, “Well, that's 
where I am and what I want.”12 

  
Section 2.222.020 of the Metropolitan Code outlines prohibited conduct. The 

Standards of Conduct specify that employees13: 
 

a. Shall not accept or solicit, for personal financial gain, any benefit that 
might reasonably tend to influence them to act improperly in the 
discharge of their official duties;  

 
12 See Exhibit A, Complaint of Ryan Moses, page 2.   
 
13 “ ‘Employee’ means any official, whether elected or appointed, officer, employee or servant, or any member 
of any board, agency, commission authority or corporation (whether compensated or not), or any officer, 
employee or servant thereof, of the Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County.” 
Metropolitan Code § 2.222.010(5). 
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b. Shall not accept or solicit bribery;14  
… 

d. Shall not accept or solicit any cash of any amount, other than in 
compliance with election campaign laws and fully reported pursuant to 
same, irrespective of the intent of the payor, if such payment or 
solicitation is in any way directly or indirectly related to the employee's 
position in the metropolitan government;  

 
e. Shall not accept or solicit anything of value15 as herein defined, except 

for the acceptance of food and/or beverages that would not be 
prohibited pursuant to subsection s. of this section;16  

 

 
14 See Tenn. Code Ann. § 39-16-102, which provides in part: 

 
(a) A person commits an offense who: 
(1) Offers, confers, or agrees to confer any pecuniary benefit upon a public servant with the intent to 
influence the public servant's vote, opinion, judgment, exercise of discretion or other action in the public 
servant's official capacity; or 
(2) While a public servant, solicits, accepts or agrees to accept any pecuniary benefit upon an agreement 
or understanding that the public servant's vote, opinion, judgment, exercise of discretion or other action 
as a public servant will thereby be influenced. 

 
“ ‘Pecuniary benefit’ means benefit in the form of money, property, commercial interests or anything else, the primary 
significance of which is economic gain.”  Tenn. Code Ann. § 39-16-101(3). 
 
15 See Metropolitan Code § 2.222.010(1):  
 

“Anything of value” includes any financial benefit, or other item that is pecuniary or compensatory in 
value to a person, including, but not limited to, any valuable act, advance, award, contract, compensation, 
contribution, deposit, emolument, employment, favor, fee, forbearance, fringe benefit, gift, gratuity, 
honorarium, loan, offer, payment, perquisite, privilege, promise, reward, remuneration, service, 
subscription, or the promise that any of these items will be conferred in the future. 

 
16 Metropolitan Code § 2.222.020(s) provides: 

 
Employees: … 
If related in any way, directly or indirectly, to being an employee:  
(1)  Shall not accept meals, beverages, food, promotional items, or hand-produced items of a value in 
excess of twenty-five dollars received from a single source in any calendar year; and  
(2)  Shall not accept free or discounted admissions, tickets, access to events or travel expenses from any 
single source of an aggregate value in any calendar year in excess of one hundred dollars, provided that an 
employee may accept from the sponsoring organization, on behalf of himself and a guest, free or 
discounted admissions, tickets or access of a face value in excess of one hundred dollars if the event is 
generally recognized as an annual fund raising benefit sponsored by a non-profit organization.  
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f. Shall not accept or solicit any promise of any benefit, direct or indirect, 
to himself, family members, or his employer (if the employer is other than 
the metropolitan government) which the employee believes or should 
reasonably believe was intended to influence action taken in the 
employee's official capacity;  
… 

i. Shall not use their metropolitan government positions improperly to 
secure unwarranted privileges or exemptions for themselves, relatives or 
others, provided, however, that this provision does not preclude 
employees from acting in a manner consistent with their official duties or 
from zealously providing public services to anyone who is entitled to 
them; ….17  

 
 As reflected in section 2.222.020 of the Metropolitan Code, employees, which 
include elected officials, are prohibited from accepting or soliciting anything of value that 
is intended to influence action taken in the employee's official capacity.  The Standards of 
Conduct prohibit employees from using their Metropolitan Government positions to 
improperly secure unwarranted privileges for themselves or others. 
 
 The complaint asserts that the Councilmember violated the Standards of Conduct 
as follows: 
 

1) Misuse of Office for Personal Benefit, by seeking control over substantial funds 
in connection with an official act; and 

 
2)  Coercion/Quid Pro Quo, by tying advancement of the rezoning to an immediate 

payment.18 
 
The complaint alleges that there is a quid pro quo with regard to the demand for 

payment of substantial funds to be controlled by the Councilmember and advancement of 
the rezoning request.  It is the opinion of the Department of Law that the allegations 
concerning demand for payment of funds to be controlled by the Councilmember in order 
to advance the rezoning request, if proven, could be deemed to be a violation of the 
Standards of Conduct.  Therefore, the Department of Law recommends that the Board of 
Ethical Conduct hold a hearing on allegations that the Councilmember demanded payment 
of funds in order to advance the rezoning request. 

 
17 Metropolitan Code § 2.222.020. 
 
18 See Exhibit A, Complaint of Ryan Moses, page 2. 
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The Department of Law notes that it is not its duty to determine that a violation of 
the Standards of Conduct has indeed occurred.  Evaluation of veracity of the facts alleged 
in the complaint and determination of whether a violation occurred are ultimately the 
responsibilities of the Board of Ethical Conduct during the hearing process.     
 
 
V. CONCLUSION 

 
It is the opinion of the Department of Law that the allegations in the complaint 

regarding manipulation of customary public processes for neighborhood and private 
meetings, if true, would not give rise to a violation of the Standards of Conduct.  
Accordingly, the Department of Law recommends that the Board of Ethical Conduct 
dismiss allegations in the complaint concerning manipulation of customary public 
processes. 

 
It is the opinion of the Department of Law that the allegations in the complaint 

regarding demand for payment of funds to be controlled by the Councilmember in order 
to advance the rezoning request, if proven, could be deemed to be a violation of the 
Standards of Conduct.  Therefore, the Department of Law recommends that the Board of 
Ethical Conduct hold a hearing on allegations in the complaint that the Councilmember 
demanded payment of funds, such that the Councilmember would control where the funds 
are directed, in order to advance the rezoning request.  
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EXHIBIT A – COMPLAINT OF RYAN MOSES 
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