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Campaign Finance and 
Public Disclosure Board Meeting   

 
Wednesday, September 4, 2024 

9:30 A.M. 
Blazing Star Room 

Centennial Office Building  
 

REGULAR SESSION AGENDA 
 

1. Approval of minutes 

A. August 7, 2024 

2. Chair’s report 

A. Meeting schedule 

3. Executive director’s report 

A. 2023 PCR Report  

B. 2024 Public Subsidy Payments 

4. Enforcement report 

5. Advisory opinion requests 

A. Advisory Opinion 464 

6. Administrative rulemaking update 

7. Prima Facie Determinations 

A. Complaint of Kevin Sethre regarding the Mark Westpfahl for Mayor Committee 

B. Complaint of Cory Johnson regarding the People for (Gregory) Davids Committee  

8. Legal report 

9. Other business 

 
EXECUTIVE SESSION  

Immediately following regular session 





Page 1 
Draft Minutes 
August 7, 2024 
 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 

. . . . . . . . . 
August 7, 2024 

Blazing Star Room 
Centennial Office Building 

. . . . . . . . . 
 

MINUTES 
 
The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair Rashid. 
 
Members present:  Asp (joined before, and left after, discussion about AO 464), Flynn, Kleis, Rashid, Soule, 
Swanson 
 
Others present:  Sigurdson, Engelhardt, Johnson, Olson, staff; Nathan Hartshorn, counsel  
 
Asp, Flynn, Rashid, Engelhardt, and Hartshorn appeared remotely.  
 
MINUTES (July 10, 2024) 
 
The following motion was made: 
 

Member Rashid’s motion: To approve the July 10, 2024, minutes as drafted.  
 
Vote on motion: Flynn, Rashid, Soule, and Swanson voted yes, Kleis abstained.  

 
Due to Chair Asp's early departure, the meeting agenda was adjusted to begin with the advisory opinion 
request. 
 
ADVISORY OPINION REQUESTS 
 
A. Advisory Opinion 464 
 
Mr. Olson presented the Board with two versions of draft advisory opinions.  The Board discussed the drafts 
and discussed changes to the drafted opinions.  Chair Asp presented additional modifications to the opinion 
and Board members concluded that additional time was needed to review the suggested changes.  
 
The following motion was made: 
 
 Member Soule’s motion:   To lay over the matter. 
 
 Vote on motion:    Unanimously approved.  
 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
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Mr. Sigurdson provided an update to the Board on the following:  

- Staffing: Gary Bauer, who held the position of Database Program Analyst, resigned from state service 
effective July 30th.  Gary was with the Board for almost thirteen years, and was very involved in 
supporting treasurers who used the Campaign Finance Reporter software developed by the Board.   
 

- Pre-primary Report of Receipts and Expenditures: The deadline for the pre-primary report was July 
29th.  The Board has received reports from all judicial candidates required to file, and is missing reports 
for only three of the 268 House candidates who were required to file a report.  Of the 298 registered 
party units, 293 have filed a report, as have 241 of 246 political committees and 171 of 198 political 
funds. 
 

- Report to the Legislature – Lobbying of Political Subdivisions: At the 2024 legislative session, the Board 
was tasked with studying whether the laws regulating lobbying should distinguish between lobbying of 
public officials and lobbying of local officials in political subdivisions.  In particular, the Board was 
directed to study the statutory definitions of "lobbyist," "local official," "public official," and "official action 
of a political subdivision" as 2 provided in Chapter 10A.  The Board will report the study's results to the 
legislature in January of 2025, and may include legislative recommendations on distinctions between 
the lobbying of public and local officials that the Board believes are warranted and appropriate.  The 
Board will hold a public meeting on these issues on Monday, August 19, at 9 AM in the Blazing Star 
Room of the Centennial Office Building.  Members of the regulated community, organizations that 
represent political subdivision, and good goverence groups have been invited to provide their views on 
lobbying of political subdivisions.  There will be other opportunities for the public to provide comment as 
the drafting of the report goes forward.  

 
- Operational Budget – Fiscal Year 2025: The Board’s budget for fiscal year 2025 is $1,981,000 which 

reflects a base budget of $1,791,000 for operations, and a one-time increase of $190,000 for IT 
development.  The Board’s budget for FY24 also contained a one-time increase for IT development.  
Money not spent in the first year of the biennium, FY24, is carried forward for use in FY25.  Money not 
used in the second year of the biennium reverts to the state general fund.  At the end of FY24 there 
was approximately $382,000 in unobligated funds available to carryforward into FY25.  However, the 
carryforward includes $163,000 which will be used for the Azure Cloud service agreement with MNIT, 
which has been signed but not invoiced. 

 
The following motion was made: 
  
 Member Soule’s motion:  To approve the budget as presented 
 
 Vote on motion:    Unanimously passed.  
 
RECONCILIATION OF 2023 CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
Mr. Sigurdson presented the Board with a memo that is attacahed to and made a part of these minutes.  The 
Board reconciles contributions reported by registered committees to the contributions reported received by 
registered committees.  The numbers should match, or an explaination found for a descrepency.  In 2023, 
$702,851 of $8,488,540 in contributions from registered committees to other registered committees did not 
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reconcile.  After working through the reconciliation process and contacting committees for amendments the 
amount that still does not reconcile has been reduced to $5,841.  This means that 99.92% of the contributions 
between registered committees reconcile.    
 
ENFORCEMENT REPORT 
 

A. Consent Items 
 

1. Administrative termination of lobbyist Margaret Meyer (4636) 
 
Pro-Choice Minnesota (5837) stated Ms. Meyer left employment with them on May 24, 2024.  Despite 
messages via telephone and email, Pro-Choice has been unable to contact her to request she 
terminate her lobbyist registration.  It is worth noting that in the past, CFB staff has also had a hard time 
contacting Ms. Meyer.  If the termination is approved, Pro-Choice requests the termination be 
backdated to May 24, 2024.  Ms. Meyer has not filed the lobbyist report that was due June 17, 2024, 
and a late filing fee continues to accrue at a rate of $25 per day.  Meyer is the principal’s sole registered 
lobbyist. 
 
The following motion was made: 
 
    Member Soule’s motion: To approve the termination.  
 
  Vote on motion:   Flynn, Rashid, Swanson voted no.  
         Kleis and Soule voted yes. Motion did not pass.  
  

B. Waiver Requests  
 

1. Grassroots-Legalize Cannabis Party (20839) Board Action 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 

Waivers 
Recommended 

Action 
Member Soule 
moved to grant 
requests 1-5.  

 
Unanimously 

passed.  

2024 June 6/14/24 6/18/24 $100 No.  Waive.  
The treasurer, Oliver Steinberg states he experienced a medical issue and was hospitalized 
from June 8th until late June 15th. He attempted to complete the report on June 16th but was 
hospitalized again. He submitted the report electronically on June 18th, two working days past 
the deadline.  

 
 

2. Andrea Lovoll (4862) Board Action 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 

Waivers 
Recommended 

Action 
Member Soule 
moved to grant 
requests 1-5.  
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2024 LDR 6/17/24 6/25/24 $125 No.  Waive.  
Ms. Lovoll states that she encountered difficulties with CFRO’s online system, which prevented 
her from submitting her report on time. Ms. Lovoll attempted to contact Board staff via email and 
phone, however she did not receive a response due to CFB staff changes. After several 
unsuccessful attempts to submit the report electronically, Ms. Lovoll physically delivered her 
report to the CFB office after the deadline. 

 
3. John Ongaro (7516) Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 
Waivers 

Recommended 
Action 
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2024 LDR 6/17/24 7/1/24 $225 No. Waive. Member Soule 
moved to grant 
requests 1-5. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

Mr. Ongaro states his wife passed away on June 26th. The past month has been extremely 
challenging for him. As a result, he was late in submitting his forms. Ongaro requests a waiver 
for the delay and hopes for understanding during this difficult time. 

 
 

4. Automotive Service Political Action Committee (40683)  Board Action 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 

Waivers 
Recommended 

Action 
Member Soule 
moved to grant 
requests 1-5. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2024 June 6/14/24 6/17/24 $50 Yes.  
$50 - 2022 
1st Quarter 
Report, due 

to family 
medical 

emergency.  

Waive.  

Jodi Pillsbury, Office Manager for AASP called CFB staff on June 14, 2024, for help due to 
technical errors with CFRO. She did not receive a response. She submitted her report on June 
17, 2024, and notified Board staff via email that she submitted it, not knowing if it was done 
correctly, but wanting to ensure its submission.  

 
5. Kevin Cray (4735) Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 
Waivers 

Recommended Action Member Soule 
moved to grant 
requests 1-5. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2024 
LDR 

6/17/24 6/18/24 $25 No. Waive. 

McKenzie Bolduc, the Vice President of Coalition for Community Solar Access (the principal) 
states she tried to file the report multiple times but had technical issues with the Board’s 
electronic reporting system. Because of those issues, they submitted the report via email to 
Board staff on 6/18/24.   

 
6. Free Employee and Agent PAC (41341) Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 
Waivers 

Recommended 
Action 

Member Soule 
moved to reduce the 
$550 LFF to $300 
leaving a total owed 
of $350.  
 
Flynn, Rashid, 
Soule, Swanson 
voted yes. Kleis 
voted no.  
 
  

2023 year-end 
2024 June 

1/31/24 
6/14/24 

2/2/24 
7/2/24 

$50 
$550 

No.   

Treasurer Chris Merideth states the delay was due to an oversight exacerbated by a heavy 
workload caused by significant employee turnover. Merideth stressed their typical attentiveness 
to compliance matters and portrayed the incident as an isolated one. The committee registered 
with the Board in September 2023 and two of its three reports were filed late. The 2023 year-
end report disclosed zero financial activity. The 2024 June report likewise disclosed zero new 
financial activity. Merideth mentioned that the committee has implemented measures to prevent 
a recurrence and asked the Board to consider waiving the fees. Merideth also pointed out that 
the organization is a small startup. Merideth expressed appreciation for the consideration and 
offered to provide more information if necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 

7. Larry Johnson (4808) Board Action 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 

Waivers 
Recommended 

Action 
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2024 LDR 6/17/24 6/18/24 $25 No. Do not waive. Mr. LeBeau 
appeared on behalf 
of Mr. Johnson.  
 
Member Soule 
moved to waive the 
fee.  
 
Rashid, Soule, 
Swanson voted yes. 
Flynn and Kleis 
voted no.  
 
Motion did not pass.  

Reid LeBeau, designated lobbyist for CVS Health (the principal) states they didn’t receive an 
email notice from CFB reminding them to file. Board records show that email reminders were 
sent to Johnson’s email address 6/5/24 and 6/12/24. LeBeau acknowledges that the email 
notice is a courtesy. LeBeau states they haven't had issues in the past and hope the Board 
considers that in their decision.  

 
8. Minnesota Pork PAC (41282) Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 
Waivers 

Recommended 
Action 

 
No motion was 
made to waive the 
fee. 

2024 June 6/14/24 6/21/24 $200 No. Do not waive.  
Pam Voelkel, deputy treasurer, states the organization has a history of filing reports on time and 
has made efforts to submit them ahead of schedule. The late filing was solely due to an 
oversight regarding the deadline. The individual responsible did not receive a notification about 
the overdue status until June 21st, at which point the report was promptly filed. However, Board 
staff sent an email to the chair and treasurer on June 12, 2024 reminding them to file. The 
report disclosed less than a dollar in new financial activity.  

 
C. Informational Items 

 
1. Payment of late filing fee for original EIS 

 
Scott Hesselgrave, $20 
Kathy Jorgenson-Hegstad, $20 

 
2. Payment of late filing fee for 2022 year-end report 
 

Unidos We Win PAC, $1,000 
 
3. Payment of late filing fee for 2023 year-end report 
 

Unidos We Win PAC, $1,000 
Minn Realtors Political Action Committee, $25 
 

4. Payment of late filing fee for 2024 1st Quarter report 
 
Minn Organization of Republican Veterans (MORVets), $50  
 

5. Payment of late filing fee for 2023 lobbyist principal report 
 
Project Lead the Way, $75 
The Coca-Cola Company, $50 

 
 

6. Payment of late filing fee for 2024 June report 
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Working America Minn Political Committee, $150 
Minn Realtors Political Action Committee, $200 
 

7. Payment of late filing fee for 2023 June report 
 
AFSCME Council 5 People Fund, $100 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE RULEMAKING UPDATE 
 
Mr. Olson presented the Board with an update on administrative rulemaking.  
 
PRIMA FACIE DETERMINATIONS 
 
A. Complaint of Mark Bray regarding lobbyist John Kysylyczyn  

 
Mr. Olson presented the Board with an overview of the complaint, and prima facie determination dismissing 
the complaint, regarding Mr. Kysylyczyn.  

 
LEGAL REPORT 
 
Mr. Hartshorn updated the Board on the Mariani matter.   
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned by the chair. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Jeff Sigurdson 
Executive Director 
 
Attachments: 
 
Executive Director’s Report 
Yearly Update on Reconciliation of Contributions between Registered Committees 
Advisory Opinion 464 memo 
AO 464 Public draft version 1 
AO 464 Public draft version 2  
Prima facie determinations memo 
Complaint against John M. Kysylyczyn  
Prima facie determination regarding John M. Kysylyczyn complaint 
Legal report 



 
 

 
 
 
 

Board Meeting Dates for Calendar Year 2024 
 

Meetings are at 9:30 A.M. unless otherwise noted. 
 

2024 
 
 

Wednesday, October 2 
 

Wednesday, November 6 
 

Wednesday, December 4 
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Date: August 28, 2024  
 
To:   Board Members 
 
From: Jeff Sigurdson, Executive Director  Telephone:  651-539-1189 
 
Re:  Executive Director’s Report – Board Operations  
 
Staffing 
 
Ploua Lor has been hired to fill the Lobbying Program Analyst position.  Ms. Lor has a 
Bachelor’s degree in Management Information Systems, and is working on a Master’s Degree in 
Data Analytics.  Her first day with the Board will be August 28, 2024. 
 
Report to the Legislature – Lobbying of Political Subdivisions 
 
At the 2024 legislative session, the Board was tasked with studying whether the laws regulating 
lobbying do or should distinguish between lobbying of public officials and lobbying of local 
officials in political subdivisions.  In particular, the Board was directed to study the statutory 
definitions of "lobbyist," "local official," "public official," and "official action of a political 
subdivision" as provided in Chapter 10A.  The Board will report the study's results to the 
legislature in January of 2025 and may include legislative recommendations on distinctions 
between the lobbying of public and local officials that the Board believes are warranted and 
appropriate.   
 
The Board held a public hearing on August 19th to hear ideas and comments from the lobbying 
community, organizations that represent political subdivisions, professional organizations, and 
good governance groups on this subject.  Chair Asp, Vice Chair Rashid, Member Flynn, and 
Member Swanson attended the meeting.  There were 53 individuals remotely signed on to 
watch the meeting, and about 11 individuals attending in person.  There were presentations by: 
the Scott County Association for Leadership and Efficiency (SCALE), the Minnesota State Bar 
Association (MSBA), Housing First Minnesota, the Minnesota Governmental Relations Council 
(MGRC), the Coalition of Greater Minnesota Cities, and the American Council of Engineering 
Companies of Minnesota (ACEC/MN).  In addition, the Minnesota Association of Townships 
(MAT) and the Greater Minnesota Partnership (GMNP) submitted written comments, as did 
many of the associations that presented at the meeting.  The written comments are available on 
the Board’s website at: cfb.mn.gov/citizen-resources/the-board/statutes-and-rules/report-to-the-
legislature-on-lobbying.  The recording of the hearing is also available at this link.       
 
 

https://cfb.mn.gov/citizen-resources/the-board/statutes-and-rules/report-to-the-legislature-on-lobbying/
https://cfb.mn.gov/citizen-resources/the-board/statutes-and-rules/report-to-the-legislature-on-lobbying/
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No organization advocated for eliminating the registration and reporting requirements for 
lobbying political subdivisions.  There were a number of suggestions made for the Board to 
consider, roughly grouped around the following: 
 

• Define “local lobbyist” to include only a person paid by a client specifically for advocating 
before a local government.  This definition would exclude local business owners 
collaborating with local officials, and representatives of businesses that require regular 
interactions with local officials. 

• Exclude from the definition of lobbyist individuals providing specific expertise and 
guidance to local officials based on the individual's training, education, or experience (for 
example engineers, architects). 

• Require individuals who lobby political subdivisions to register and report with the 
political subdivision.  

• The nature of township governance, which is usually three supervisors who are not 
professional government officials, makes it likely that there will be inadvertent violations 
of the gift prohibition in Chapter 10A.  Additionally, most major decisions for townships 
occur at the annual meeting, which is much different than how cities operate.  Consider 
whether township supervisors should be exempt from the gift prohibition, and whether 
townships should be excluded from what is defined as lobbying.       

• Distinguish between “policy decisions” and “quasi-judicial decisions”.  The MSBA in 
particular states that the definition of local lobbying should be limited to broader policy 
decisions that impact multiple people, for example adopting ordinances or a budget.  
Quasi-judicial decisions apply existing law to particular facts, for example variances to 
zoning regulations, and should be excluded from local lobbying definitions. 

• A concern that nonprofits that work with local government may imperil their tax-exempt 
status if the nonprofit’s employees need to register as lobbyists. 

• Under current statute an employee of a political subdivision that works more than 50 
hours in any month attempting to influence the action of another political subdivision is 
lobbying.  This is seen as negatively impacting the ability of local government to form 
joint power agreements, or even to work together on regional problems.  Suggestion to 
either greatly increase the 50-hour threshold, or eliminate the requirement entirely.   

• The definition of lobbyist should distinguish between the activities of professional 
lobbyists and citizens who provide information or advocate.  One way to do this is to 
modify the current registration threshold ($3,000 in compensation, or expending more 
than $3,000 in personal funds on lobbying) so that the threshold is a combination of 
compensation and time spent on lobbying activities.  The MGRC states that many states 
consider time spent lobbying when determining if registration as a lobbyist is required.  

 
Board staff will be researching what other states do regarding registration and reporting for 
lobbying local government, and along with continued dialog with interested parties, will create a 
working document that will be the basis of the report to the legislature.     
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Political Contribution Refunds in 2022 
 
The political contribution refund (PCR) program is administered by the Department of Revenue 
(DOR) as provided in Minnesota Statutes section 290.06.  The program provides that an eligible 
Minnesota voter who makes a monetary contribution to a candidate who has signed the public 
subsidy agreement, or to a major or minor political party unit, may apply for a refund from the 
DOR.  In 2023, the maximum amount that could be refunded during the calendar year was $50 
per person, or $100 per married couple.  Starting in 2024, the maximum amount that may be 
refunded per calendar year increased to $75 per person, or $150 per married couple. 
 
In August of each year the DOR reports to the Board the number of refunds, and the total value 
of the refunds, issued to donors in the prior calendar year.  The report provides the refund totals 
for individual candidate committees and political party units.  The report is posted on the Board’s 
website at cfb.mn.gov/citizen-resources/board-programs/public-subsidy-of-campaigns/historical-
use-of-public-subsidy-program.  On the website there are separate reports for candidates and 
party units for the years 2013 through 2023. 
 
The Board compares the PCR refunds issued for contributions to candidates and political party 
units to the contributions disclosed on the reports of receipts and expenditures filed with the 
Board.  The comparison is used to verify that the value of the refunds issued to contributors to a  
candidate or party unit do not exceed the contributions reported as received by that same 
candidate or party unit.   
 
In 2023 the DOR issued 29,916 PCR refunds with a value of $2,064,734.  Candidates issued 
6,665 receipts to donors resulting in refunds totaling $447,860.  Political party units issued 
23,251 receipts to donors resulting in refunds totaling $1,616,874.       
 
In 2023, individuals who contributed to RPM candidates were refunded $265,897, and 
individuals who contributed to DFL candidates were refunded $181,938.  However, donors to 
DFL party units were refunded $1,010,535, while donors to RPM party units were refunded 
$603,203.  In addition, donors to the Grassroots-Legalize-Cannabis Party were refunded 
$1,325; donors to the Legalize Marijuana Now Party were refunded $200; and donors to the 
Libertarian Party of MN were refunded $950.      
        
The 2023 reports for refunds issued, broken down by specific candidate committees and 
political party units, are attached to this memo.   
 
2024 Post Primary Public Subsidy Payments  
 
On August 26, 2024, the Board issued $2,093,920 in public subsidy payments to 230 qualified 
candidates for the House of Representatives.  To qualify for a public subsidy payment the 
candidate must register a principal campaign committee, sign the public subsidy agreement, be 
opposed at either the primary or general election, win the primary election if opposed, raise 
$1,500 in contributions from eligible Minnesota voters, and file an affidavit of contributions 
stating that the candidate has raised the required amount.   
 

https://cfb.mn.gov/citizen-resources/board-programs/public-subsidy-of-campaigns/historical-use-of-public-subsidy-program/
https://cfb.mn.gov/citizen-resources/board-programs/public-subsidy-of-campaigns/historical-use-of-public-subsidy-program/
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The money used for the public subsidy payments comes from two sources.  The “political party” 
portion of the payment is derived from the $5 political party check-off on the state income and 
property tax forms.  The political party check-off money is allocated among the offices for that 
party based on a formula that considers the number of taxpayers within a legislative district that 
selects a particular party, and the preceding state general election results for the district.  This  
results in a broad range of amounts for the political party payments depending on the relative 
strength of the political party in the district.  For example, party account payments issued to 
house candidates ranged from a low of $141 to the RPM candidate in District 60B, to a high of 
$10,507 issued to the DFL candidate in District 64A.    
 
The “general account” portion of the public subsidy payment comes from a statutory 
appropriation of $1,020,000 from the state general fund, and in 2024, from a one-time 
supplemental appropriation of $2,103,000.  Portions of the one-time appropriation will be held 
for senate and constitutional office candidates in 2026.  The general account payment is the 
same for every candidate for a given office regardless of party.  In 2024 the post-primary 
general account payment was $6,591.56.  In comparison, the general account payment for 
House candidates in 2022 was $1,977.84.  Overall, the payments to House candidates in 2022 
were $729,459; about a third as much as the total payments to House candidates in 2024.   
 
By party, total public subsidy payments were $1,232,495 for DFL candidates and $861,425 for 
RPM candidates.  There will be a second, much smaller public subsidy payment made in 
December.  The December payment is based on additional check-off amounts from tax forms 
processed by the Department of Revenue after the post-primary payment is made.    
  
A report of public subsidy payments by district and party is attached to this report. 
 
 
 
 
Attachments   
2023 PCR Refunds by Candidate and Party Unit 
2024 Post Primary Public Subsidy Payments  



2023 Contribution Refund Summary for Candidate Committees

Note: Contributions from a married couple filing jointly are reported as one contribution

Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

DFL

Acomb, Patty House - 45B 112 $5,891.66

Agbaje, Esther House - 59B 9 $410.00

Alvarado, Fernando Senate - 16 10 $800.00

Ansbacher, Cynthia (Cindy) House -  1B 3 $200.00

Bahner, Kristin House - 37B 1 $50.00

Becker-Finn, Jamie House - 40B 2 $83.33

Berg, Kaela Jo House - 55B 2 $75.00

Bernardy, Connie House - 39B 15 $1,350.00

Bierman, Robert House - 56A 116 $9,203.00

Blaha, Julie State Auditor 29 $1,191.71

Boldon, Liz Senate - 25 6 $360.00

Boone, Charles "Nash" House - 41B 1 $50.00

Brand, Jeff House - 18A 12 $885.00

Buckmeier, Sonja House - 30A 12 $600.00

Calhoun, Tami House - 14A 11 $600.00

Callais, Cynthia House - 52B 33 $1,884.29

Carlson, (Robert) Andrew House - 50B 1 $100.00

Carlson, James Senate - 52 70 $4,787.37

Carroll, Ned House - 42A 4 $225.00

Clardy, Mary Frances House - 53A 16 $1,070.00

Cogelow, Fred House - 16B 1 $50.00



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Cohn, Brian House - 57B 22 $1,650.00

Coulter, Nathan House - 51B 5 $400.00

Curran, Brion House - 36B 1 $20.00

Cwodzinski, Steve Senate - 49 24 $1,850.00

Dibble, D Scott Senate - 61 12 $716.67

Dolson, Charles Senate -  5 1 $50.00

Driscoll, Patricia House - 41A 1 $100.00

Droba, Harley House -  3A 57 $3,350.00

Dziedzic, Kari (Karen) Senate - 60 38 $2,825.00

Ecklund, Robert House -  3A 1 $100.00

Elkins, Steve House - 50B 6 $300.00

Ellison, Keith Attorney General 307 $16,349.98

Emmerich, Justin Senate - 56 15 $850.00

Fateh, Omar Senate - 62 1 $50.00

Feist, Sandra House - 39B 37 $2,300.00

Fischer, Peter House - 44A 41 $3,117.86

Folch, Tina House - 41B 1 $100.00

Frazier, Cedrick House - 43A 1 $50.00

Frederick, Luke House - 18B 8 $475.00

Freiberg, Mike House - 43B 97 $4,890.88

Gomez, Aisha House - 62A 21 $1,272.59

Grabau, Clarice Senate - 58 1 $100.00

Greene, Julie House - 50a 8 $399.99

Greenman, Emma House - 63B 35 $2,215.38

Gustafson, Heather Senate - 36 42 $2,958.33



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Hansen, Richard (Rick) House - 53B 52 $3,633.57

Hauschild, Grant Senate -  3 1 $33.00

Hawj, Foung Senate - 67 13 $650.00

Hemmingsen-Jaeger, Amand House - 47A 16 $1,000.00

Her, Kaohly House - 64A 10 $550.00

Hill, Josiah House - 33B 43 $3,395.00

Hilstrom, Debra House - 40B 1 $50.00

Hoffman, John Senate - 34 14 $1,083.33

Holmes, Heather House - 24A 1 $25.00

Hornstein, Frank House - 61A 8 $500.00

Hortman, Melissa House - 34B 65 $4,658.33

Howard, Michael House - 51A 13 $815.00

Huot, John Duffy House - 56B 26 $1,943.06

Jordan, Sydney House - 60A 1 $50.00

Keeler, Heather House -  4A 1 $25.00

Kells, Nathan House - 48A 18 $875.00

Klein, Matthew Senate - 53 21 $1,380.00

Koegel, Erin House - 39A 2 $100.00

Kotyza-Witthuhn, Carlie House - 49B 6 $350.00

Kozlowski, Alicia House -  8B 5 $330.00

Kraft, Larry House - 46A 57 $3,000.95

Kruger, Sarah House - 26A 1 $100.00

Kunesh, Mary Senate - 39 19 $1,030.00

Kupec, Rob Senate -  4 4 $350.00

Latz, Ronald Senate - 46 9 $766.99



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Lawhead, Brandon Senate - 23 1 $50.00

Lee, Kaozouapa Elizabeth House - 67A 2 $100.00

Liebling, Tina House - 24B 46 $3,188.71

Lislegard, David House -  7B 34 $2,203.03

Long, James (Jamie) House - 61B 7 $550.00

Mann, Alice Senate - 50 14 $1,000.00

Marty, John Senate - 40 60 $4,442.01

Masin, Sandra House - 52A 4 $200.00

McEwen, Jen Senate -  8 7 $450.00

Miller, Jay House - 52B 3 $200.00

Mitchell, Nicole Senate - 47 35 $2,043.48

Mohamed, Zaynab Senate - 63 1 $23.07

Moller, Kelly House - 40A 92 $6,912.31

Murphy, Erin Senate - 64 18 $1,242.58

Nelson, Michael House - 38A 30 $2,140.00

Newton, Jerry House - 35B 3 $150.00

Norris, Matt House - 32B 74 $5,062.14

Olson, Reed House -  2A 32 $1,875.00

Pappas, Sandra Senate - 65 8 $491.66

Pelowski Jr, Gene House - 26A 19 $1,400.00

Pha, Susan Senate - 38 7 $515.90

Pinto, David House - 64B 82 $4,785.90

Port, Lindsey Senate - 55 1 $50.00

Pryor, Laurie House - 49A 4 $200.00

Pursell, Kristi House - 58A 24 $1,823.38



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Putnam, Aric Senate - 14 16 $1,315.00

Radosevich, Pete House - 11A 1 $100.00

Rehm, Lucy House - 48B 27 $1,875.00

Rehrauer, Kari Senate - 35 1 $50.00

Rehrauer, Kari House - 35B 53 $3,578.51

Rest, Ann Senate - 43 4 $250.00

Reyer, Lizabeth House - 52A 34 $2,122.62

Schultz, Jennifer House -  7A 1 $33.33

Seeberger, Judy Senate - 41 8 $400.00

Sencer-Mura, Samantha House - 63A 21 $1,276.64

Smith, Andrew House - 25B 2 $100.00

Stephenson, Zachary House - 35A 13 $925.00

Stewart, Ann Johnson Senate - 45 51 $3,949.49

Strom, Susan Ranae House - 36A 1 $50.00

Tabke, Brad House - 54A 47 $3,519.99

Valento, Hanna House - 33A 2 $130.00

Vang, Samantha House - 38B 2 $150.00

Verbeten, Clare Oumou Senate - 66 8 $439.28

Virnig, Bianca House - 52B 44 $2,574.00

Westlin, Bonnie Senate - 42 12 $625.00

Wiklund, Melissa Halvorson Senate - 51 1 $50.00

Wolgamott, Dan House - 14B 22 $1,409.09

Wroblewski, Lucia House - 41A 160 $10,139.38

Xiong, Tou Senate - 44 1 $100.00

Xiong, Jay House - 67B 5 $250.00



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Youakim, Cheryl House - 46B 34 $2,375.00

2,835 $181,938.77Party Total

GRP

Paulsen, Darrell Governor 6 $24.00

6 $24.00Party Total

RPM

Abeler, Jim Senate - 35 71 $5,925.00

Allen, Keith House - 19A 7 $600.00

Altendorf, Pamela House - 20A 125 $8,466.65

Anderson, Paul House - 12A 70 $5,580.00

Anderson, Bruce Senate - 29 3 $250.00

Anderson, Patricia House - 33A 89 $7,275.00

Attia, Karen Senate - 34 5 $325.00

Backer, Jeff House -  9A 34 $2,808.75

Bakeberg, Ben House - 54B 101 $6,702.00

Baker, David (Dave) House - 16B 3 $250.00

Bennett, Peggy House - 23A 85 $4,399.04

Bliss, Matt House -  2B 9 $800.00

Boe, Greg House - 48B 3 $200.00

Burkel, John House -  1A 2 $200.00

Burkett, Kathy House - 42A 1 $50.00

Chamberlain, Roger Senate - 36 1 $50.00

Coleman, Julia Senate - 48 17 $1,250.00

Cousineau, Lorie House - 45B 1 $100.00

Dahms, Gary Senate - 15 226 $10,702.51

Daniels, Brian House - 19A 43 $3,500.00



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Daudt, Kurt House - 27B 26 $2,135.00

Davis, Ben House -  6A 39 $3,200.00

Demuth, Lisa House - 13A 15 $1,325.00

Doerr, Stephen House - 26A 9 $483.33

Dorau, Dwight House - 47B 43 $2,488.00

Dornink, Gene Senate - 23 37 $2,760.71

Dotseth, Jeff House - 11A 65 $4,820.00

Drazkowski, Steve Senate - 20 23 $1,225.00

Duckworth, Zach Senate - 57 11 $650.00

Eichorn, Justin Senate -  6 3 $250.00

Engen, Elliott House - 36A 14 $1,100.00

Farnsworth, Robert Senate -  7 45 $3,525.00

Fogelman, Marj House - 21B 26 $1,975.00

Franson, Mary House - 12B 110 $7,983.33

Ganzer, Brad House - 34A 5 $500.00

Garofalo, Patrick House - 58B 39 $3,384.84

Gillman, Dawn House - 17A 10 $800.00

Green, Steve Senate -  2 32 $2,525.00

Gruenhagen, Glenn Senate - 17 155 $11,776.67

Halmrast, Lynn House -  4A 1 $100.00

Harder, Bobbie House - 17B 37 $2,878.00

Heintzeman, Joshua House -  6B 124 $6,950.00

Housley, Karin Senate - 33 30 $2,275.00

Howe, Jeff Senate - 13 43 $3,553.33

Hudson, Walter House - 30A 16 $924.00



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Igo, Spencer House -  7A 13 $725.00

Jacob, Steven House - 20B 33 $2,900.00

Japuntich, Rachel Senate - 40 1 $50.00

Jasinski, John Senate - 19 2 $150.00

Jensen, Scott Governor 15 $671.99

Johnson, Kirsten House - 50A 1 $100.00

Johnson, Mark Timothy Senate -  1 1 $50.00

Johnson, Brian House - 28A 41 $3,175.00

Joy, Jim House -  4B 32 $2,683.33

Jurgens, Tony Senate - 41 1 $100.00

Kiel, Debra (Deb) House -  1B 87 $7,369.39

Knudsen, Krista House -  5A 9 $753.00

Koran, Mark Senate - 28 10 $733.33

Koznick, Jon House - 57A 60 $5,550.00

Kresha, Ronald House - 10A 28 $1,960.00

Kreun, Michael Senate - 32 41 $3,415.64

Limmer, Warren Senate - 37 2 $150.00

Lonnquist, Cynthia House - 52B 48 $2,600.41

Lucero, Eric Senate - 30 48 $3,256.10

Mathews, Andrew Senate - 27 36 $2,105.00

Matteson, Polly House - 35B 2 $100.00

McDonald, Joseph (Joe) House - 29A 2 $133.33

Mekeland, Shane House - 27A 4 $350.00

Miller, Jeremy Senate - 26 100 $4,726.66

Moe, Alex House - 32B 4 $200.00



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Monson, Sheldon House -  5B 2 $200.00

Mueller, Patricia House - 23B 91 $6,728.51

Murphy, Tom House -  9B 40 $3,389.99

Myers, Andrew House - 45A 26 $2,076.92

Myhra, Pam Senate - 55 6 $450.00

Nelson, Carla Senate - 24 46 $2,941.65

Niska, Harry House - 31A 8 $408.25

Novotny, Paul House - 30B 19 $1,260.00

O'Driscoll, Tim House - 13B 17 $1,220.00

Olson, Rita Hillmann House - 58A 28 $1,315.00

Olson, Christian Bjorn House - 22A 50 $4,350.00

Osmek, David Senate - 17 6 $400.00

Pafko, Frank Senate - 51 1 $50.00

Petersburg, John House - 19B 24 $1,883.33

Pratt, Eric Senate - 54 2 $100.00

Rarick, Jason Senate - 11 1 $100.00

Rasmusson, Jordan Senate -  9 1 $100.00

Repinski, Aaron House - 26A 91 $4,410.00

Robbins, Kristin House - 37A 65 $5,500.00

Schomacker, Joe House - 21A 31 $1,508.84

Schultz, Isaac House - 10B 39 $3,169.99

Scott, Peggy Sue House - 31B 29 $2,484.09

Sharp, Mike House - 39B 13 $700.00

Shen, Allen House - 40B 2 $100.00

Skraba, Roger Joseph House -  3A 18 $1,350.00



Candidate Name Office Sought Contributions Refunded Amount

Steffenhagen, Caleb House - 48B 47 $4,175.00

Swedzinski, Chris House - 15A 32 $2,671.74

Torkelson, Paul House - 15B 93 $4,954.32

Urdahl, Dean House - 16A 39 $3,000.00

Utke, Paul Senate -  5 14 $950.00

Warwas, Cal House -  7B 102 $6,652.00

Weber, Bill Senate - 21 50 $3,568.53

West, Nolan House - 32A 4 $349.01

Westrom, Torrey Senate - 12 34 $2,081.25

Wiener, Michael House -  5B 9 $800.00

Wiens, Mark House - 41A 24 $1,970.00

Witte, Jeff House - 57B 43 $3,275.00

Wolf, Pam Senate - 39 2 $100.00

Zeleznikar, Natalie House -  3B 67 $5,300.00

Zupancich, Andrea Senate -  3 133 $6,824.99

3,824 $265,897.75Party Total

6,665 $447,860.52Grand Total



2023 Contribution Refund Summary for Political Party Units

Note: Contributions from a married couple filing jointly are reported as one contribution

Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

Democratic Farmer Labor Party

3rd Congressional District DFL $100.001

4th Congressional District DFL $162.962

5th Congressional District DFL $20.001

6th Congressional District DFL $100.001

8th Congressional District DFL $100.001

2nd Senate District DFL $350.006

5B House District DFL $300.005

7th Senate District DFL $2,450.0031

8th Senate District DFL $286.0012

10th Senate District DFL $100.001

11A House District DFL $750.008

13th Senate District DFL $3,450.0046

14th Senate District DFL $1,855.8937

15th Senate District DFL $193.466

19th Senate District DFL $339.585

24B House District DFL (Olmsted 20/24) $575.008

25th Senate District DFL $5,716.6781

26th Senate District DFL $50.001

27th Senate District DFL $450.006

28th Senate District DFL $2,100.0028

29th Senate District DFL $2,887.5037



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

2nd Congressional District DFL $50.005

30th Senate District DFL $250.003

31st Senate District DFL $780.0012

32nd Senate District DFL $100.001

33rd Senate District DFL $2,076.0028

34th Senate District DFL $100.002

35th Senate District DFL $1,631.4833

36th Senate District DFL $400.005

37th Senate District DFL $1,095.2417

38th Senate District DFL $182.144

39th Senate Dsitrict DFL $300.008

40th Senate District DFL $479.9910

41st Senate District DFL $1,305.9522

42nd Senate District DFL $2,975.0044

43rd Senate District DFL $1,825.0036

44th Senate District DFL $345.596

45th Senate District DFL $5,352.1673

46th Senate District DFL $780.0012

47th Senate District DFL $1,977.4441

48th Senate District DFL $1,315.0016

49th Senate District DFL $2,000.0030

50th Senate District DFL $2,704.9942

51st Senate District DFL $414.5513

52nd Senate District DFL $471.426

53rd Senate District DFL $189.548

54th Senate District DFL $450.005



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

55th Senate District DFL $400.005

56th Senate District DFL $618.5019

57th Senate District DFL $786.9013

59th Senate District DFL $100.002

61st Senate District DFL $1,041.6721

62nd Senate District DFL $400.008

63rd Senate District DFL $260.9910

64th Senate District DFL $1,355.9523

65th Senate District DFL $50.001

67th Senate District DFL $100.002

9th Senate District DFL $50.001

Aitkin County DFL $2,550.0030

Anoka County DFL $737.5011

Becker County DFL $4,100.0050

Beltrami County DFL $7,750.00111

Benton-Isanti-Mille Lacs 10 DFL $300.005

Big Stone County DFL $4,650.0070

Blue Earth County DFL $684.2910

Brooklyn Park DFL $400.006

Brown County DFL $3,400.0043

Cass County DFL $2,980.0042

Chippewa County DFL $450.005

Clay County DFL $2,050.0028

Clearwater County DFL $50.001

Cook County DFL $900.0012

Cottonwood County DFL $800.009



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

Crow Wing County DFL $6,285.5588

Dakota County DFL $150.003

DFL House Caucus $53,563.75845

DFL Senate Caucus $22,031.55391

Dodge County DFL $500.005

Douglas County DFL $4,520.0058

Duluth DFL $1,247.5022

Faribault County DFL $1,000.0014

Fillmore County DFL $1,000.0018

Freeborn County DFL $2,500.0030

Goodhue County DFL $1,628.7134

Grant County DFL $2,060.0028

Houston County DFL $2,000.0029

Hubbard County DFL $2,975.0044

Itasca County DFL $4,750.0060

Jackson County DFL $1,050.0012

Kanabec County DFL $600.007

Kandiyohi County DFL $3,075.0039

Koochiching County DFL $750.0010

Lac qui Parle County DFL $950.0011

Lake County DFL $2,383.3331

Lake of the Woods DFL $800.0015

Le Sueur/Scott (22) County DFL $450.006

Lyon County DFL $2,730.0039

Marshall/Pennington County DFL $100.001

Martin County DFL $550.006



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

McLeod County DFL $3,500.0044

Meeker County DFL $1,100.0014

Minn DFL State Central Committee $762,576.1611002

Minneapolis DFL $973.1441

Morrison County DFL $3,370.0040

Mower County DFL $1,091.6715

Murray County DFL $1,550.0020

Nicollet County DFL $74.991

Nobles County DFL $525.007

Otter Tail County DFL $2,904.9938

Pine County DFL (HD 11B) $550.006

Pipestone County DFL $1,000.0012

Polk and Red Lake County DFL $2,750.0049

Pope County DFL $350.005

Renville County DFL $546.989

Rice County DFL $977.9229

Richfield DFL $150.002

Rock County DFL $1,650.0019

Sibley County DFL $100.001

St Louis County (03) DFL $1,300.0027

St Louis County (07) DFL $650.008

St Paul DFL $40.003

Stearns County DFL (Stearns-12) $1,600.0020

Steele County DFL $850.0010

Swift County DFL $1,100.0018

Todd Wadena County DFL $350.006



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

Wabasha County DFL $2,000.0024

Waseca County DFL $2,650.0035

Watonwan County DFL $1,200.0014

Wilkin County DFL $350.004

Winona County DFL $4,200.0055

14,768 $1,010,535.59Subtotals:

Grassroots Party

Grassroots-Legalize Cannabis Party $1,325.0021

21 $1,325.00Subtotals:

Legalize Marijuana Now Party

Legal Marijuana Now Party $200.003

3 $200.00Subtotals:

Libertarian Party of Minnesota

Libertarian Party of Minn $950.0015

15 $950.00Subtotals:

Republican Party of Minnesota

2nd Congressional District RPM $1,086.6619

4th Congressional District RPM $100.002

7th Congressional District RPM $550.007

8th Senate District RPM $300.004

12th Senate District RPM $100.001

13th Senate District RPM $165.003

14th Senate District RPM $467.397



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

1st Congressional District RPM $1,091.7817

27B House District RPM $60.002

30th Senate District RPM $100.001

31st Senate District RPM $4,250.0065

32nd Senate District RPM $220.004

33rd Senate District RPM $500.007

34th Senate District RPM $800.0012

35th Senate District RPM $939.9923

36th Senate District RPM $330.004

37th Senate District RPM $530.309

38th Senate District RPM $50.001

39th Senate District RPM $874.9817

3B House District RPM $400.007

3rd Congressional District RPM $50.001

40th Senate District RPM $950.0016

41st Senate District RPM $416.667

42nd Senate District RPM $1,425.0029

43rd Senate District RPM $200.003

44th Senate District RPM $100.002

45th Senate District RPM $25.001

46th Senate District RPM $3,435.6948

47th Senate District RPM $1,652.7222

49th Senate District RPM $1,202.0016

50th Senate District RPM $967.5225

51st Senate District RPM $350.006

52nd Senate District RPM $3,379.2248



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

53rd Senate District RPM $1,650.0028

55th Senate District RPM $1,320.0021

56th Senate District RPM $450.007

57th Senate District RPM $50.001

58B House District RPM $100.002

61st Senate District RPM $150.003

63rd Senate District RPM $300.006

64th Senate District RPM $725.0010

65th Senate District RPM $400.008

66A House District RPM $200.003

67th Senate District RPM $50.001

Aitkin County RPM $100.001

Becker County RPM $4,950.0059

Beltrami County RPM $6,404.1681

Benton County RPM $2,490.0038

Blue Earth County RPM $874.5411

Brown County RPM $2,025.0027

Carlton County RPM $2,850.0033

Carver County RPM $640.0010

Cass County RPM $1,850.0022

Chippewa County RPM $500.006

Chisago County RPM $1,600.0023

Clay County RPM $750.009

Clearwater County RPM $3,310.6041

Cook County RPM $500.005

Cottonwood County RPM $250.003



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

Crow Wing County RPM $1,270.0026

Dodge County RPM $400.004

Douglas County RPM $650.009

Faribault County RPM $1,300.0016

Fillmore County RPM $2,100.0026

Freeborn County RPM $2,939.2841

Goodhue County RPM $3,000.0034

Grant County RPM $1,700.0020

Houston County RPM $1,816.6621

HRCC $93,061.621429

Hubbard County RPM $1,850.0027

Isanti County RPM $390.008

Itasca County RPM $22,550.00290

Jackson County RPM $3,850.0045

Kanabec County RPM $1,149.9817

Kandiyohi County RPM $3,354.0444

Lac qui Parle County RPM $1,800.0020

Lake County RPM $2,850.0034

Lake of the Woods RPM $400.005

LeSueur County RPM $3,650.0040

Lyon County RPM $2,598.7029

Mahnomen County RPM $200.002

Marshall County RPM $400.004

McLeod County RPM $2,700.0034

Meeker County RPM $2,400.0038

Mille Lacs County RPM $200.002



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

Minneapolis Republican Party $1,500.0023

Morrison County RPM $2,050.0029

Mower County RPM $1,049.2314

Murray County RPM $550.007

Nicollet County RPM $1,990.0025

Nobles County RPM $650.007

Olmsted County RPM $7,453.3392

Otter Tail County RPM $1,550.0018

Pine County RPM $800.0010

Pipestone County RPM $450.005

Polk County RPM $250.003

Pope County RPM $2,905.0034

Redwood County RPM $2,519.6032

Renville County RPM $3,750.0042

Republican Party of Minn $296,493.514112

Rice County RPM $810.0020

Rock County RPM $850.009

Roseau County RPM $450.005

Scott County RPM $1,325.0021

Senate Victory Fund (SVF) $36,306.09527

St Louis County RPM $200.004

St Paul RPM $25.001

Steele County RPM $4,900.0053

Swift County RPM $1,550.0018

Traverse County RPM $900.0011

Wabasha County RPM $839.9616



Party Units Contributions Refunded Amount

Wadena County RPM $2,124.9928

Waseca County RPM $3,950.0047

Watonwan County RPM $450.008

Wilkin County RPM $1,500.0018

Winona County RPM $600.009

Wright County RPM $2,322.0826

8,434 $603,203.28Subtotals:

23,241 $1,616,213.87Grand Totals:
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 
MAKES POST PRIMARY DISTRIBUTION OF  

2024 PUBLIC SUBSIDY PAYMENTS  
 
The Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board distributed $2,093,920 in public 
subsidy payments to 230 candidates who are running for the House of Representatives 
at the 2024 state general election.  A list of qualifying candidates and payments is 
attached. 
 
Of the 282 candidates who filed for the House of Representatives, 261 (93%) signed the 
voluntary agreement to abide by spending limits and to comply with other conditions of 
the agreement required under Minnesota Statutes Chapter 10A. 
 
To qualify for a public subsidy payment a candidate must:  

• be opposed at either the primary or general election,  
• appear on the general election ballot (win the primary election if opposed),      
• sign and timely file a public subsidy agreement with the Board to abide by 

applicable campaign expenditure limits, 
• and sign and timely file an affidavit of contributions stating that the candidate 

accumulated a specified amount in contributions from individuals eligible to vote 
in Minnesota.  

 
Funds for the public subsidy payment are derived from an appropriation from the state 
general fund that is based on the check-off included on the state income and property 
tax forms and an appropriation from the state general fund.  The legislature increased 
the size of the general fund appropriation in 2023, and as a result the total amount paid 
to House of Representative candidates in 2024 was almost three times the amount paid 
to candidates for that office in 2022. By party, the total post-primary public subsidy 
payments were: 
 
  
           DFL                  RPM                
 
House of Representatives     $1,232,495       $861,425               
  
    
DFL = Democratic Farmer Labor Party 
RPM = Republican Party of Minnesota 
 
Note:  No other major or minor party candidates qualified for a public subsidy payment in  
          2024.    
 
 



2024 Post Primary Public Subsidy Payments

Office Party Name
Party Account 

Payment
General  Account 

Payment
Total 

Payment

 1A

DFL James Sceville $728.02 $7,319.58$6,591.56

RPM John Burkel $413.33 $7,004.89$6,591.56

 1B

DFL Mike Christopherson $1,113.82 $7,705.39$6,591.56

RPM Steven Gander $597.77 $7,189.33$6,591.56

 2A

DFL Reed Olson $2,071.28 $8,662.84$6,591.56

RPM Bidal Duran $648.46 $7,240.02$6,591.56

 2B

DFL Michael Reyes $1,946.04 $8,537.60$6,591.56

 3A

DFL Harley Droba $3,765.80 $10,357.36$6,591.56

RPM Roger Joseph Skraba $1,117.43 $7,708.99$6,591.56

 3B

DFL Mark Munger $4,184.50 $10,776.07$6,591.56

RPM Natalie Zeleznikar $975.07 $7,566.63$6,591.56

 4A

DFL Heather Keeler $2,447.70 $9,039.27$6,591.56

RPM Joshua Zincke $493.40 $7,084.96$6,591.56

 4B

DFL Thaddeus Laugisch $1,944.51 $8,536.07$6,591.56

RPM Jim Joy $893.11 $7,484.67$6,591.56

 5A

DFL Brian Hobson $2,118.09 $8,709.65$6,591.56

RPM Krista Knudsen $1,151.29 $7,742.85$6,591.56

 5B

DFL Gregg Hendrickson $881.66 $7,473.22$6,591.56

RPM Michael Wiener $891.10 $7,482.66$6,591.56

 6A

RPM Ben Davis $1,310.95 $7,902.51$6,591.56
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Office Party Name
Party Account 

Payment
General  Account 

Payment
Total 

Payment

 6B

DFL Emily LeClaire $2,331.26 $8,922.82$6,591.56

RPM Joshua Heintzeman $1,263.48 $7,855.04$6,591.56

 7A

DFL Aron Schnaser $2,489.88 $9,081.44$6,591.56

RPM Spencer Igo $902.55 $7,494.11$6,591.56

 7B

DFL Lorrie Janatopoulos $3,539.52 $10,131.08$6,591.56

RPM Cal Warwas $972.17 $7,563.73$6,591.56

 8A

DFL Peter Johnson $4,164.89 $10,756.45$6,591.56

RPM Mark McGrew $474.52 $7,066.08$6,591.56

 8B

DFL Alicia Kozlowski $5,394.02 $11,985.58$6,591.56

RPM Shawn Savela $555.42 $7,146.98$6,591.56

 9A

DFL Michael Ziomko $1,172.30 $7,763.86$6,591.56

RPM Jeff Backer $745.86 $7,337.42$6,591.56

10A

DFL Julia Hipp $1,365.09 $7,956.65$6,591.56

RPM Ronald Kresha $982.86 $7,574.42$6,591.56

10B

RPM Isaac Schultz $1,111.39 $7,702.96$6,591.56

11A

DFL Pete Radosevich $2,911.42 $9,502.99$6,591.56

RPM Jeff Dotseth $701.78 $7,293.35$6,591.56

11B

DFL Eric Olson $1,771.32 $8,362.88$6,591.56

RPM Nathan Nelson $1,033.29 $7,624.85$6,591.56

12A

RPM Paul Anderson $711.13 $7,302.70$6,591.56

12B

RPM Mary Franson $1,095.73 $7,687.29$6,591.56
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13A

DFL Cindy Aho $1,770.63 $8,362.19$6,591.56

RPM Lisa Demuth $1,203.03 $7,794.59$6,591.56

13B

DFL Dusty Bolstad $1,873.81 $8,465.37$6,591.56

RPM Tim O'Driscoll $928.89 $7,520.45$6,591.56

14A

DFL Abdi Daisane $2,193.02 $8,784.58$6,591.56

14B

DFL Dan Wolgamott $2,244.82 $8,836.38$6,591.56

RPM Sue Ek $578.36 $7,169.92$6,591.56

15A

DFL Anthony Studemann $1,279.51 $7,871.07$6,591.56

15B

DFL Tom Kuster $1,221.83 $7,813.40$6,591.56

RPM Paul Torkelson $877.20 $7,468.76$6,591.56

16A

DFL Kathy Jorgenson-Hegstad $1,084.44 $7,676.00$6,591.56

RPM Scott Van Binsbergen $541.48 $7,133.04$6,591.56

16B

DFL Josiah Daniel Ampian $1,373.39 $7,964.95$6,591.56

RPM David (Dave) Baker $847.64 $7,439.21$6,591.56

17A

RPM Dawn Gillman $837.73 $7,429.29$6,591.56

17B

DFL Jennifer Nuesse $1,368.99 $7,960.55$6,591.56

RPM Bobbie Harder $1,513.23 $8,104.80$6,591.56

18A

DFL Jeff Brand $2,477.22 $9,068.78$6,591.56

RPM Erica Schwartz $978.57 $7,570.13$6,591.56

18B

DFL Luke Frederick $2,398.33 $8,989.89$6,591.56

RPM Dar Vosburg $519.60 $7,111.16$6,591.56

Monday, August 26, 2024 Page 3 of 11



Office Party Name
Party Account 

Payment
General  Account 

Payment
Total 

Payment

19A

DFL Jessica Navarro $2,668.65 $9,260.21$6,591.56

RPM Keith Allen $887.30 $7,478.86$6,591.56

19B

DFL Edelgard Fernandez Mejia $1,342.63 $7,934.19$6,591.56

RPM Thomas James Sexton $920.60 $7,512.17$6,591.56

20A

DFL Heather Arndt $2,567.00 $9,158.56$6,591.56

RPM Pamela Altendorf $1,023.93 $7,615.49$6,591.56

20B

DFL Michael Hutchinson $2,182.63 $8,774.19$6,591.56

RPM Steven Jacob $1,309.17 $7,900.73$6,591.56

21A

RPM Joe Schomacker $725.75 $7,317.32$6,591.56

21B

DFL Jon Wilson $869.09 $7,460.65$6,591.56

22A

DFL Marisa Ulmen $1,127.85 $7,719.41$6,591.56

RPM Christian Bjorn Olson $897.77 $7,489.33$6,591.56

22B

DFL Sara Nett-Torgrimson $1,475.64 $8,067.20$6,591.56

RPM Terry Stier $975.60 $7,567.16$6,591.56

23A

DFL Joseph (Joe) Staloch $1,391.77 $7,983.33$6,591.56

RPM Peggy Bennett $691.58 $7,283.14$6,591.56

23B

DFL Joseph Pacovsky $2,352.76 $8,944.32$6,591.56

RPM Patricia Mueller $773.13 $7,364.70$6,591.56

24A

DFL Heather Holmes $1,890.40 $8,481.96$6,591.56

RPM Duane Quam $1,210.47 $7,802.03$6,591.56

24B

DFL Tina Liebling $3,333.57 $9,925.13$6,591.56

RPM Dan Sepeda $1,067.42 $7,658.98$6,591.56
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25A

DFL Kimberly (Kim) Hicks $3,348.42 $9,939.98$6,591.56

RPM Ken Navitsky $1,081.41 $7,672.97$6,591.56

25B

DFL Andrew Smith $3,428.99 $10,020.55$6,591.56

RPM Wes Lund $770.69 $7,362.26$6,591.56

26A

DFL Sarah Kruger $2,909.00 $9,500.56$6,591.56

RPM Aaron Repinski $712.78 $7,304.34$6,591.56

26B

DFL Allie Wolf $1,729.20 $8,320.76$6,591.56

27A

RPM Shane Mekeland $1,278.73 $7,870.29$6,591.56

27B

RPM Bryan Lawrence $1,352.39 $7,943.95$6,591.56

28A

DFL Tim Dummer $1,521.74 $8,113.30$6,591.56

RPM James "Jimmy" Gordon $1,097.70 $7,689.26$6,591.56

28B

DFL Mary Jo Murphy $2,166.60 $8,758.16$6,591.56

RPM Maxwell (Max) Rymer $1,077.30 $7,668.86$6,591.56

29A

DFL Chris Brazelton $1,675.60 $8,267.16$6,591.56

RPM Joseph (Joe) McDonald $1,300.35 $7,891.91$6,591.56

29B

DFL Colton Kratky $1,338.53 $7,930.10$6,591.56

RPM Marion Olivia Rarick $1,101.57 $7,693.13$6,591.56

30A

DFL Sonja Buckmeier $1,863.04 $8,454.60$6,591.56

RPM Walter Hudson $1,230.52 $7,822.08$6,591.56

30B

DFL Paul Bolin $2,049.90 $8,641.46$6,591.56

RPM Paul Novotny $1,334.78 $7,926.34$6,591.56

31A

RPM Harry Niska $1,672.71 $8,264.27$6,591.56
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31B

DFL Gadisa Berkessa $2,335.66 $8,927.22$6,591.56

RPM Peggy Sue Scott $1,951.36 $8,542.93$6,591.56

32A

DFL Ashton Ramsammy $2,996.61 $9,588.17$6,591.56

RPM Nolan West $1,527.73 $8,119.29$6,591.56

32B

DFL Matt Norris $3,095.62 $9,687.18$6,591.56

RPM Alex Moe $1,258.90 $7,850.47$6,591.56

33A

DFL Jake Ross $3,717.14 $10,308.70$6,591.56

RPM Patricia Anderson $1,538.70 $8,130.26$6,591.56

33B

DFL Josiah Hill $4,634.78 $11,226.34$6,591.56

RPM Jessica Johnson $1,386.99 $7,978.55$6,591.56

34A

DFL Brian Raines $4,739.22 $11,330.78$6,591.56

RPM Danny Nadeau $2,165.84 $8,757.40$6,591.56

34B

DFL Melissa Hortman $4,791.20 $11,382.76$6,591.56

RPM Scott Simmons $1,187.98 $7,779.55$6,591.56

35A

DFL Zachary Stephenson $3,038.38 $9,629.94$6,591.56

RPM Joshua Jungling $1,188.52 $7,780.08$6,591.56

35B

DFL Kari Rehrauer $2,936.52 $9,528.08$6,591.56

RPM Steven Pape $1,214.55 $7,806.11$6,591.56

36A

DFL Janelle Calhoun $4,732.78 $11,324.34$6,591.56

RPM Elliott Engen $1,853.65 $8,445.21$6,591.56

36B

DFL Brion Curran $6,730.57 $13,322.13$6,591.56

RPM Patricia Bradway $1,794.86 $8,386.42$6,591.56
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37A

DFL Laurie Wolfe $4,711.92 $11,303.48$6,591.56

RPM Kristin Robbins $2,428.24 $9,019.80$6,591.56

37B

DFL Kristin Bahner $5,669.15 $12,260.71$6,591.56

RPM John Bristol $1,938.94 $8,530.50$6,591.56

38A

DFL Huldah Momanyi Hiltsley $3,524.22 $10,115.78$6,591.56

RPM Brad Olson $597.70 $7,189.27$6,591.56

38B

DFL Samantha Vang $3,500.59 $10,092.15$6,591.56

RPM Robert Marvin $574.32 $7,165.88$6,591.56

39A

DFL Erin Koegel $3,118.11 $9,709.67$6,591.56

RPM Rod Sylvester $764.58 $7,356.14$6,591.56

39B

DFL Sandra Feist $5,433.24 $12,024.80$6,591.56

RPM Kt Jacobs $861.15 $7,452.71$6,591.56

40B

DFL Curtis Johnson $8,111.26 $14,702.82$6,591.56

RPM Paul Wikstrom $1,300.75 $7,892.32$6,591.56

41A

DFL Lucia Wroblewski $4,611.23 $11,202.79$6,591.56

RPM Wayne Johnson $1,552.98 $8,144.54$6,591.56

41B

DFL Jen Fox $3,632.36 $10,223.92$6,591.56

42A

DFL Ned Carroll $5,678.08 $12,269.64$6,591.56

RPM Kathy Burkett $1,671.99 $8,263.55$6,591.56

42B

DFL Virginia (Ginny) Klevorn $5,855.52 $12,447.08$6,591.56

RPM Perry Nouis $1,550.84 $8,142.40$6,591.56

43A

DFL Cedrick Frazier $5,389.35 $11,980.91$6,591.56

RPM Todd Hesemann $694.53 $7,286.09$6,591.56
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43B

DFL Mike Freiberg $7,615.85 $14,207.41$6,591.56

RPM Steve Merriman $690.81 $7,282.37$6,591.56

44A

DFL Peter Fischer $5,629.37 $12,220.93$6,591.56

RPM Karla Nelson $1,167.93 $7,759.49$6,591.56

44B

DFL Leon Lillie $4,126.34 $10,717.90$6,591.56

45A

RPM Andrew Myers $2,437.11 $9,028.68$6,591.56

46A

DFL Larry Kraft $7,406.16 $13,997.72$6,591.56

RPM John Nagel $607.57 $7,199.13$6,591.56

46B

DFL Cheryl Youakim $6,711.58 $13,303.14$6,591.56

RPM Kim Rich $790.68 $7,382.24$6,591.56

47A

DFL Amanda Hemmingsen-Jaeger $5,055.62 $11,647.18$6,591.56

RPM Teresa Kay Whitson $1,070.69 $7,662.25$6,591.56

47B

DFL Ethan Cha $4,343.84 $10,935.40$6,591.56

RPM Dwight Dorau $1,183.02 $7,774.58$6,591.56

48A

DFL Nathan Kells $2,813.51 $9,405.07$6,591.56

RPM Jim Nash $1,708.32 $8,299.88$6,591.56

48B

DFL Lucy Rehm $3,266.49 $9,858.05$6,591.56

RPM Caleb Steffenhagen $1,378.02 $7,969.58$6,591.56

49A

DFL Alexander Falconer $6,700.75 $13,292.31$6,591.56

RPM Stacy Bettison $1,612.21 $8,203.77$6,591.56

49B

DFL Carlie Kotyza-Witthuhn $5,558.10 $12,149.66$6,591.56

RPM Wendi Russo $1,552.99 $8,144.55$6,591.56
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50A

DFL Julie Greene $6,936.20 $13,527.76$6,591.56

RPM Owen Michaelson $1,435.19 $8,026.75$6,591.56

50B

DFL Steve Elkins $6,760.34 $13,351.90$6,591.56

RPM Robert Gust $1,641.07 $8,232.63$6,591.56

51A

DFL Michael Howard $5,891.95 $12,483.52$6,591.56

51B

DFL Nathan Coulter $4,845.26 $11,436.82$6,591.56

RPM Lion Dale Johnson $1,154.23 $7,745.79$6,591.56

52A

DFL Lizabeth Reyer $4,373.43 $10,965.00$6,591.56

RPM Diane Anderson $1,152.52 $7,744.08$6,591.56

52B

DFL Bianca Virnig $5,431.85 $12,023.41$6,591.56

RPM Douglas Willetts $1,420.59 $8,012.15$6,591.56

53A

DFL Mary Frances Clardy $4,349.92 $10,941.48$6,591.56

RPM Nathan Herschbach $1,381.99 $7,973.55$6,591.56

53B

DFL Richard (Rick) Hansen $3,709.04 $10,300.60$6,591.56

RPM Aaron Brooksby $1,085.03 $7,676.60$6,591.56

54A

DFL Brad Tabke $2,347.76 $8,939.32$6,591.56

RPM Aaron Paul $879.31 $7,470.87$6,591.56

54B

DFL Jean Lee $2,412.19 $9,003.75$6,591.56

RPM Ben Bakeberg $1,418.14 $8,009.70$6,591.56

55A

DFL Jessica Hanson $2,981.57 $9,573.13$6,591.56

55B

DFL Kaela Jo Berg $3,566.53 $10,158.09$6,591.56

RPM Van Holston $1,094.60 $7,686.17$6,591.56
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56A

DFL Robert Bierman $4,105.58 $10,697.15$6,591.56

RPM Angela Zorn $1,203.40 $7,794.96$6,591.56

56B

DFL John Duffy Huot $4,516.37 $11,107.93$6,591.56

RPM Angeline Anderson $1,587.30 $8,178.86$6,591.56

57A

DFL Veda Kanitz $2,903.09 $9,494.65$6,591.56

RPM Jon Koznick $1,881.14 $8,472.70$6,591.56

57B

DFL Brian Cohn $3,736.46 $10,328.02$6,591.56

RPM Jeff Witte $1,746.45 $8,338.02$6,591.56

58A

DFL Kristi Pursell $5,353.82 $11,945.38$6,591.56

RPM Rita Hillmann Olson $965.65 $7,557.21$6,591.56

58B

DFL Ian English $2,902.98 $9,494.54$6,591.56

RPM Drew Roach $1,848.80 $8,440.36$6,591.56

59B

DFL Esther Agbaje $6,350.77 $12,942.33$6,591.56

RPM Kenneth Smoron $309.11 $6,900.67$6,591.56

60A

DFL Sydney Jordan $8,207.84 $14,799.40$6,591.56

RPM Mary Holmberg $423.24 $7,014.80$6,591.56

60B

DFL Mohamud Noor $4,206.63 $10,798.19$6,591.56

RPM Abigail Wolters $141.42 $6,732.98$6,591.56

61A

DFL Katie Jones $7,526.69 $14,118.26$6,591.56

61B

DFL James (Jamie) Long $10,027.13 $16,618.70$6,591.56

62A

DFL Aisha Gomez $5,216.02 $11,807.58$6,591.56
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62B

DFL Anquam Mahamoud $6,228.81 $12,820.37$6,591.56

RPM Bob Sullentrop $253.20 $6,844.76$6,591.56

63B

DFL Emma Greenman $9,705.45 $16,297.01$6,591.56

RPM Diane Napper $555.94 $7,147.50$6,591.56

64A

DFL Kaohly Her $10,507.14 $17,098.70$6,591.56

64B

DFL David Pinto $10,341.78 $16,933.34$6,591.56

RPM Peter Donahue $778.32 $7,369.88$6,591.56

65B

DFL Maria Perez-Vega $6,214.46 $12,806.02$6,591.56

RPM Mike Hilborn $601.76 $7,193.32$6,591.56

66A

DFL Leigh Finke $9,180.09 $15,771.65$6,591.56

RPM Fadil Jama $645.87 $7,237.43$6,591.56

66B

DFL Athena Hollins $4,945.07 $11,536.63$6,591.56

67A

DFL Kaozouapa Elizabeth Lee $3,487.18 $10,078.74$6,591.56

67B

DFL Jay Xiong $4,350.44 $10,942.00$6,591.56

Totals $577,861 $1,516,059 $2,093,920
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Date: August 28, 2024 

To:  Board members 
Counsel Hartshorn 

From: Greta Johnson, Legal/Management Analyst Telephone:  651-539-1183 

Subject: Enforcement report for consideration at September 4, 2024, Board meeting 

A. Discussion Items

Referral to Attorney General’s Office – Margaret Meyer (4636) 

Margaret "Maggie" Meyer was the executive director of, and a registered lobbyist for, Pro-Choice 
Minnesota starting in 2019.  Currently, Meyer owes $4,025 in late filing fees and civil penalties, including 
$2,000 for the lobbyist report due in June 2024, which was never filed, $2,000 for the lobbyist report due 
in January 2024, which was never filed, and $25 for the lobbyist report due in June 2023, which was 
filed one day late.  Despite attempts by Board staff to contact her about the outstanding reports and 
balance owed, no response has been received.  Pro-Choice Minnesota requested that the Board 
terminate her lobbyist registration retroactive to May 24, 2024, the date her employment ended, but the 
Board declined and has asked Pro-Choice Minnesota to make more concerted efforts to reach her.  
Board staff is now asking for the matter to be referred to the Attorney General's Office for action 
compelling Ms. Meyer to file the two outstanding reports and pay the balance owed. 

B. Waiver Requests

HDR, Inc. Employee Owners PAC - 41349 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior Waivers Recommended Action 
June 2024 6/14/24 6/21/24 $200 LFF No. Waive. 

The committee uses Aristotle, which is a software package that complies with the Board’s XML 
standards to file a report. An employee of Aristotle International, Stephanie Ming, states that on June 
14th, she transferred what she believed was the correct file using a software application known as an 
FTP client, and received only a ‘successful transfer’ notification within that application. On June 20th 
the committee was informed that the report had not been filed. After contacting CFB staff, they were 
informed that the file uploaded to the Board was a PDF file rather than the required XML file. The 
XML file was then promptly uploaded. Ming states that the committee is a federal PAC and that this 
report did not include any activity specific to Minnesota. Ming is exploring alternative FTP clients for 
future filings. Ending cash balance as of 7/22/24: $1,574,727. 
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Maria Jensen - 5493 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior Waivers Recommended Action 

June 2024 LDR 6/17/24 8/21/24 $1,000 LFF No.  
Maria Jensen is the only registered lobbyist for Recycling Electronics for Climate Action. Jensen 
misunderstood the reporting schedule, believing the reporting requirement was annual, and thus did 
not expect to report again until 2025, as she had submitted a report in January 2024. Jensen missed 
reminder emails from the Board on June 5th, 12th, and 18th because they were sent to a personal 
email that is in the process of being phased out. Jensen anticipated that communications would be 
sent to her work email, which was used to set up her account on the Board's website. Jensen states 
that the organization is a small startup nonprofit with limited funding, and the $1,000 fee represents a 
significant financial burden. She has now completed the report and updated her contact information, 
removing the outdated email address to prevent future issues. 

 
Pam Marshall - 8735 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior Waivers Recommended Action 
June 2024 LDR 6/17/24 8/14/24 $1,000 LFF No.  

Pam Marshall was the executive director, and a lobbyist for, Energy CENTS Coalition. Ms. Marshall 
terminated her lobbyist registration on February 6, 2024, and ended her 30-year tenure as executive 
director. Geroge Shardlow, the new executive director of the association, states that the organization 
is a small nonprofit and that in the transition to a new executive director the report got lost in the 
shuffle.  

 
 

Conservation Minnesota Voter Fund - 80008 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior Waivers Recommended 

Action 
2024 1st Quarter 4/15/24 6/27/24 $1,000 LFF Yes. $350 LFF 

waived in 2010 
due to a software 

issue.   

 

Treasurer Paul Austin thought the report was filed before the April 15, 2024 deadline, but he 
mistakenly filed another copy of the fund’s 2023 year-end report instead. Upon discovering the 
mistake, the correct report was promptly filed. Austin acknowledges the error was entirely his own. 
Ending cash balance as of 7/22/24: $2,021.  

 
C. Informational Items 

 
1. Late filing fee - 2024 candidate EIS 

 
Chris Swedzinski, $30 

 
2. Late filing fee - June 2024 lobbyist report 

 
Sarah Erickson, $600 
Luke Rollins, $25 
Larry Johnson, $25 
Joseph Richardson, $950 
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3. Late filing fee - 2023 lobbyist principal report 
 

All Energy Solar, $275 
LeadMN,  $50 
American Council of Engineering Companies of Minnesota (ACEC/MN), $50 
 
4. Late filing fee - 2019 lobbyist principal report 

 
All Energy Solar, $25 
 
5. Late filing fee -  2024 June campaign finance report 

 
Faith in Minnesota Fund, $50 
Minnesota Young Republicans Victory Fund, $50 
TreePAC, $50 
ACEC/MN Political Action Committee, $500 

 
6. Late filing fee -  2024 1st Quarter campaign finance report 

 
Minnesota Young Republicans Victory Fund, $100 

 
7. Payment of civil penalty for failure to timely register committee  

 
Gary Steuart for Minnesota, $400 

  



1

Johnson, Greta (CFB)

From: Stephanie Ming <Stephanie.Ming@aristotle.com>
Sent: Monday, August 05, 2024 7:21 AM
To: Engelhardt, Megan (CFB)
Cc: Justin Phillips
Subject: Waiver request 

Hello Megan, 

I am submiƫng this email as a request for a waiver of the (aƩached) $200 late filing for the HDR PC Minnesota Second 
Report filing that was due June 14, 2024. 

On June 14th I transferred what I thought was the correct file; no filing confirmaƟon was received other than the 
applicaƟon showing a ‘successful transfers’ so to my knowledge the filing was complete as submiƩed. 

On June 20th I was noƟfied via email from you that the file had not yet been received.  When I inquired with Andrew at 
the MCFB, I was told the report that was uploaded was a PDF not the required .xml file at which point I promptly 
transferred the .xml file and requested Andrew confirm it was received, which he did.  Note, this is a federal PAC 
registered and there was no acƟvity related to state/local MN elecƟons during the period contained in the report. 

The file transfer method I use is Filezilla which has significant lag when I am using.  I inquired with Andrew about 
alternate filing methods but he confirmed for third party vendors (such as Aristotle), the only way to submit the file if via 
FTP transfer.  Filezilla is difficult to select the file and it is also difficult to confirm the file you have selected for 
upload.  For future filings I am looking into an alternaƟve method of transfer that I hope will be beƩer. 

Please let me know if you require any additional information. 
Your consideration is appreciated. 

Thank you in advance, 

Stephanie Ming 
Director, Political Compliance 
stephanie.ming@aristotle.com 
PHONE: (248) 303-0552 
205 Pennsylvania Ave., SE 
Washington, DC 20003 

This message may be from an external email source. 
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security Operations Center.  

HDR, Inc. Employee Owners PAC - 41349

greta
Highlight
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Johnson, Greta (CFB)

From: Maria Jensen <mjensen@reca-us.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2024 3:57 PM
To: Engelhardt, Megan (CFB)
Subject: Late Fee Waiver Request

Hello Megan,  

I have received a late fee for filing my lobbyist disbursement report, and I am requesting a waiver of this fee. 

I am new to lobbying activities, I registered for the first time in October of last year and lobbying is a very small part of 
my work, which primarily focuses on community education about electronic waste recycling. I was aware I needed to fill 
the lobbyist disbursement report, but had mistakenly understood that it was an annual report, and thus was not 
expecting to need to report again until next year (I did complete my report January of 2024). 

I would have caught my misunderstanding if I had received the reminder emails (June 5th, 12th and 18th) from the 
board, but unfortunately they went to a personal email that I am phasing out. I had expected communication from the 
board to be sent to my work email, which is the email I used to create my account on the board website. I had also 
provided my personal email in my application and I did not realise that email was to be used. My personal email is a 
University of Minnesota address, and the U of M has recently announced it will be terminating all alumni UMN accounts, 
which came as a surprise to me in June of this year. Since I am now transitioning away from using my UMN account, I no 
longer check it regularly, and therefore missed the communications about the report for the time period Jan 1 through 
May 31st. 

My organization is a startup non-profit environmental organization without regular funding for staff (me), so the fee of 
$1000 is a huge financial impact to me personally. 

I have now completed the disbursement report for this period, and removed my UMN email account from the contact 
information so the issue has been resolved and won't happen in the future.  

Thank you for considering my request, 

--  
To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

MARIA JENSEN(she/her) 

Co-Director 

 You don't often get email from mjensen@reca-us.org. Learn why this is important  

This message may be from an external email source. 
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security Operations Center. 
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Johnson, Greta (CFB)

From: George Shardlow <george@energycents.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2024 12:20 PM
To: Engelhardt, Megan (CFB)
Subject: Re: Report for Marshall
Attachments: Pam CFB report 2024.pdf

Megan, 

Please find Pam's report attached. If the Board would consider waiving the fee, I would greatly appreciate it. 
We are a small nonprofit that transitioned to a new Executive Director (me) after Pam's 30-year tenure. This 
got lost in a rather significant shuffle, but that will not happen again. 

Thank you, 
George 

George Shardlow 
Executive Director 
Energy CENTS Coalition 
823 E. 7th Street 
St. Paul, MN 55106 
c: 651-245-1644 | e: george@energycents.org 

Energy CENTS promotes affordable utility service for low-income Minnesotans through regulatory and legislative 
advocacy and direct bill-payment and conservation assistance programs. 

From: Engelhardt, Megan (CFB) <megan.engelhardt@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2024 9:38 AM 
To: George Shardlow <george@energycents.org> 
Subject: Report for Marshall  

Hello George, 

Thanks for taking the time to speak with me today.  Here is the link to the paper report you can fill out for Ms. Marshall: 
https://cfb.mn.gov/pdf/forms/lobbyist/lob_self_reporting_rpt.pdf  You can return the report to me along with a waiver 
request for the late filing fee.  Thanks! 

Megan 

Megan Engelhardt 
Assistant Executive Director 
Minnesota State Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 
190 Centennial Building 
658 Cedar Street 

This message may be from an external email source. 
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security Operations Center. 

Pam Marshall - 8735
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Johnson, Greta (CFB)

From: Paul Austin <paul@conservationminnesota.org>
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2024 4:41 PM
To: Engelhardt, Megan (CFB)
Subject: Request to Waive Late Filing Fee
Attachments: CMVF Screenshot[39].png

I am wri ng to request that the Campaign Finance Board waive late filing fees described in your le er of July 
17 to me as treasurer of the Conserva on Minnesota Voter Fund.  I originally filed the report ahead of the 
April 15th, 2024 deadline, but made a mistake when filing on the online system.   My mistake was that while I 
was submi ng a report for the first quarter of 2024, I did not no ce that the drop down used to toggle 
between years (circled in red on the a ached example) was toggled to select 2023 instead of 2024.  So the 
correct and informa on was submi ed to the CFB but was assigned to the wrong year.   When alerted to this 
issue we immediately refiled the same informa on with the correct year selected.  This was totally a mistake 
on my parr.   

Thank you and the board for your considera on. 

________ 

Paul Austin 
he / him / his 

CONSERVATION MINNESOTA VOTER FUND 
1101 West River Parkway, Suite 250 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 

This message may be from an external email source. 
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security Operations Center.  

Conservation Minnesota Voter Fund - 80008
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Date: August 28, 2024 
 
To:   Board members 
 Nathan Hartshorn, counsel 
 
From: Andrew Olson, Legal/Management Analyst  Telephone:  651-539-1190 
 
Re: Request for advisory opinion 464 
 
On May 2, 2024, the Board received an advisory opinion request regarding the recently 
amended statutory definition of the term “expressly advocating,” which impacts the scope of 
which communications are independent expenditures.  The request is a revised version of the 
request that prompted Advisory Opinion 459.1  The Board voted to lay the matter over in June, 
then discussed a draft advisory opinion and again voted to lay the matter over at its meeting on 
July 10, 2024.  The Board discussed two drafts of an advisory opinion and again voted to lay the 
matter over at its meeting on August 7, 2024.  Because the requester has not consented to its 
identity being revealed, the request is not being made available to the public.  During any Board 
discussion, it is important not to reveal details about the requester that could lead to 
identification. 
 
Two versions of a draft advisory opinion are attached to this memorandum.  Each version is the 
same except for the text within the second and third paragraphs in Opinion Four.  Within each 
version, the third paragraph in Opinion Four has been modified to better explain why the 
electoral portion of the hypothetical voter guide “is unmistakable, unambiguous, and suggestive 
of only one meaning.”  Each version still contains text referencing the nature of the questions 
and the false attribution of “responses” within the voter guide.  Board staff believes that it is 
possible to publish a voter guide without express advocacy that clearly identifies candidates, 
refers to a specific election, and encourages individuals to vote.  What sets the hypothetical 
voter guide apart is the nature of the questions and the false attribution of “responses” to each 
slate of candidates in a manner that favors one of those slates of candidates.  Board staff 
believes that the advisory opinion should note that distinction in order to avoid implying that 
encouraging individuals to vote while identifying specific candidates, without favoring or 
disfavoring specific candidates, constitutes express advocacy. 
 

                                                 
1 The public version of Advisory Opinion 459 is available at cfb.mn.gov/pdf/advisory_opinions/AO459.pdf. 

https://cfb.mn.gov/pdf/advisory_opinions/AO459.pdf
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Within the second version only, the second paragraph in Opinion Four has been modified as 
suggested by Chair Asp.  The third and fourth sentences of that paragraph would state that a 
voter guide is not express advocacy solely because it characterizes responses to questions, 
claims to describe the policy positions of candidates without providing responses to questions 
actually posed to those candidates, or communicates the speaker’s opinion about candidates’ 
positions on issues.  That text would replace text explaining that the Board does not believe that 
the opinion requester intends to assert that the “responses” attributed to each slate of 
candidates are actual responses provided to questions posed to those candidates.   
 
Attachments: 
Request for advisory opinion 464 (nonpublic) 
Copies of Action 4 Liberty and LIUNA Minnesota literature referenced in questions 3 and 4 
Draft advisory opinion 464 version 1 – public version 
Draft advisory opinion 464 version 2 – public version 
Draft advisory opinion 464 version 1 – nonpublic version 
Draft advisory opinion 464 version 2 – nonpublic version 



BY VOTING TO PROTECT GOVERNOR 
TIM WALZ’ EMERGENCY POWERS

Ex
hi

bi
t 1

Action 4 Liberty - 2021 Literature - Side 1



Voted with Metro Democrats 
to protect Walz’ Emergency  
Powers indefinitely

Allowing the Governor  
to shut down businesses 
in the future

PREPARED AND PAID FOR 
BY ACTION 4 LIBERTY

MAKE JULIE SANDSTEDE LISTEN. 
CALL HER AT 651.296.0172
rep.julie.sandstede@house.mn

DEMAND she keeps her promise & votes YES  
on the End Walz’ Emergency Powers Resolution

S I G N  T H E  P E T I T I O N  A T
ACT ION4L IBERTY.COM

Action 4 Liberty - 2021 Literature - Side 2



LIUNA Minnesota - 2018 Literature





 

State of Minnesota 
Campaign Finance & Public Disclosure Board 

Suite 190, Centennial Building.  658 Cedar Street.  St. Paul, MN  55155-1603 
  
 

THE FOLLOWING PUBLICATION DOES NOT IDENTIFY THE 
REQUESTER OF THE ADVISORY OPINION, WHICH IS NON PUBLIC DATA 

under Minn. Stat. § 10A.02, subd. 12(b)  
 
 

ADVISORY OPINION 464 
 

SUMMARY 
 
A communication that does not use words or phrases of express advocacy and does not clearly 
include an electoral portion, does not contain express advocacy.  A communication that clearly 
identifies a candidate, clearly includes an electoral portion, and could only be interpreted by a 
reasonable person as encouraging them to vote for a specific candidate contains express 
advocacy. 
  

Facts 
 
As a representative of an organization (the Organization), you ask the Campaign Finance and 
Public Disclosure Board for an advisory opinion regarding the application of the term “expressly 
advocating” under Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a.  The request is based 
on the following facts:  

 
1. The Organization is a nonpartisan 501(c)(4) grassroots public policy advocacy 

organization that operates in multiple states, including Minnesota. 
 

2. The Organization seeks to educate the public about legislative and executive branch 
measures that elected officials are considering, and to mobilize citizens to contact 
officials to support or oppose those measures. 
 

3. The definition of the term “expressly advocating,” codified at Minnesota Statutes 
section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, was amended in 2023.  The revised definition became 
effective on August 1, 2023. 

 
4. The language added to Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, in 2023 is 

nearly identical to the text of paragraph (b) within 11 C.F.R. § 100.22, which contains the 
definition of “expressly advocating” applicable to entities under the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Election Commission (FEC). 
 

5. The FEC’s definitions of the terms “expressly advocating” and “clearly identified” were 
revised in 1995 “to provide further guidance on what types of communications constitute 
express advocacy of clearly identified candidates, in accordance with the judicial 
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interpretations found in” five separate judicial opinions.1  The revised FEC definition of 
the term “expressly advocating” included elements from three judicial opinions 
“emphasizing the necessity for communications to be susceptible to no other reasonable 
interpretation but as encouraging actions to elect or defeat a specific candidate.”2 
 

6. In 2007 the United States Supreme Court held that “a court should find that an ad is the 
functional equivalent of express advocacy only if the ad is susceptible of no reasonable 
interpretation other than as an appeal to vote for or against a specific candidate.”3 
 

7. During legislative committee hearings regarding H.F. 3, the bill that was enacted in 2023 
and amended the definition of “expressly advocating” under Minnesota Statutes 
section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, the Board’s executive director testified and provided six 
examples of past communications. 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Prior to being amended in 2023, Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, defined 
“expressly advocating” as follows: 
 

"Expressly advocating" means that a communication clearly identifies a 
candidate or a local candidate and uses words or phrases of express advocacy. 

 
Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, presently defines “expressly advocating” 
as follows: 
 

"Expressly advocating" means that a communication: 
 
(1) clearly identifies a candidate or a local candidate and uses words or phrases 
of express advocacy; or 
 
(2) when taken as a whole and with limited reference to external events, such as 
the proximity to the election, could only be interpreted by a reasonable person as 
containing advocacy of the election or defeat of one or more clearly identified 
candidates because: 
 
(i) the electoral portion of the communication is unmistakable, unambiguous, and 
suggestive of only one meaning; and 
 

                                                 
1 Express Advocacy; Independent Expenditures; Corporate and Labor Organization Expenditures, 60 
Fed. Reg. 35292, 35293 (July 6, 1995) (citing Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), FEC v. Massachusetts 
Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U.S. 238 (1986), FEC v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987), FEC v. 
National Organization for Women, 713 F. Supp. 428, 429 (D.D.C. 1989), and Faucher v. FEC, 743 F. 
Supp. 64 (D. Me. 1990)). 
2 Id. at 35294 (citing Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 
479 U.S. 238 (1986), and FEC v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987)). 
3 FEC v. Wisconsin Right To Life, Inc., 551 U.S. 449, 451 (2007). 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/1995/07/06/95-16502/express-advocacy-independent-expenditures-corporate-and-labor-organization-expenditures
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/1995/07/06/95-16502/express-advocacy-independent-expenditures-corporate-and-labor-organization-expenditures
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=11397892430187334248
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=7925632079296937754
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14528837513749438031
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14528837513749438031
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=15697636460051907757
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=15697636460051907757
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=11397892430187334248
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=7925632079296937754
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=10522955884518295917
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(ii) reasonable minds could not differ as to whether the communication 
encourages actions to elect or defeat one or more clearly identified candidates or 
encourages some other kind of action. 

 
Because the language added to Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, is nearly 
identical to the text of paragraph (b) within 11 C.F.R. § 100.22, which contains the federal 
definition of “expressly advocating,” the Board will construe the new language in a manner that 
is consistent with how federal courts have applied the federal definition.4  Advisory opinions and 
statements of reasons issued by the FEC regarding the federal definition may be persuasive.  
However, the Board is not bound to follow guidance issued by the FEC in applying Minnesota 
Statutes chapter 10A. 
 
In 1986 the United States Supreme Court considered, in Federal Election Commission v. 
Massachusetts Citizens for Life (MCFL), whether a flyer, referred to as a special edition of an 
organization’s newsletter, contained express advocacy. 
 

The front page of the publication was headlined “EVERYTHING YOU NEED TO 
KNOW TO VOTE PRO–LIFE,” and readers were admonished that “[n]o pro-life 
candidate can win in November without your vote in September.”  “VOTE PRO–
LIFE” was printed in large bold-faced letters on the back page, and a coupon was 
provided to be clipped and taken to the polls to remind voters of the name of the 
“pro-life” candidates. 

 
To aid the reader in selecting candidates, the flyer listed the candidates for each 
state and federal office in every voting district in Massachusetts, and identified 
each one as either supporting or opposing what MCFL regarded as the correct 
position on three issues.  A “y” indicated that a candidate supported the MCFL 
view on a particular issue and an “n” indicated that the candidate opposed it.5 

 
The Court concluded that:  
 

The Edition cannot be regarded as a mere discussion of public issues that by 
their nature raise the names of certain politicians. Rather, it provides in effect an 
explicit directive: vote for these (named) candidates. The fact that this message 
is marginally less direct than “Vote for Smith” does not change its essential 
nature.6 

 
The Court therefore held that the flyer “represents express advocacy of the election of particular 
candidates distributed to members of the general public.”7 
 
The meaning of the phrase “expressly advocating” was reviewed in Federal Election 
Commission v. Furgatch in 1987.  The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals considered whether a 
                                                 
4 See Minn. Stat. § 645.08, providing that “technical words and phrases and such others as have acquired 
a special meaning . . . are construed according to such special meaning. . . .” 
5 FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U.S. 238, 243 (1986) (internal citation omitted). 
6 Id. at 249. 
7 Id. at 250. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/645.08
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
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newspaper advertisement published a week prior to a presidential election, criticizing President 
Carter, contained express advocacy.8  The advertisement accused President Carter of 
attempting to “buy entire cities, the steel industry, the auto industry, and others with public 
funds,” and of being divisive in “an attempt to hide his own record, or lack of it.”9  The 
advertisement ended by stating: 
 

If he succeeds the country will be burdened with four more years of 
incoherencies, ineptness and illusion, as he leaves a legacy of low-level 
campaigning. 
 
DON'T LET HIM DO IT.10 

 
The court reversed a district court, concluding that “[w]e have no doubt that the ad asks the 
public to vote against Carter.”11  The court rejected the notion that the text “don’t let him do it” 
and specifically the word “it” could be “read to refer to Carter's degradation of his office, and his 
manipulation of the campaign process.”12  The court concluded that the phrase “don’t let him” is 
a command.13  The court held that the advertisement contained “an express call to action, but 
no express indication of what action is appropriate.”14  The court determined that a “failure to 
state with specificity the action required does not remove political speech from the coverage of 
the Campaign Act when it is clearly the kind of advocacy of the defeat of an identified candidate 
that Congress intended to regulate.”15  The court further held that “[r]easonable minds could not 
dispute that Furgatch's advertisement urged readers to vote against Jimmy Carter” because that 
“was the only action open to those who would not ‘let him do it.’”16 
 
The opinions in MCFL and Furgatch were two of a small number of judicial opinions relied upon 
by the FEC in drafting the text of 11 C.F.R. § 100.22.17  Since 1995 federal courts have 
repeatedly held that the FEC and states may, consistent with the First Amendment, regulate 
speech that is the functional equivalent of express advocacy.18  Express advocacy is not limited 
to the magic words listed in footnote 52 of Buckley v. Valeo, including “‘vote for,’ ‘elect,’ 
‘support,’ ‘cast your ballot for,’ ‘Smith for Congress,’ ‘vote against,’ ‘defeat,’ ‘reject.’”19 
 
 

                                                 
8 FEC v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987). 
9 Id. at 858. 
10 Id. 
11 Id. at 864. 
12 Id. 
13 Id. 
14 Id. at 865. 
15 Id. 
16 Id. 
17 Express Advocacy; Independent Expenditures; Corporate and Labor Organization Expenditures, 60 
Fed. Reg. 35292, 35293-94 (July 6, 1995). 
18 See, e.g., FEC v. Wisconsin Right To Life, Inc., 551 U.S. 449, 456-57 (2007); Citizens United v. FEC, 
558 U.S. 310, 324-26 (2010). 
19 See Buckley, 424 U.S. at 44 n.52. 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=7925632079296937754
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/1995/07/06/95-16502/express-advocacy-independent-expenditures-corporate-and-labor-organization-expenditures
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/1995/07/06/95-16502/express-advocacy-independent-expenditures-corporate-and-labor-organization-expenditures
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=10522955884518295917
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14627663605033036164
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14627663605033036164
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Issue One 
 
The Organization may sponsor a television advertisement with the following script: 

 
[Female 1] Governor Walz and the Democrats completely control our state 
government, and look at what they’re doing. 
 
[Male 1] They’re building a new luxury office building, for themselves. 
 
[Female 2] A building that will cost taxpayers $77 million. 
 
[Male 2] And to pay for their new luxury office building, they passed a record-
setting tax increase 
 
[Female 3] And our property taxes went up. 
 
[Male 3] Instead of wasting our tax dollars on their new luxury office building, why 
aren’t Governor Walz and Democrats fixing our roads and potholes? 
 
[Female 1] Minnesota, we deserve better. 

 
The Organization asks the Board to assume that the facts stated in the advertisement are true, 
the visual and audio components of the advertisement will be materially indistinguishable from 
those used in a 2014 Freedom Club State PAC advertisement that the Board’s executive 
director referenced in testimony to a legislative committee regarding H.F. 3, and Governor Walz 
will seek re-election in 2026.  The advertisement may run statewide in Minnesota: 
 

(i) in February 2026, when the Legislature may be in session; 
(ii) alternatively, in June 2026, when the Legislature is presumed to be 
adjourned; 
(iii) alternatively, in August 2026; 
(iv) alternatively, from August 12 through September 3, 2026; and 
(v) alternatively, in October 2026. 

 
Would this communication qualify as express advocacy under the amended definition of 
“expressly advocating”?  If the Board concludes that the answer is yes, would it make a 
difference if the statement “Minnesota, we deserve better” was replaced with a call to action 
such as “Call Governor Walz at (651) 201-3400 [the telephone number for the Governor’s office] 
and tell him to spend our tax dollars on fixing roads and potholes instead of luxury office 
buildings”? 
 

Opinion One 
 
The Organization’s hypothetical television advertisement clearly identifies a candidate.  
However, the advertisement does not use words or phrases of express advocacy, and it differs 
from the newspaper advertisement considered in Furgatch in at least one critical respect, in that 
it does not clearly refer to an election.  While the advertisement considered in Furgatch stated 
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that President Carter’s success would result in “four more years,” the Organization’s 
hypothetical advertisement includes spoken words that, at best, make a vague reference to an 
upcoming election in stating “we deserve better.”  The advertisement’s graphics likewise do not 
include clear electoral elements.  Therefore, “the electoral portion of the communication is” not 
“unmistakable, unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning,” and the hypothetical 
advertisement does not contain express advocacy.   
 
Whether the statement “Minnesota, we deserve better” is a call to action and could reasonably 
be perceived to encourage action other than action to defeat Governor Walz when coupled with 
a clear electoral portion is a close call, and may depend on the timing of the advertisement.  For 
example, it may be the case that a reasonable mind could not conclude that an advertisement 
airing shortly before the 2026 general election, criticizing Governor Walz regarding a 
construction project that began in 2023 and stating “we deserve better” while referring to the 
election, when Governor Walz is on the general election ballot, encourages action other than 
action to defeat Governor Walz in the 2026 general election.  However, the Board need not 
decide that issue due to the advertisement’s lack of a clear electoral portion. 
 

Issue Two 
 
The Organization may sponsor a television advertisement with the following script: 

 
[Narrator] Look across the land, on farms, and in factories, in classrooms, and 
construction sites. Minnesota is working. 
 
Four years ago, Minnesota faced a $5 billion deficit. 
 
[On screen text] “state faces $5 billion deficit” [Citation to news article] 
 
[Narrator] But Governor Tim Walz showed strong leadership. He raised taxes on 
the wealthiest two percent, so we could invest in our schools and reduce middle-
class taxes. Now Minnesota has over 150,000 new jobs and a budget surplus. 
 
[On screen text] “Tim Walz Calls for Tax Overhaul, Higher Rates for Wealthy” 
[Quoting news article headline] 
 
“Gov. Tim Walz 
All-Day Kindergarten” 
 
“Gov. Tim Walz 
Reduced Middle-Class Taxes” 
 
“Gov. Tim Walz 
150,000 New Jobs” 
 
“Gov. Tim Walz 
$1.2 Billion Surplus” 
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“Governor Tim Walz 
Working for us” 
 
[Narrator] Governor Tim Walz is working for us. 

 
The Organization asks the Board to assume that the facts stated in the advertisement are true, 
the visual components of the advertisement will be materially indistinguishable from those used 
in a 2014 Alliance for a Better Minnesota Action Fund advertisement that the Board’s executive 
director referenced in testimony to a legislative committee regarding H.F. 3, and Governor Walz 
will seek re-election in 2026.  The advertisement may run statewide in Minnesota: 
 

(i) in February 2026, when the Legislature may be in session; 
(ii) alternatively, in June 2026, when the Legislature is presumed to be 
adjourned; 
(iii) alternatively, in August 2026; 
(iv) alternatively, from August 12 through September 3, 2026; and 
(v) alternatively, in October 2026. 

 
Would this communication qualify as express advocacy under the amended definition of 
“expressly advocating”?  If the Board concludes that the answer is yes, would it make a 
difference if the statement “Governor Tim Walz is working for us” was replaced with a call to 
action such as “Call Governor Walz at (651) 201-3400 [the telephone number for the Governor’s 
office] and tell him to keep focusing on the economy, cutting the deficit, and creating new jobs”? 
 

Opinion Two 
 
The Organization’s hypothetical television advertisement clearly identifies a candidate.  
However, the advertisement does not use words or phrases of express advocacy, and like the 
advertisement discussed in Opinion One, it does not clearly refer to an election.  The 
Organization’s hypothetical advertisement includes spoken words that, at best, make a vague 
reference to an upcoming election in stating that Minnesota faced a budget deficit “[f]our years 
ago.”  The advertisement’s graphics likewise do not include clear electoral elements.  Therefore, 
“the electoral portion of the communication is” not “unmistakable, unambiguous, and suggestive 
of only one meaning,” and the hypothetical advertisement does not contain express advocacy.   
 
Whether the statement “Governor Tim Walz is working for us” could reasonably be perceived to 
encourage action other that action to elect Governor Walz when coupled with a clear electoral 
portion is a close call, and may depend on the timing of the advertisement.  For example, it may 
be the case that a reasonable mind could not conclude that an advertisement airing shortly 
before the 2026 general election, praising Governor Walz for actions taken over a four-year 
period and stating “Governor Tim Walz is working for us” while referring to the election, when 
Governor Walz is on the general election ballot, encourages action other than action to elect 
Governor Walz in the 2026 general election.  However, the Board need not decide that issue 
due to the advertisement’s lack of a clear electoral portion. 
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Issue Three 
 
The Organization may sponsor a mailer with the following language: 

 
[Side 1] REP. DAVE LISLEGARD BETRAYED YOU! 
 
BY VOTING TO PROTECT GOVERNOR TIM WALZ’ EMERGENCY POWERS 
 
[Photo of Rep. Lislegard with Gov. Walz in the background] 
 
[Side 2] > Voted with Metro Democrats to protect Walz’ Emergency Powers 
indefinitely 
 
> Allowing the Governor to shut down businesses in the future. 
 
MAKE DAVE LISLEGARD LISTEN. CALL HIM AT 651.296.0170 
rep.dave.lislegard@house.mn.gov 
 
DEMAND he keeps his promise & votes YES on the End Walz’ Emergency 
Powers Resolution 
 
SIGN THE PETITION AT 
https://www.action4liberty.com/never_again 

 
The Organization asks the Board to assume that the facts stated in the mailer are true, the 
visual components of the mailer will be materially indistinguishable from those used in a 2021 
Action 4 Liberty mailer that the Board’s executive director referenced in testimony to a 
legislative committee regarding H.F. 3,20 and Representative Lislegard will seek election to the 
office of state representative for House District 7B in 2026.  The mailer may be distributed to 
residents in House District 7B: 
 

(i) in February 2026, when the Legislature may be in session; 
(ii) alternatively, in June 2026, when the Legislature is presumed to be 
adjourned; 
(iii) alternatively, in August 2026; 
(iv) alternatively, from August 12 through September 3, 2026; and 
(v) alternatively, in October 2026. 

 
Would this communication qualify as express advocacy under the amended definition of 
“expressly advocating”? 
 
 

                                                 
20 Each side of the mailer referenced in testimony regarding H.F. 3 contained a photograph of then-
Representative Julie Sandstede.  The question states that the mailer would include a photograph of 
Representative Lislegard with Governor Walz in the background.  Therefore, the Board assumes that the 
photograph of Representative Sandstede would be replaced with a photograph of Representative 
Lislegard. 
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Opinion Three 
 
The Organization’s hypothetical mailer clearly identifies a candidate.  However, it does not use 
words or phrases of express advocacy, and it does not clearly refer to an election.  Moreover, it 
does not clearly encourage action to elect or defeat a candidate, and instead encourages two 
alternative actions, namely contacting Representative Lislegard and signing an online petition.  
Therefore, the hypothetical mailer does not contain express advocacy. 
 

Issue Four 
 
The Organization may sponsor a printed voter guide with the following language: 
 

 
 

Join your friends & neighbors on Tuesday, November 3rd. Thank you for voting! 
The Organization asks the Board to assume that the facts stated in the voter guide are true, the 
visual components of the mailer will be materially indistinguishable from those used in a 2018 
LIUNA Minnesota voter guide that the Board’s executive director referenced in testimony to a 
legislative committee regarding H.F. 3, Walz-Flanagan and Johnson-Bergstrom will be opposing 
governor-lieutenant governor candidate tickets in the 2026 general election, and the voter guide 
will be distributed statewide in October 2026. 
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Would this communication qualify as express advocacy under the amended definition of 
“expressly advocating”? 
 

Opinion Four 
 
The Organization’s hypothetical voter guide clearly identifies four candidates.  It does not use 
words or phrases of express advocacy such as “vote for,” “vote against,” “elect,” or “defeat.”21  
However, in calling on readers to join their friends and neighbors on election day and thanking 
them in advance for voting, “the electoral portion of the communication is unmistakable, 
unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning.”  The voter guide also clearly encourages 
readers to vote for the Walz-Flanagan ticket, and clearly does not encourage another kind of 
action. 
 
The voter guide is structured as a series of questions comprised of incomplete sentences with 
one-word responses supposedly provided by each slate of candidates.  The attribution of the 
one-word responses to each slate of candidates is made clear by the statement, appearing atop 
the list of questions, which states “What are your values and priorities?”  The Board does not 
believe that the Organization intends to assert that Jeff Johnson, Donna Bergstrom, or any 
representative of the Johnson (Jeff) for Governor committee has ever or will ever respond to a 
question asking whether fixing roads, bridges, and transportation infrastructure is a priority with 
an unqualified “No.” 
 
While not identical to the flyer considered in MCFL that included the exhortation "VOTE PRO-
LIFE," 22 the publication at issue here includes names and pictures of candidates, specifically 
identifies the office sought by the candidates for governor, identifies the date of the general 
election, and refers to "voting" at that election.  These attributes, combined with the nature of 
the questions and the false attribution of “responses” within the voter guide, lead to the 
conclusion that the guide unmistakably and unambiguously is suggestive of one meaning—it 
encourages voting for the Walz-Flanagan ticket in the election on November 3.  Whether the 
communication includes the phrase “voter guide” is immaterial, because regardless of how the 
communication is characterized on its face, reasonable minds could not differ as to whether it 
encourages readers to vote for the Walz-Flanagan ticket.  The hypothetical voter guide contains 
express advocacy. 
 

Board Note 
 
The Organization’s request is specific in asking whether the hypothetical communications 
contain express advocacy, which may impact whether the Organization is required to register 
with the Board, file campaign finance reports with the Board, and include the disclaimer required 
by Minnesota Statutes section 211B.04, subdivision 2, in preparing and disseminating campaign 
material.  The opinions provided therefore do not address whether the Organization may be 

                                                 
21 See Buckley, 424 U.S. at 44 n.52 (listing these, and other, words and phrases of express advocacy). 
22 See Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U.S. at 243. 
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required to file statements of electioneering communications pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 
section 10A.202, and include the disclaimer required by Minnesota Statutes section 10A.202, 
subdivision 4, when making the hypothetical communications. 
 
 
 
 
Issued September 4, 2024   _______________________________________                  
          David Asp, Chair 
          Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 
 





 

State of Minnesota 
Campaign Finance & Public Disclosure Board 
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THE FOLLOWING PUBLICATION DOES NOT IDENTIFY THE 
REQUESTER OF THE ADVISORY OPINION, WHICH IS NON PUBLIC DATA 

under Minn. Stat. § 10A.02, subd. 12(b)  
 
 

ADVISORY OPINION 464 
 

SUMMARY 
 
A communication that does not use words or phrases of express advocacy and does not clearly 
include an electoral portion, does not contain express advocacy.  A communication that clearly 
identifies a candidate, clearly includes an electoral portion, and could only be interpreted by a 
reasonable person as encouraging them to vote for a specific candidate contains express 
advocacy. 
  

Facts 
 
As a representative of an organization (the Organization), you ask the Campaign Finance and 
Public Disclosure Board for an advisory opinion regarding the application of the term “expressly 
advocating” under Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a.  The request is based 
on the following facts:  

 
1. The Organization is a nonpartisan 501(c)(4) grassroots public policy advocacy 

organization that operates in multiple states, including Minnesota. 
 

2. The Organization seeks to educate the public about legislative and executive branch 
measures that elected officials are considering, and to mobilize citizens to contact 
officials to support or oppose those measures. 
 

3. The definition of the term “expressly advocating,” codified at Minnesota Statutes 
section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, was amended in 2023.  The revised definition became 
effective on August 1, 2023. 

 
4. The language added to Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, in 2023 is 

nearly identical to the text of paragraph (b) within 11 C.F.R. § 100.22, which contains the 
definition of “expressly advocating” applicable to entities under the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Election Commission (FEC). 
 

5. The FEC’s definitions of the terms “expressly advocating” and “clearly identified” were 
revised in 1995 “to provide further guidance on what types of communications constitute 
express advocacy of clearly identified candidates, in accordance with the judicial 
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interpretations found in” five separate judicial opinions.1  The revised FEC definition of 
the term “expressly advocating” included elements from three judicial opinions 
“emphasizing the necessity for communications to be susceptible to no other reasonable 
interpretation but as encouraging actions to elect or defeat a specific candidate.”2 
 

6. In 2007 the United States Supreme Court held that “a court should find that an ad is the 
functional equivalent of express advocacy only if the ad is susceptible of no reasonable 
interpretation other than as an appeal to vote for or against a specific candidate.”3 
 

7. During legislative committee hearings regarding H.F. 3, the bill that was enacted in 2023 
and amended the definition of “expressly advocating” under Minnesota Statutes 
section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, the Board’s executive director testified and provided six 
examples of past communications. 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Prior to being amended in 2023, Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, defined 
“expressly advocating” as follows: 
 

"Expressly advocating" means that a communication clearly identifies a 
candidate or a local candidate and uses words or phrases of express advocacy. 

 
Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, presently defines “expressly advocating” 
as follows: 
 

"Expressly advocating" means that a communication: 
 
(1) clearly identifies a candidate or a local candidate and uses words or phrases 
of express advocacy; or 
 
(2) when taken as a whole and with limited reference to external events, such as 
the proximity to the election, could only be interpreted by a reasonable person as 
containing advocacy of the election or defeat of one or more clearly identified 
candidates because: 
 
(i) the electoral portion of the communication is unmistakable, unambiguous, and 
suggestive of only one meaning; and 
 

                                                 
1 Express Advocacy; Independent Expenditures; Corporate and Labor Organization Expenditures, 60 
Fed. Reg. 35292, 35293 (July 6, 1995) (citing Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), FEC v. Massachusetts 
Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U.S. 238 (1986), FEC v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987), FEC v. 
National Organization for Women, 713 F. Supp. 428, 429 (D.D.C. 1989), and Faucher v. FEC, 743 F. 
Supp. 64 (D. Me. 1990)). 
2 Id. at 35294 (citing Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 
479 U.S. 238 (1986), and FEC v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987)). 
3 FEC v. Wisconsin Right To Life, Inc., 551 U.S. 449, 451 (2007). 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/1995/07/06/95-16502/express-advocacy-independent-expenditures-corporate-and-labor-organization-expenditures
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/1995/07/06/95-16502/express-advocacy-independent-expenditures-corporate-and-labor-organization-expenditures
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=11397892430187334248
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=7925632079296937754
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14528837513749438031
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14528837513749438031
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=15697636460051907757
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=15697636460051907757
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=11397892430187334248
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=7925632079296937754
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=10522955884518295917
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(ii) reasonable minds could not differ as to whether the communication 
encourages actions to elect or defeat one or more clearly identified candidates or 
encourages some other kind of action. 

 
Because the language added to Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 16a, is nearly 
identical to the text of paragraph (b) within 11 C.F.R. § 100.22, which contains the federal 
definition of “expressly advocating,” the Board will construe the new language in a manner that 
is consistent with how federal courts have applied the federal definition.4  Advisory opinions and 
statements of reasons issued by the FEC regarding the federal definition may be persuasive.  
However, the Board is not bound to follow guidance issued by the FEC in applying Minnesota 
Statutes chapter 10A. 
 
In 1986 the United States Supreme Court considered, in Federal Election Commission v. 
Massachusetts Citizens for Life (MCFL), whether a flyer, referred to as a special edition of an 
organization’s newsletter, contained express advocacy. 
 

The front page of the publication was headlined “EVERYTHING YOU NEED TO 
KNOW TO VOTE PRO–LIFE,” and readers were admonished that “[n]o pro-life 
candidate can win in November without your vote in September.”  “VOTE PRO–
LIFE” was printed in large bold-faced letters on the back page, and a coupon was 
provided to be clipped and taken to the polls to remind voters of the name of the 
“pro-life” candidates. 

 
To aid the reader in selecting candidates, the flyer listed the candidates for each 
state and federal office in every voting district in Massachusetts, and identified 
each one as either supporting or opposing what MCFL regarded as the correct 
position on three issues.  A “y” indicated that a candidate supported the MCFL 
view on a particular issue and an “n” indicated that the candidate opposed it.5 

 
The Court concluded that:  
 

The Edition cannot be regarded as a mere discussion of public issues that by 
their nature raise the names of certain politicians. Rather, it provides in effect an 
explicit directive: vote for these (named) candidates. The fact that this message 
is marginally less direct than “Vote for Smith” does not change its essential 
nature.6 

 
The Court therefore held that the flyer “represents express advocacy of the election of particular 
candidates distributed to members of the general public.”7 
 
The meaning of the phrase “expressly advocating” was reviewed in Federal Election 
Commission v. Furgatch in 1987.  The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals considered whether a 
                                                 
4 See Minn. Stat. § 645.08, providing that “technical words and phrases and such others as have acquired 
a special meaning . . . are construed according to such special meaning. . . .” 
5 FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U.S. 238, 243 (1986) (internal citation omitted). 
6 Id. at 249. 
7 Id. at 250. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/645.08
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6962978555417637069
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newspaper advertisement published a week prior to a presidential election, criticizing President 
Carter, contained express advocacy.8  The advertisement accused President Carter of 
attempting to “buy entire cities, the steel industry, the auto industry, and others with public 
funds,” and of being divisive in “an attempt to hide his own record, or lack of it.”9  The 
advertisement ended by stating: 
 

If he succeeds the country will be burdened with four more years of 
incoherencies, ineptness and illusion, as he leaves a legacy of low-level 
campaigning. 
 
DON'T LET HIM DO IT.10 

 
The court reversed a district court, concluding that “[w]e have no doubt that the ad asks the 
public to vote against Carter.”11  The court rejected the notion that the text “don’t let him do it” 
and specifically the word “it” could be “read to refer to Carter's degradation of his office, and his 
manipulation of the campaign process.”12  The court concluded that the phrase “don’t let him” is 
a command.13  The court held that the advertisement contained “an express call to action, but 
no express indication of what action is appropriate.”14  The court determined that a “failure to 
state with specificity the action required does not remove political speech from the coverage of 
the Campaign Act when it is clearly the kind of advocacy of the defeat of an identified candidate 
that Congress intended to regulate.”15  The court further held that “[r]easonable minds could not 
dispute that Furgatch's advertisement urged readers to vote against Jimmy Carter” because that 
“was the only action open to those who would not ‘let him do it.’”16 
 
The opinions in MCFL and Furgatch were two of a small number of judicial opinions relied upon 
by the FEC in drafting the text of 11 C.F.R. § 100.22.17  Since 1995 federal courts have 
repeatedly held that the FEC and states may, consistent with the First Amendment, regulate 
speech that is the functional equivalent of express advocacy.18  Express advocacy is not limited 
to the magic words listed in footnote 52 of Buckley v. Valeo, including “‘vote for,’ ‘elect,’ 
‘support,’ ‘cast your ballot for,’ ‘Smith for Congress,’ ‘vote against,’ ‘defeat,’ ‘reject.’”19 
 
 

                                                 
8 FEC v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987). 
9 Id. at 858. 
10 Id. 
11 Id. at 864. 
12 Id. 
13 Id. 
14 Id. at 865. 
15 Id. 
16 Id. 
17 Express Advocacy; Independent Expenditures; Corporate and Labor Organization Expenditures, 60 
Fed. Reg. 35292, 35293-94 (July 6, 1995). 
18 See, e.g., FEC v. Wisconsin Right To Life, Inc., 551 U.S. 449, 456-57 (2007); Citizens United v. FEC, 
558 U.S. 310, 324-26 (2010). 
19 See Buckley, 424 U.S. at 44 n.52. 

https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=7925632079296937754
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/1995/07/06/95-16502/express-advocacy-independent-expenditures-corporate-and-labor-organization-expenditures
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/1995/07/06/95-16502/express-advocacy-independent-expenditures-corporate-and-labor-organization-expenditures
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=10522955884518295917
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14627663605033036164
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14627663605033036164
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Issue One 
 
The Organization may sponsor a television advertisement with the following script: 

 
[Female 1] Governor Walz and the Democrats completely control our state 
government, and look at what they’re doing. 
 
[Male 1] They’re building a new luxury office building, for themselves. 
 
[Female 2] A building that will cost taxpayers $77 million. 
 
[Male 2] And to pay for their new luxury office building, they passed a record-
setting tax increase 
 
[Female 3] And our property taxes went up. 
 
[Male 3] Instead of wasting our tax dollars on their new luxury office building, why 
aren’t Governor Walz and Democrats fixing our roads and potholes? 
 
[Female 1] Minnesota, we deserve better. 

 
The Organization asks the Board to assume that the facts stated in the advertisement are true, 
the visual and audio components of the advertisement will be materially indistinguishable from 
those used in a 2014 Freedom Club State PAC advertisement that the Board’s executive 
director referenced in testimony to a legislative committee regarding H.F. 3, and Governor Walz 
will seek re-election in 2026.  The advertisement may run statewide in Minnesota: 
 

(i) in February 2026, when the Legislature may be in session; 
(ii) alternatively, in June 2026, when the Legislature is presumed to be 
adjourned; 
(iii) alternatively, in August 2026; 
(iv) alternatively, from August 12 through September 3, 2026; and 
(v) alternatively, in October 2026. 

 
Would this communication qualify as express advocacy under the amended definition of 
“expressly advocating”?  If the Board concludes that the answer is yes, would it make a 
difference if the statement “Minnesota, we deserve better” was replaced with a call to action 
such as “Call Governor Walz at (651) 201-3400 [the telephone number for the Governor’s office] 
and tell him to spend our tax dollars on fixing roads and potholes instead of luxury office 
buildings”? 
 

Opinion One 
 
The Organization’s hypothetical television advertisement clearly identifies a candidate.  
However, the advertisement does not use words or phrases of express advocacy, and it differs 
from the newspaper advertisement considered in Furgatch in at least one critical respect, in that 
it does not clearly refer to an election.  While the advertisement considered in Furgatch stated 
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that President Carter’s success would result in “four more years,” the Organization’s 
hypothetical advertisement includes spoken words that, at best, make a vague reference to an 
upcoming election in stating “we deserve better.”  The advertisement’s graphics likewise do not 
include clear electoral elements.  Therefore, “the electoral portion of the communication is” not 
“unmistakable, unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning,” and the hypothetical 
advertisement does not contain express advocacy.   
 
Whether the statement “Minnesota, we deserve better” is a call to action and could reasonably 
be perceived to encourage action other than action to defeat Governor Walz when coupled with 
a clear electoral portion is a close call, and may depend on the timing of the advertisement.  For 
example, it may be the case that a reasonable mind could not conclude that an advertisement 
airing shortly before the 2026 general election, criticizing Governor Walz regarding a 
construction project that began in 2023 and stating “we deserve better” while referring to the 
election, when Governor Walz is on the general election ballot, encourages action other than 
action to defeat Governor Walz in the 2026 general election.  However, the Board need not 
decide that issue due to the advertisement’s lack of a clear electoral portion. 
 

Issue Two 
 
The Organization may sponsor a television advertisement with the following script: 

 
[Narrator] Look across the land, on farms, and in factories, in classrooms, and 
construction sites. Minnesota is working. 
 
Four years ago, Minnesota faced a $5 billion deficit. 
 
[On screen text] “state faces $5 billion deficit” [Citation to news article] 
 
[Narrator] But Governor Tim Walz showed strong leadership. He raised taxes on 
the wealthiest two percent, so we could invest in our schools and reduce middle-
class taxes. Now Minnesota has over 150,000 new jobs and a budget surplus. 
 
[On screen text] “Tim Walz Calls for Tax Overhaul, Higher Rates for Wealthy” 
[Quoting news article headline] 
 
“Gov. Tim Walz 
All-Day Kindergarten” 
 
“Gov. Tim Walz 
Reduced Middle-Class Taxes” 
 
“Gov. Tim Walz 
150,000 New Jobs” 
 
“Gov. Tim Walz 
$1.2 Billion Surplus” 
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“Governor Tim Walz 
Working for us” 
 
[Narrator] Governor Tim Walz is working for us. 

 
The Organization asks the Board to assume that the facts stated in the advertisement are true, 
the visual components of the advertisement will be materially indistinguishable from those used 
in a 2014 Alliance for a Better Minnesota Action Fund advertisement that the Board’s executive 
director referenced in testimony to a legislative committee regarding H.F. 3, and Governor Walz 
will seek re-election in 2026.  The advertisement may run statewide in Minnesota: 
 

(i) in February 2026, when the Legislature may be in session; 
(ii) alternatively, in June 2026, when the Legislature is presumed to be 
adjourned; 
(iii) alternatively, in August 2026; 
(iv) alternatively, from August 12 through September 3, 2026; and 
(v) alternatively, in October 2026. 

 
Would this communication qualify as express advocacy under the amended definition of 
“expressly advocating”?  If the Board concludes that the answer is yes, would it make a 
difference if the statement “Governor Tim Walz is working for us” was replaced with a call to 
action such as “Call Governor Walz at (651) 201-3400 [the telephone number for the Governor’s 
office] and tell him to keep focusing on the economy, cutting the deficit, and creating new jobs”? 
 

Opinion Two 
 
The Organization’s hypothetical television advertisement clearly identifies a candidate.  
However, the advertisement does not use words or phrases of express advocacy, and like the 
advertisement discussed in Opinion One, it does not clearly refer to an election.  The 
Organization’s hypothetical advertisement includes spoken words that, at best, make a vague 
reference to an upcoming election in stating that Minnesota faced a budget deficit “[f]our years 
ago.”  The advertisement’s graphics likewise do not include clear electoral elements.  Therefore, 
“the electoral portion of the communication is” not “unmistakable, unambiguous, and suggestive 
of only one meaning,” and the hypothetical advertisement does not contain express advocacy.   
 
Whether the statement “Governor Tim Walz is working for us” could reasonably be perceived to 
encourage action other that action to elect Governor Walz when coupled with a clear electoral 
portion is a close call, and may depend on the timing of the advertisement.  For example, it may 
be the case that a reasonable mind could not conclude that an advertisement airing shortly 
before the 2026 general election, praising Governor Walz for actions taken over a four-year 
period and stating “Governor Tim Walz is working for us” while referring to the election, when 
Governor Walz is on the general election ballot, encourages action other than action to elect 
Governor Walz in the 2026 general election.  However, the Board need not decide that issue 
due to the advertisement’s lack of a clear electoral portion. 
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Issue Three 
 
The Organization may sponsor a mailer with the following language: 

 
[Side 1] REP. DAVE LISLEGARD BETRAYED YOU! 
 
BY VOTING TO PROTECT GOVERNOR TIM WALZ’ EMERGENCY POWERS 
 
[Photo of Rep. Lislegard with Gov. Walz in the background] 
 
[Side 2] > Voted with Metro Democrats to protect Walz’ Emergency Powers 
indefinitely 
 
> Allowing the Governor to shut down businesses in the future. 
 
MAKE DAVE LISLEGARD LISTEN. CALL HIM AT 651.296.0170 
rep.dave.lislegard@house.mn.gov 
 
DEMAND he keeps his promise & votes YES on the End Walz’ Emergency 
Powers Resolution 
 
SIGN THE PETITION AT 
https://www.action4liberty.com/never_again 

 
The Organization asks the Board to assume that the facts stated in the mailer are true, the 
visual components of the mailer will be materially indistinguishable from those used in a 2021 
Action 4 Liberty mailer that the Board’s executive director referenced in testimony to a 
legislative committee regarding H.F. 3,20 and Representative Lislegard will seek election to the 
office of state representative for House District 7B in 2026.  The mailer may be distributed to 
residents in House District 7B: 
 

(i) in February 2026, when the Legislature may be in session; 
(ii) alternatively, in June 2026, when the Legislature is presumed to be 
adjourned; 
(iii) alternatively, in August 2026; 
(iv) alternatively, from August 12 through September 3, 2026; and 
(v) alternatively, in October 2026. 

 
Would this communication qualify as express advocacy under the amended definition of 
“expressly advocating”? 
 
 

                                                 
20 Each side of the mailer referenced in testimony regarding H.F. 3 contained a photograph of then-
Representative Julie Sandstede.  The question states that the mailer would include a photograph of 
Representative Lislegard with Governor Walz in the background.  Therefore, the Board assumes that the 
photograph of Representative Sandstede would be replaced with a photograph of Representative 
Lislegard. 
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Opinion Three 
 
The Organization’s hypothetical mailer clearly identifies a candidate.  However, it does not use 
words or phrases of express advocacy, and it does not clearly refer to an election.  Moreover, it 
does not clearly encourage action to elect or defeat a candidate, and instead encourages two 
alternative actions, namely contacting Representative Lislegard and signing an online petition.  
Therefore, the hypothetical mailer does not contain express advocacy. 
 

Issue Four 
 
The Organization may sponsor a printed voter guide with the following language: 
 

 
 

Join your friends & neighbors on Tuesday, November 3rd. Thank you for voting! 
The Organization asks the Board to assume that the facts stated in the voter guide are true, the 
visual components of the mailer will be materially indistinguishable from those used in a 2018 
LIUNA Minnesota voter guide that the Board’s executive director referenced in testimony to a 
legislative committee regarding H.F. 3, Walz-Flanagan and Johnson-Bergstrom will be opposing 
governor-lieutenant governor candidate tickets in the 2026 general election, and the voter guide 
will be distributed statewide in October 2026. 
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Would this communication qualify as express advocacy under the amended definition of 
“expressly advocating”? 
 

Opinion Four 
 
The Organization’s hypothetical voter guide clearly identifies four candidates.  It does not use 
words or phrases of express advocacy such as “vote for,” “vote against,” “elect,” or “defeat.”21  
However, in calling on readers to join their friends and neighbors on election day and thanking 
them in advance for voting, “the electoral portion of the communication is unmistakable, 
unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning.”  The voter guide also clearly encourages 
readers to vote for the Walz-Flanagan ticket, and clearly does not encourage another kind of 
action. 
 
The voter guide is structured as a series of questions comprised of incomplete sentences with 
one-word responses supposedly provided by each slate of candidates.  The attribution of the 
one-word responses to each slate of candidates is made clear by the statement, appearing atop 
the list of questions, which states “What are your values and priorities?”  The Board does not 
find that the voter guide is express advocacy simply because it characterizes responses to 
questions or purports to reflect the policy positions in a way that may not reflect actual 
responses by those candidates.  A statement that reflects the speaker's opinion about a 
candidate's positions on issues is not, by itself, express advocacy. 
 
While not identical to the flyer considered in MCFL that included the exhortation "VOTE PRO-
LIFE," 22 the publication at issue here includes names and pictures of candidates, specifically 
identifies the office sought by the candidates for governor, identifies the date of the general 
election, and refers to "voting" at that election.  These attributes, combined with the nature of 
the questions and the false attribution of “responses” within the voter guide, lead to the 
conclusion that the guide unmistakably and unambiguously is suggestive of one meaning—it 
encourages voting for the Walz-Flanagan ticket in the election on November 3.  Whether the 
communication includes the phrase “voter guide” is immaterial, because regardless of how the 
communication is characterized on its face, reasonable minds could not differ as to whether it 
encourages readers to vote for the Walz-Flanagan ticket.  The hypothetical voter guide contains 
express advocacy. 

 
Board Note 

 
The Organization’s request is specific in asking whether the hypothetical communications 
contain express advocacy, which may impact whether the Organization is required to register 
with the Board, file campaign finance reports with the Board, and include the disclaimer required 
by Minnesota Statutes section 211B.04, subdivision 2, in preparing and disseminating campaign 
material.  The opinions provided therefore do not address whether the Organization may be 

                                                 
21 See Buckley, 424 U.S. at 44 n.52 (listing these, and other, words and phrases of express advocacy). 
22 See Massachusetts Citizens for Life, Inc., 479 U.S. at 243. 
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required to file statements of electioneering communications pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 
section 10A.202, and include the disclaimer required by Minnesota Statutes section 10A.202, 
subdivision 4, when making the hypothetical communications. 
 
 
 
 
Issued September 4, 2024   _______________________________________                  
          David Asp, Chair 
          Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 
 





 

 
 

Date:  August 28, 2024 
 
To:    Board members 
   Nathan Hartshorn, counsel 
 
From:  Andrew Olson, Legal/Management Analyst   Telephone:  651-539-1190 
 
Subject: Rulemaking update 
 
The proposed rule language was submitted to the Office of the Revisor of Statutes (Revisor’s 
Office) on July 1, 2024.  Some of the draft rule parts and subparts have been renumbered to 
comply with the Revisor’s Office’s policy of not renumbering existing rule parts or subparts, 
except to keep definitions within a part in alphabetical order, and of not replacing repealed parts 
or subparts with new rule language.  The Revisor’s Office also made a few technical changes 
such as changing the word “healthcare” to “health care” and not capitalizing the word “state” 
when using the phrase “state of Minnesota.”  The Revisor’s Office approved the rule language 
with those revisions on August 21, 2024.  The final proposed rule language that will be 
published in the Minnesota State Register is attached. 
 
Board staff will contact the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) to schedule a tentative 
hearing date, in case at least 25 people request a hearing.  Once a tentative hearing date is set, 
Board staff will draft a dual notice, submit it to OAH for review, and then publish it within the 
State Register, which will prompt the start of a 30-day comment period.  If at least 25 people 
request a hearing during the comment period, the tentatively scheduled hearing will be held 
before an administrative law judge.  If not, the tentatively scheduled hearing will be canceled. 
 
No Board action is required at this time. 
 
Attachments: 
Final proposed rule language 





1.1 Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board​

1.2 Proposed Permanent Rules Relating to Campaign Finance​

1.3 4501.0100 DEFINITIONS.​

1.4 [For text of subparts 1 to 3, see Minnesota Rules]​

1.5 Subp. 4. Compensation. "Compensation" means every kind of payment for labor or​

1.6 personal services. Compensation does not include payments of Social Security,​

1.7 unemployment compensation, workers' compensation, health care, retirement, or pension​

1.8 benefits.​

1.9 [For text of subparts 4a to 7a, see Minnesota Rules]​

1.10 Subp. 7b. Original signature. "Original signature" means:​

1.11 A. a signature in the signer's handwriting or, if the signer is unable to write, the​

1.12 signer's mark or name written in the handwriting of another or applied by stamp at the​

1.13 request, and in the presence, of the signer;​

1.14 B. an electronic signature consisting of the letters of the signer's name, applied​

1.15 using a cursive font or accompanied by text or symbols clearly indicating an intent to apply​

1.16 a signature, including but not limited to the letter S with a forward slash mark on one or​

1.17 both sides of the letter S or the placement of a forward slash mark before and after the​

1.18 signer's name; or​

1.19 C. the signer's name on the signature line of an electronic file submitted using the​

1.20 filer's personal identification code.​

1.21 [For text of subparts 8 and 9, see Minnesota Rules]​

1.22 4501.0500 FILINGS, SUBMISSIONS, AND DISCLOSURES.​

1.23 Subpart 1. Format. A report or statement required under Minnesota Statutes, section​

1.24 10A.20, must be filed electronically in a format specified by the board, to the extent required​
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2.1 by that section. Any other report or statement required under Minnesota Statutes, chapter​

2.2 10A, must be submitted filed electronically in a format specified by the board or on the​

2.3 forms provided by the board for that purpose or by an electronic filing system. The board​

2.4 may provide alternative methods for submitting information, including other means for the​

2.5 electronic submission of data.​

2.6 [For text of subparts 1a to 4, see Minnesota Rules]​

2.7 4503.0100 DEFINITIONS.​

2.8 Subpart 1. Scope. The definitions in this part apply to this chapter and Minnesota​

2.9 Statutes, chapter 10A, except that the definition in subpart 4a applies to Minnesota Statutes,​

2.10 section 211B.15. The definitions in chapter 4501 and Minnesota Statutes, chapter 10A, also​

2.11 apply to this chapter.​

2.12 [For text of subparts 2 to 3a, see Minnesota Rules]​

2.13 Subp. 3b. County office. "County office" means the offices specified in Minnesota​

2.14 Statutes, chapter 382, and does not include the office of Three Rivers Park District​

2.15 commissioner.​

2.16 [For text of subpart 4, see Minnesota Rules]​

2.17 Subp. 4a. Headquarters. For the purpose of Minnesota Statutes, section 211B.15,​

2.18 subdivision 8, "headquarters" means a building or other structure that is used for all or part​

2.19 of the year as the primary location where the party's business is conducted.​

2.20 Subp. 4b. Legislative caucus. "Legislative caucus" means an organization whose​

2.21 members consist solely of legislators belonging to the same house of the legislature and the​

2.22 same political party, and is not limited to a majority or minority caucus described in​

2.23 Minnesota Statutes, chapter 3, but does not include a legislative party unit.​
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3.1 Subp. 4c. Legislative caucus leader. "Legislative caucus leader" means a legislator​

3.2 elected or appointed by a legislative caucus to lead that caucus, and is not limited to leaders​

3.3 designated pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, section 3.099.​

3.4 Subp. 4d. Legislative party unit. "Legislative party unit" means a political party unit​

3.5 established by the party organization within a house of the legislature.​

3.6 Subp. 4e. Nomination. Except as used in Minnesota Statutes, sections 10A.09 and​

3.7 10A.201, "nomination" means the placement of a candidate or a local candidate's name on​

3.8 a general election or special general election ballot.​

3.9 [For text of subparts 5 to 8, see Minnesota Rules]​

3.10 4503.0200 ORGANIZATION OF POLITICAL COMMITTEES AND POLITICAL​
3.11 FUNDS.​

3.12 [For text of subparts 1 to 4, see Minnesota Rules]​

3.13 Subp. 5. Termination of responsibility of former treasurer. A former treasurer​

3.14 who transfers political committee or political fund records and receipts to a new treasurer​

3.15 or to the chair of the committee or fund is relieved of future responsibilities when notice​

3.16 required under subpart 4 is filed or when the former treasurer notifies the board in writing​

3.17 of the change.​

3.18 Subp. 6. [Repealed, L 2017 1Sp4 art 3 s 18]​

3.19 4503.0450 JOINT PURCHASES.​

3.20 Subpart 1. General requirement. Principal campaign committees, political party​

3.21 units, and political committees and funds may jointly purchase goods or services without​

3.22 making or receiving a donation in kind. If each purchaser pays the vendor for their share​

3.23 of the fair market value of the purchase, each purchaser must report that amount to the board​

3.24 as an expenditure or noncampaign disbursement as required by Minnesota Statutes, section​

3.25 10A.20. If a purchaser pays the vendor for the total amount of the purchase and obtains​
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4.1 payment from another purchaser for that purchaser's share of the fair market value of the​

4.2 purchase, each purchaser must use the same reporting method under Minnesota Statutes,​

4.3 section 10A.20, subdivision 13.​

4.4 Subp. 2. Proportionate shares of joint purchase. If a purchaser pays a vendor for​

4.5 the total amount of a joint purchase and each joint purchaser receives goods or services of​

4.6 equal value, each joint purchaser must pay the purchaser that paid the vendor an amount​

4.7 equal to the total amount paid to the vendor divided by the number of joint purchasers in​

4.8 order to prevent the occurrence of a donation in kind. If a purchaser pays a vendor for the​

4.9 total amount of a joint purchase and joint purchasers receive goods or services of differing​

4.10 value, each joint purchaser must pay the purchaser that paid the vendor in proportion to the​

4.11 value of the goods or services received in order to prevent the occurrence of a donation in​

4.12 kind. If a joint purchaser pays the purchaser that paid the vendor less than its proportionate​

4.13 share of the fair market value of the joint purchase, the difference must be reported as a​

4.14 donation in kind from the purchaser that paid the vendor to the joint purchaser as required​

4.15 by Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.20.​

4.16 Subp. 3. No impact on prohibited contributions. Nothing in this part permits an​

4.17 independent expenditure or ballot question political committee or fund to make a contribution,​

4.18 including an approved expenditure, that is prohibited by Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.121,​

4.19 or alters what constitutes a coordinated expenditure.​

4.20 4503.0500 CONTRIBUTIONS.​

4.21 Subpart 1. All receipts are contributions. Any donation of money, goods, or services​

4.22 received by a principal campaign committee, political party unit, political committee, or​

4.23 political fund is considered a contribution at the time the item is received.​

4.24 Subp. 2. [Repealed, L 2018 c 119 s 34]​
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5.1 Subp. 2a. Contribution processors and professional fundraisers. A vendor may​

5.2 solicit, process, collect, or otherwise facilitate the accumulation of contributions made to a​

5.3 principal campaign committee, political party unit, political committee, or political fund,​

5.4 and may temporarily retain or control any contributions collected, without thereby making​

5.5 a contribution to the intended recipient of the contributions, if the vendor is paid the fair​

5.6 market value of the services provided. Contributions collected must be transmitted to the​

5.7 intended recipient, minus any fees withheld by the vendor. A vendor that is paid the fair​

5.8 market value of any goods or services provided is not a political committee or a political​

5.9 fund by virtue of providing those goods or services. A vendor that determines which principal​

5.10 campaign committee, political party unit, political committee, or political fund receives the​

5.11 contributions collected is a political committee or political fund as provided in Minnesota​

5.12 Statutes, section 10A.01, even if the recipient of the contributions pays the vendor the fair​

5.13 market value of the services provided to collect the contributions.​

5.14 Subp. 3. Transmission of contributions. Promptly after receipt of any contribution​

5.15 intended for a principal campaign committee, political party unit, political committee, or​

5.16 political fund, or on demand of the treasurer, an any individual, association, or vendor​

5.17 retaining or controlling the contribution must transmit the contribution together with any​

5.18 required record to the treasurer.​

5.19 Subp. 4. Identification of contributor. An individual or association that pays for or​

5.20 provides goods or services, or makes goods or services available, with the knowledge that​

5.21 they will be used for the benefit of a principal campaign committee, political party unit,​

5.22 political committee, or a political fund, is the contributor of those goods or services.​

5.23 [For text of subparts 5 to 9, see Minnesota Rules]​

5.24 Subp. 10. Underlying sources of funding of unregistered associations. A principal​

5.25 campaign committee, party unit, or political committee or fund that is not an independent​

5.26 expenditure or ballot question political committee or fund, must consider an association's​
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6.1 sources of funding in determining whether a contribution may be accepted from an​

6.2 association that is not registered with the board as a principal campaign committee, a party​

6.3 unit, a political committee, or the supporting association of a political fund. A contribution​

6.4 from an unregistered association is prohibited if any of that association's sources of funding​

6.5 would be prohibited from making the contribution directly under Minnesota Statutes, section​

6.6 211B.15, subdivision 2.​

6.7 4503.0700 CONTRIBUTION LIMITS.​

6.8 [For text of subparts 1 to 3, see Minnesota Rules]​

6.9 Subp. 4. Commercial vendors not subject to bundling limitation. A vendor retained​

6.10 by a principal campaign committee, political party unit, political committee, or political​

6.11 fund for the accumulation of contributions, and paid by that committee, party unit, or fund​

6.12 the fair market value of the services provided, as described in part 4503.0500, subpart 2a,​

6.13 is not subject to the bundling limitation in Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.27, subdivision​

6.14 1.​

6.15 4503.0800 DONATIONS IN KIND AND APPROVED EXPENDITURES.​

6.16 Subpart 1. [Repealed, L 2005 c 156 art 6 s 68]​

6.17 Subp. 1a. Contributor payment of processing fee. If a contributor pays a processing​

6.18 fee when making a contribution and the fee would otherwise have been billed to the recipient​

6.19 of the contribution or withheld from the amount transmitted to the recipient, the amount of​

6.20 the fee is a donation in kind to the recipient of the contribution. If the donation in kind​

6.21 exceeds the amount specified in Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.13, subdivision 1, the​

6.22 recipient's treasurer must keep an account of the contribution and must include the​

6.23 contribution within campaign reports as required by Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.20.​

6.24 If the donation in kind does not exceed the amount specified in Minnesota Statutes, section​

6.25 10A.13, subdivision 1, the recipient's treasurer is not required to keep an account of the​
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7.1 contribution or to include it within campaign reports filed under Minnesota Statutes, section​

7.2 10A.20.​

7.3 Subp. 2. Multicandidate materials. An approved expenditure made on behalf of​

7.4 multiple candidates or local candidates must be allocated between the candidates or the​

7.5 local candidates on a reasonable basis if the cost exceeds $20 per candidate or local candidate.​

7.6 Subp. 3. Multipurpose materials. A reasonable portion of the fair market value of​

7.7 preparation and distribution of association newsletters or similar materials which, in part,​

7.8 advocate the nomination or election of a candidate or a local candidate is a donation in kind​

7.9 which must be approved by the candidate or the local candidate if the value exceeds $20,​

7.10 unless an independent expenditure is being made.​

7.11 Subp. 4. Office facilities. The fair market value of shared office space or services​

7.12 provided to a candidate or a local candidate without reimbursement is a donation in kind.​

7.13 [For text of subpart 5, see Minnesota Rules]​

7.14 4503.0900 NONCAMPAIGN DISBURSEMENTS.​

7.15 Subpart 1. Additional definitions. In addition to those listed in Minnesota Statutes,​

7.16 section 10A.01, subdivision 26, the following expenses are noncampaign disbursements:​

7.17 [For text of items A to D, see Minnesota Rules]​

7.18 E. payment of fines assessed by the board; and​

7.19 F. costs of running a transition office for a winning gubernatorial candidate during​

7.20 the first six months after election.; and​

7.21 G. costs to maintain a bank account that is required by law, including service fees,​

7.22 the cost of ordering checks, and check processing fees.​

7.23 Subp. 2. [Repealed, 21 SR 1779]​

7​4503.0900​

REVISOR JFK/CH RD4809​08/15/24  ​



8.1 Subp. 2a. Expenses incurred by leaders of a legislative caucus. Expenses incurred​

8.2 by a legislative caucus leader in carrying out their leadership responsibilities may be paid​

8.3 by their principal campaign committee and classified as a noncampaign disbursement for​

8.4 expenses incurred by leaders of a legislative caucus. These expenses must be incurred for​

8.5 the operation of the caucus and include but are not limited to expenses related to operating​

8.6 a website, social media accounts, a telephone system, similar means of communication,​

8.7 travel expenses, and legal expenses.​

8.8 Subp. 2b. Signage and supplies for office holders. Expenses incurred by an office​

8.9 holder for signage outside their official office and for basic office supplies purchased to aid​

8.10 the office holder in performing the tasks of their office may be paid by their principal​

8.11 campaign committee and classified as a noncampaign disbursement for expenses for serving​

8.12 in public office. These expenses may include signage, stationery, or other means of​

8.13 communication that identify the office holder as a member of a legislative caucus.​

8.14 Subp. 2c. Equipment purchases. The cost of durable equipment purchased by a​

8.15 principal campaign committee, including but not limited to computers, cell phones, and​

8.16 other electronic devices, must be classified as a campaign expenditure unless the equipment​

8.17 is purchased to replace equipment that was lost, stolen, or damaged to such a degree that it​

8.18 no longer serves its intended purpose, or the equipment will be used solely:​

8.19 A. by a member of the legislature or a constitutional officer in the executive branch​

8.20 to provide services for constituents during the period from the beginning of the term of​

8.21 office to adjournment sine die of the legislature in the election year for the office held;​

8.22 B. by a winning candidate to provide services to residents in the district in​

8.23 accordance with subpart 1;​

8.24 C. for campaigning by a person with a disability in accordance with subpart 1;​

8.25 D. for running a transition office in accordance with subpart 1; or​
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9.1 E. as home security hardware.​

9.2 [For text of subpart 3, see Minnesota Rules]​

9.3 4503.1000 CAMPAIGN MATERIALS INCLUDING OTHER CANDIDATES.​

9.4 Subpart 1. Inclusion of others without attempt to influence nomination or​

9.5 election. Campaign materials, including media advertisements, produced and distributed​

9.6 on behalf of one candidate which contain images of, appearances by, or references to another​

9.7 candidate or local candidate, but which do not mention the candidacy of the other candidate​

9.8 or local candidate or make a direct or indirect appeal for support of the other candidate or​

9.9 local candidate, are not contributions to, or expenditures on behalf of that candidate or local​

9.10 candidate.​

9.11 Subp. 2. Multicandidate materials prepared by a candidate. A candidate who​

9.12 produces and distributes campaign materials, including media advertisements, which include​

9.13 images of, appearances by, or references to one or more other candidates or local candidates,​

9.14 and which mention the candidacy of the other candidates or local candidates or include a​

9.15 direct or indirect appeal for the support of the other candidates or local candidates must​

9.16 collect from each of the other candidates or local candidates a reasonable proportion of the​

9.17 production and distribution costs.​

9.18 4503.1900 AGGREGATED EXPENDITURES.​

9.19 Expenditures and noncampaign disbursements may be aggregated and reported as lump​

9.20 sums when itemized within a report filed under Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.20, if:​

9.21 A. each expenditure or noncampaign disbursement was made to the same vendor;​

9.22 B. each expenditure or noncampaign disbursement was made for the same type​

9.23 of goods or services;​

9.24 C. each lump sum consists solely of aggregated expenditures or solely of​

9.25 aggregated noncampaign disbursements;​

9​4503.1900​

REVISOR JFK/CH RD4809​08/15/24  ​



10.1 D. each lump sum consists solely of aggregated expenditures or noncampaign​

10.2 disbursements that are paid, are unpaid, or represent the dollar value of a donation in kind;​

10.3 E. the expenditures and noncampaign disbursements are aggregated over a period​

10.4 of no more than 31 days; and​

10.5 F. all expenditures and noncampaign disbursements made prior to the end of a​

10.6 reporting period are included within the report covering that period.​

10.7 Lump sums must be dated based on the last date within the period over which the​

10.8 expenditures or noncampaign disbursements are aggregated. This subpart does not alter the​

10.9 date an expenditure is made for purposes of the registration requirements provided in​

10.10 Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.14.​

10.11 4503.2000 DISCLAIMERS.​

10.12 Subpart 1. Additional definitions. The following definitions apply to this part and​

10.13 Minnesota Statutes, section 211B.04:​

10.14 A. "broadcast media" means a television station, radio station, cable television​

10.15 system, or satellite system; and​

10.16 B. "social media platform" means a website or application that allows multiple​

10.17 users to create, share, and view user-generated content, excluding a website controlled​

10.18 primarily by the association or individual that caused the communication to be prepared or​

10.19 disseminated.​

10.20 Subp. 2. Material linked to a disclaimer. Minnesota Statutes, section 211B.04, does​

10.21 not apply to the following communications that link directly to an online page that includes​

10.22 a disclaimer in the form required by that section if the communication is made by or on​

10.23 behalf of a candidate, principal campaign committee, political committee, political fund,​

10.24 political party unit, or person who has made an electioneering communication, as those​

10.25 terms are defined in Minnesota Statutes, chapter 10A:​
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11.1 A. text, images, video, or audio disseminated via a social media platform;​

11.2 B. a text or multimedia message disseminated only to telephone numbers;​

11.3 C. text, images, video, or audio disseminated using an application accessed​

11.4 primarily via mobile phone, excluding email messages, telephone calls, and voicemail​

11.5 messages; and​

11.6 D. paid electronic advertisements disseminated via the internet by a third party,​

11.7 including but not limited to online banner advertisements and advertisements appearing​

11.8 within the electronic version of a newspaper, periodical, or magazine.​

11.9 The link must be conspicuous and when selected must result in the display of an online​

11.10 page that prominently includes the required disclaimer.​

11.11 4511.0100 DEFINITIONS.​

11.12 [For text of subparts 1 and 1a, see Minnesota Rules]​

11.13 Subp. 1b. Administrative overhead expenses. "Administrative overhead expenses"​

11.14 means costs incurred by the principal for office space, transportation costs, and website​

11.15 operations that are used to support lobbying in Minnesota.​

11.16 Subp. 1c. Development of prospective legislation. "Development of prospective​

11.17 legislation" means communications that request support for legislation that has not been​

11.18 introduced as a bill, communications that provide language, or comments on language, used​

11.19 in draft legislation that has not been introduced as a bill, or communications that are intended​

11.20 to facilitate the drafting of language, or comments on language, used in draft legislation​

11.21 that has not been introduced as a bill. The following actions do not constitute development​

11.22 of prospective legislation:​

11.23 A. responding to a request for information by a public official;​
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12.1 B. requesting that a public official respond to a survey on the official's support or​

12.2 opposition for an issue;​

12.3 C. providing information to public officials in order to raise awareness and educate​

12.4 on an issue or topic; or​

12.5 D. advocating for an issue without requesting action by the public official.​

12.6 [For text of subpart 2, see Minnesota Rules]​

12.7 Subp. 3. Lobbying. "Lobbying" means attempting to influence legislative action,​

12.8 administrative action, or the official action of a metropolitan governmental unit political​

12.9 subdivision by communicating with or urging others to communicate with public officials​

12.10 or local officials in metropolitan governmental units. Any activity that directly supports this​

12.11 communication is considered a part of lobbying. Payment of an application fee, or processing​

12.12 charge, for a government service, permit, or license is not lobbying or an activity that directly​

12.13 supports lobbying.​

12.14 Subp. 4. Lobbyist's disbursements. "Lobbyist's disbursements" include all​

12.15 disbursements for lobbying made each gift given by the lobbyist, the lobbyist's employer​

12.16 or employee, or any person or association represented by the lobbyist, but do not include​

12.17 compensation paid to the lobbyist.​

12.18 Subp. 5. Original source of funds. "Original source of funds" means a source of​

12.19 funds, provided by an individual or association other than the entity for which a lobbyist is​

12.20 registered, paid to the lobbyist, the lobbyist's employer, the entity represented by the lobbyist,​

12.21 or the lobbyist's principal, for lobbying purposes.​

12.22 Subp. 5a. Pay or consideration for lobbying. "Pay or consideration for lobbying"​

12.23 means the gross compensation paid to an individual for lobbying. An individual whose job​

12.24 responsibilities do not include lobbying, and who has not been directed or requested to​
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13.1 lobby on an issue by their employer, does not receive pay or consideration for lobbying​

13.2 they undertake on their own initiative.​

13.3 [For text of subpart 6, see Minnesota Rules]​

13.4 Subp. 7. Reporting lobbyist. "Reporting lobbyist" means a lobbyist responsible for​

13.5 reporting lobbying disbursements activity of two or more lobbyists representing the same​

13.6 entity. Lobbying disbursements made activity on behalf of an entity may be reported by​

13.7 each individual lobbyist that represents an entity, or by one or more reporting lobbyists, or​

13.8 a combination of individual reports and reports from a reporting lobbyist.​

13.9 Subp. 8. State agency. "State agency" means any office, officer, department, division,​

13.10 bureau, board, commission, authority, district, or agency of the state of Minnesota.​

13.11 4511.0200 REGISTRATION.​

13.12 [For text of subpart 1, see Minnesota Rules]​

13.13 Subp. 2. Separate registration for each lobbyist. Multiple lobbyists representing​

13.14 the same individual, association, political subdivision, or higher education system must​

13.15 each register separately. A lobbyist who provides reports lobbying disbursements activity​

13.16 to the board through a reporting lobbyist must list the name and registration number of the​

13.17 reporting lobbyist on a lobbyist registration. If the reporting lobbyist changes, or if the​

13.18 lobbyist ceases to report through a reporting lobbyist, the lobbyist must amend the registration​

13.19 within ten days.​

13.20 Subp. 2a. Registration threshold. An individual must register as a lobbyist with the​

13.21 board upon the earlier of when:​

13.22 A. the individual receives total pay or consideration from all sources that exceeds​

13.23 $3,000 in a calendar year for the purpose of lobbying or from a business whose primary​

13.24 source of revenue is derived from facilitating government relations or government affairs​

13.25 services if the individual's job duties include offering direct or indirect consulting or advice​
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14.1 that helps the business provide those services to clients. The pay or consideration for lobbying​

14.2 for an individual whose job duties include both lobbying and functions unrelated to lobbying​

14.3 is determined by multiplying the gross compensation of the individual by the percentage​

14.4 of the individual's work time spent lobbying in the calendar year; or​

14.5 B. the individual spends more than $3,000 of their own funds in a calendar year​

14.6 for the purpose of lobbying. Membership dues paid by the individual, and expenses for​

14.7 transportation, lodging, and meals used to support lobbying by the individual, are not costs​

14.8 that count toward the $3,000 expenditure threshold that requires registration.​

14.9 Subp. 2b. Registration not required. An individual is not required to register as a​

14.10 lobbyist with the board:​

14.11 A. to represent the lobbyist's own interests if the lobbyist is already registered to​

14.12 represent one or more principals, unless the lobbyist spends over $3,000 in personal funds​

14.13 in a calendar year for the purpose of lobbying; or​

14.14 B. as a result of serving on the board or governing body of an association that is​

14.15 a principal, unless the individual receives pay or other consideration to lobby on behalf of​

14.16 the association, and the aggregate pay or consideration for lobbying from all sources exceeds​

14.17 $3,000 in a calendar year.​

14.18 [For text of subpart 3, see Minnesota Rules]​

14.19 Subp. 4. Registration of reporting lobbyist. A reporting lobbyist must indicate on​

14.20 the lobbyist registration form that the lobbyist will be reporting disbursements lobbying​

14.21 activity for additional lobbyists representing the same entity. The registration must list the​

14.22 name and registration number of each lobbyist that will be included in reports of​

14.23 disbursements to the board made by the reporting lobbyist. Changes to the list of lobbyists​

14.24 represented by a reporting lobbyist must be amended on the reporting lobbyist registration​
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15.1 within ten days, or provided to the board at the time of filing a report required by Minnesota​

15.2 Statutes, section 10A.04, subdivision 2.​

15.3 4511.0300 PRINCIPALS.​

15.4 Individuals or associations represented by lobbyists are presumed to be principals until​

15.5 they establish that they do not fall within the statutory definition of a principal. A political​

15.6 subdivision; public higher education system; or any office, department, division, bureau,​

15.7 board, commission, authority, district, or agency of the state of Minnesota is not an​

15.8 association under Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.01, and is not a principal.​

15.9 4511.0400 TERMINATION.​

15.10 Subpart 1. Lobbyist termination. A lobbyist who has ceased lobbying for a particular​

15.11 entity may terminate registration by filing a lobbyist termination form and a lobbyist​

15.12 disbursement report covering the period from the last report filed through the date of​

15.13 termination. If the lobbying disbursements activity of the lobbyist are is reported by a​

15.14 reporting lobbyist, the nonreporting lobbyist may terminate by filing a lobbyist termination​

15.15 form and notifying the reporting lobbyist of all disbursements made lobbying activity by​

15.16 the lobbyist during the period from the last report filed through the date of termination.​

15.17 Subp. 2. Reporting lobbyist termination. A reporting lobbyist who has ceased​

15.18 lobbying for a particular entity may terminate registration by filing a lobbyist termination​

15.19 form and a lobbyist disbursement report covering the period from the last report filed through​

15.20 the date of termination. The termination of a reporting lobbyist reverts the reporting​

15.21 responsibility back to each lobbyist listed on the registration of the reporting lobbyist.​

15.22 Subp. 3. Designated lobbyist termination. A designated lobbyist who has ceased​

15.23 lobbying for a particular entity may terminate their registration using the procedure provided​

15.24 in subpart 1. When the designated lobbyist of a lobbying entity terminates, the entity is​
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16.1 responsible to assign the responsibility to report entity the entity's lobbying disbursements​

16.2 to another lobbyist.​

16.3 4511.0500 LOBBYIST REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.​

16.4 Subpart 1. Separate reporting required for each entity. A lobbyist must report​

16.5 separately for each entity for which the lobbyist is registered, unless the disbursements are​

16.6 their activity is reported in the manner provided in subpart 2 Minnesota Statutes, section​

16.7 10A.04, subdivision 9.​

16.8 Subp. 2. [Repealed, L 2017 1Sp4 art 3 s 18]​

16.9 Subp. 3. Report of officers and directors information designated lobbyist. With​

16.10 each report of lobbyist disbursements activity, a designated lobbyist must report any change​

16.11 in the name and address of:​

16.12 A. the name and address of each person, if any, by whom the lobbyist is retained​

16.13 or employed or on whose behalf the lobbyist appears; or​

16.14 B. if the lobbyist represents an association, a current list of the names and addresses​

16.15 of each officer and director of the association.;​

16.16 C. each original source of money in excess of $500 provided to the individual or​

16.17 association that the lobbyist represents; and​

16.18 D. each gift to a public or local official given by or on behalf of a principal or a​

16.19 lobbyist registered for the principal.​

16.20 [For text of subpart 4, see Minnesota Rules]​

16.21 Subp. 5. [See repealer.]​

16.22 4511.0600 REPORTING DISBURSEMENTS.​

16.23 Subpart 1. Determination of actual costs required. To the extent that actual costs​

16.24 of lobbying activities or administrative overhead expenses incurred by the principal to​
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17.1 support lobbying can be obtained or calculated by reasonable means, those actual costs must​

17.2 be determined, recorded, and used for reporting purposes.​

17.3 Subp. 2. Approximation of costs. If the actual cost of a lobbying activity or​

17.4 administrative overhead expenses incurred by the principal to support lobbying cannot be​

17.5 obtained or calculated through reasonable means, those costs must be reasonably​

17.6 approximated.​

17.7 [For text of subparts 3 to 6, see Minnesota Rules]​

17.8 4511.0700 REPORTING COMPENSATION PAID TO LOBBYIST.​

17.9 Subpart 1. Reporting by lobbyist. Compensation paid to a lobbyist for lobbying is​

17.10 not reportable by the lobbyist as a lobbyist disbursement.​

17.11 [For text of subpart 2, see Minnesota Rules]​

17.12 4511.0900 LOBBYIST REPORTING FOR POLITICAL SUBDIVISION​
17.13 MEMBERSHIP ORGANIZATIONS.​

17.14 Subpart 1. Required reporting. An association whose membership consists of political​

17.15 subdivisions within Minnesota and which is a principal that provides lobbyist representation​

17.16 on issues as directed by its membership must report:​

17.17 A. attempts to influence administrative action on behalf of the organization's​

17.18 membership;​

17.19 B. attempts to influence legislative action on behalf of the organization's​

17.20 membership; and​

17.21 C. attempts to influence the official action of a political subdivision on behalf of​

17.22 the organization's membership, unless the political subdivision is a member of the association.​

17.23 Subp. 2. Communication with membership. A membership association described​

17.24 in subpart 1 is not lobbying political subdivisions when the association communicates with​
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18.1 its membership regarding lobbying efforts made on the members' behalf, or when the​

18.2 association recommends actions by its membership to support a lobbying effort.​

18.3 4511.1000 ACTIONS AND APPROVAL OF ELECTED LOCAL OFFICIALS.​

18.4 Subpart 1. An action that requires a vote of the governing body. Attempting to​

18.5 influence the vote of an elected local official while acting in their official capacity is lobbying​

18.6 of that official's political subdivision.​

18.7 Subp. 2. Approval by an elected local official. Attempting to influence a decision​

18.8 of an elected local official that does not require a vote by the elected local official is lobbying​

18.9 if the elected local official has discretion in their official capacity to either approve or deny​

18.10 a government service or action. Approval by an elected local official does not include:​

18.11 A. issuing a government license, permit, or variance that is routinely provided​

18.12 when the applicant has complied with the requirements of existing state code or local​

18.13 ordinances;​

18.14 B. any action which is performed by the office of the elected local official and​

18.15 which does not require personal approval by an elected local official;​

18.16 C. prosecutorial discretion exercised by a county attorney; or​

18.17 D. participating in discussions with a party or a party's representative regarding​

18.18 litigation between the party and the political subdivision of the elected local official.​

18.19 4511.1100 MAJOR DECISION OF NONELECTED LOCAL OFFICIALS.​

18.20 Subpart 1. Major decision regarding the expenditure of public money. Attempting​

18.21 to influence a nonelected local official is lobbying if the nonelected local official may make,​

18.22 recommend, or vote on as a member of the political subdivision's governing body, a major​

18.23 decision regarding an expenditure or investment of public money.​
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19.1 Subp. 2. Actions that are a major decision regarding public funds. A major decision​

19.2 regarding the expenditure or investment of public money includes but is not limited to a​

19.3 decision on:​

19.4 A. the development and ratification of operating and capital budgets of a political​

19.5 subdivision, including development of the budget request for an office or department within​

19.6 the political subdivision;​

19.7 B. whether to apply for or accept state or federal funding or private grant funding;​

19.8 C. selecting recipients for government grants from the political subdivision; or​

19.9 D. expenditures on public infrastructure used to support private housing or business​

19.10 developments.​

19.11 Subp. 3. Actions that are not a major decision. A major decision regarding the​

19.12 expenditure of public money does not include:​

19.13 A. the purchase of goods or services with public funds in the operating or capital​

19.14 budget of a political subdivision;​

19.15 B. collective bargaining of a labor contract on behalf of a political subdivision;​

19.16 or​

19.17 C. participating in discussions with a party or a party's representative regarding​

19.18 litigation between the party and the political subdivision of the local official.​

19.19 4512.0200 GIFTS WHICH MAY NOT BE ACCEPTED.​

19.20 Subpart 1. Acceptance. An official may not accept a gift given by a lobbyist or lobbyist​

19.21 principal or given as the result of a request by a lobbyist or lobbyist principal unless the gift​

19.22 satisfies an exception under this part or Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.071.​

19.23 Subp. 2. Use of gift to metropolitan governmental unit a political subdivision. An​

19.24 official may not use a gift given by a lobbyist or lobbyist principal to a metropolitan​
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20.1 governmental unit political subdivision until the gift has been formally accepted by an​

20.2 official action of the governing body of the metropolitan governmental unit political​

20.3 subdivision.​

20.4 Subp. 3. Exception. A gift is not prohibited if it consists of informational material​

20.5 given by a lobbyist or principal to assist an official in the performance of official duties and​

20.6 the lobbyist or principal had a significant role in the creation, development, or production​

20.7 of that material.​

20.8 4525.0100 DEFINITIONS.​

20.9 [For text of subparts 1 to 6, see Minnesota Rules]​

20.10 Subp. 6a. Preponderance of the evidence. "Preponderance of the evidence" means,​

20.11 in light of the evidence obtained by or known to the board, the evidence leads the board to​

20.12 believe that a fact is more likely to be true than not true.​

20.13 [For text of subparts 7 and 8, see Minnesota Rules]​

20.14 4525.0200 COMPLAINTS OF VIOLATIONS.​

20.15 [For text of subpart 1, see Minnesota Rules]​

20.16 Subp. 2. Form. Complaints must be submitted in writing. The name and address of​

20.17 the person making the complaint, or of the individual who has signed the complaint while​

20.18 acting on the complainant's behalf, must be included on the complaint and it. The complaint​

20.19 must be signed by the complainant or an individual authorized to act on behalf of the​

20.20 complainant. A complainant shall must list the alleged violator and the alleged violator's​

20.21 address if known by the complainant and describe the complainant's knowledge of the​

20.22 alleged violation. Any evidentiary material should be submitted with the complaint.​

20.23 Complaints are not available for public inspection or copying until after the complaint is​

20.24 dismissed or withdrawn or the board makes a finding.​

20.25 Subp. 3. [Repealed, 30 SR 903]​
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21.1 Subp. 3a. Withdrawal. Prior to a prima facie determination being made, a complaint​

21.2 may be withdrawn upon the written request of the person making the complaint or any​

21.3 individual authorized to act on that person's behalf. After a prima facie determination is​

21.4 made, a complaint may not be withdrawn.​

21.5 [For text of subparts 4 to 6, see Minnesota Rules]​

21.6 4525.0210 DETERMINATIONS PRIOR TO AND DURING FORMAL​
21.7 INVESTIGATION.​

21.8 [For text of subparts 1 to 3, see Minnesota Rules]​

21.9 Subp. 3a. Making the probable cause determination. In determining whether there​

21.10 is probable cause to believe a violation occurred, any evidence obtained by or known to the​

21.11 board may be considered. Arguments of the respondent and complainant must be considered.​

21.12 Probable cause exists if there are sufficient facts and reasonable inferences to be drawn​

21.13 therefrom to believe that a violation of law has occurred.​

21.14 [For text of subpart 4, see Minnesota Rules]​

21.15 Subp. 5. Action after probable cause found. If the board finds that probable cause​

21.16 exists to believe that a violation has occurred, the board then must determine whether the​

21.17 alleged violation warrants a formal investigation.​

21.18 When making this determination, the board must consider the type of possible violation;​

21.19 the magnitude of the violation if it is a financial violation; the extent of knowledge or intent​

21.20 of the violator; the benefit of formal findings, conclusions, and orders compared to informal​

21.21 resolution of the matter; the availability of board resources; whether the violation has been​

21.22 remedied; and any other similar factor necessary to decide whether the alleged violation​

21.23 warrants a formal investigation.​

21.24 If the board orders a formal investigation, the order must be in writing and must describe​

21.25 the basis for the board's determination, the possible violations to be investigated, the scope​

21​4525.0210​

REVISOR JFK/CH RD4809​08/15/24  ​



22.1 of the investigation, and the discovery methods available for use by the board in the​

22.2 investigation.​

22.3 The executive director must promptly notify the complainant and the respondent of the​

22.4 board's determination.​

22.5 The notice to the respondent also must:​

22.6 [For text of items A to C, see Minnesota Rules]​

22.7 D. state that the respondent will be given an opportunity to be heard by the board​

22.8 prior to the board's determination as to whether any violation occurred.​

22.9 At the conclusion of the investigation, the board must determine whether a violation​

22.10 occurred. The board's determination of any disputed facts must be based upon a​

22.11 preponderance of the evidence.​

22.12 [For text of subpart 6, see Minnesota Rules]​

22.13 4525.0220 SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS.​

22.14 [For text of subparts 1 and 2, see Minnesota Rules]​

22.15 Subp. 3. Consideration of request by board. Upon receipt of a request for a summary​

22.16 proceeding, the executive director must submit the request to the board. If the matter was​

22.17 initiated by a complaint, the complaint has not been dismissed, and a probable cause​

22.18 determination has not been made, the executive director must send a copy of the request to​

22.19 the complainant no later than the time that the request is submitted to the board. Under any​

22.20 other circumstances a complainant must not be notified or provided a copy of the request.​

22.21 The request must be considered by the board at its next meeting that occurs at least ten days​

22.22 after the request was received. If the executive director sends a copy of the request to the​

22.23 complainant pursuant to this subpart, the complainant must be given an opportunity to be​

22.24 heard by the board.​
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23.1 The board is not required to agree to a request for a summary proceeding. If the board​

23.2 modifies the respondent's request for a summary proceeding, the board must obtain the​

23.3 respondent's agreement to the modifications before undertaking the summary proceeding.​

23.4 4525.0500 INVESTIGATIONS AND AUDITS; GENERAL PROVISIONS.​

23.5 [For text of subparts 1 and 2, see Minnesota Rules]​

23.6 Subp. 2a. Penalties. In exercising discretion as to the imposition of a civil penalty for​

23.7 violation of a statute within the board's jurisdiction, the board must consider the factors​

23.8 identified in Minnesota Statutes, section 14.045. The board also may consider additional​

23.9 factors such as whether a violator created and complied with appropriate internal controls​

23.10 or policies before the violation occurred, whether the violator could have avoided the​

23.11 violation, whether the violator voluntarily reported or corrected any violation, and whether​

23.12 the violator took measures to remedy or mitigate any violation or avoid future violations.​

23.13 [For text of subparts 3 to 7, see Minnesota Rules]​

23.14 4525.0550 FORMAL AUDITS.​

23.15 Subpart 1. Formal audit. The purpose of a formal audit is to ensure that all information​

23.16 included in the report or statement being audited is accurately reported. The fact that the​

23.17 board is conducting a formal audit does not imply that the subject of the audit has violated​

23.18 any law. When conducting an audit, the board may require testimony under oath, permit​

23.19 written statements to be given under oath, and issue subpoenas and cause them to be served.​

23.20 When conducting an audit the board may require the production of any records required to​

23.21 be retained under Minnesota Statutes, section 10A.025.​

23.22 [For text of subparts 2 and 3, see Minnesota Rules]​

23.23 Subp. 4. Audits of affidavits of contributions. The board may audit the affidavit of​

23.24 contributions filed by a candidate or the candidate's treasurer to determine whether the​

23.25 candidate is eligible to receive a public subsidy payment. The executive director must contact​
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24.1 the principal campaign committee of a candidate and request the information necessary to​

24.2 audit any affidavit of contributions that was not filed by electronic filing system, if the​

24.3 committee has accepted contributions from individuals totaling less than twice the amount​

24.4 required to qualify for a public subsidy payment.​

24.5 Subp. 5. Audits of other campaign finance filings. The board may audit any campaign​

24.6 finance report or statement that is filed or required to be filed with the board under Minnesota​

24.7 Statutes, chapter 10A or 211B. The board may conduct a partial audit, including auditing​

24.8 a campaign finance report to determine whether a beginning or ending balance reconciles​

24.9 with the filer's financial records. In determining whether to undertake an audit, the board​

24.10 must consider the availability of board resources, the possible benefit to the public, and the​

24.11 magnitude of any reporting failures or violations that may be discovered as a result of the​

24.12 audit. The board may conduct audits in which respondents are selected on a randomized​

24.13 basis designed to capture a sample of respondents that meet certain criteria. The board may​

24.14 conduct audits in which all respondents meet certain criteria. When undertaking an audit​

24.15 with respondents selected on a randomized basis, the board must, to the extent possible,​

24.16 seek to prevent selecting respondents based on their political party affiliation, or if the​

24.17 respondents are candidates, based on their incumbency status.​

24.18 RENUMBERING INSTRUCTION. A. Renumber Minnesota Rules, part 4501.0100,​

24.19 subpart 7a, as Minnesota Rules, part 4501.0100, subpart 7c.​

24.20 B. Renumber Minnesota Rules, part 4503.0100, subpart 3a, as Minnesota Rules, part​

24.21 4503.0100, subpart 3c.​

24.22 REPEALER. Minnesota Rules, part 4511.0500, subpart 5, is repealed.​
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Date: August 28, 2024 

To:   Board members 

From: Megan Engelhardt, Assistant Executive Director Telephone:  651-539-1182 
Greta Johnson, Legal / Management Analyst  Telephone:  651-539-1183 

Re:  Prima Facie Determinations   

Complaints filed with the Board are subject to a prima facie determination which are made by 
the Board chair in consultation with staff.  If the Board chair determines that the complaint states 
a violation of Chapter 10A or the provisions of Chapter 211B under the Board’s jurisdiction, the 
complaint moves forward to a probable cause determination by the full Board. 

If the determination finds that the complaint does not state a prima facie violation, the prima 
facie determination must dismiss the complaint without prejudice.  When a complaint is 
dismissed, the complaint and the prima facie determination become public data.  The following 
complaints were dismissed by Chair Asp, and the prima facie determinations are provided here 
as an informational item to Board members.  No further Board action is required. 

Mark Westpfahl 

On August 14, 2024, the Board received a complaint from Kevin Sethre regarding Mark 
Westpfahl, a mayoral candidate in the City of South St. Paul.  The complaint alleged that Mark 
Westpfahl did not file a pre-primary campaign finance report per Minnesota Statutes section 
211A.02, subdivision 1, paragraph (b), clause (1), which states that a campaign finance report 
needs to be filed "ten days before the primary or special primary.”  The complaint was dismissed 
due to the Board’s lack of jurisdiction over the statute that might give rise to the violation alleged 
in the complaint.  

People for Gregory (Davids) Committee  

On July 22, 2024, the Board received three complaints from Cory Johnson regarding 
Representative Gregory Davids, a candidate for Minnesota House of Representatives District 
26B.  The People for (Gregory) Davids Committee is the principal campaign committee of 
Representative Davids.   
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The complaints alleged that the Davids committee sent three separate campaign mailers that 
state that Representative Davids is the Republican-endorsed candidate for House District 26B.  
All three complaints alleged that Representative Davids is not the Republican-endorsed 
candidate for House District 26B.  The complaints alleged that the mailers violated Minnesota 
Statutes section 211B.02, which regulates claims of endorsement and support.  Because all 
three complaints alleged that the Davids committee violated Minnesota Statutes section 
211B.02 in the same manner, the Board chair considered all three complaints together.  The 
complaints were dismissed due to the Board’s lack of jurisdiction over the statute that might give 
rise to the violations alleged in the complaints.  

Attachments: 
Westpfahl complaint 
Westpfahl prima facie determination 
Davids complaint 
Davids prima facie determination 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 

 
PRIMA FACIE 

DETERMINATION  
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT OF KEVIN SETHRE REGARDING MARK WESTPFAHL 
 
On August 14, 2024, the Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board received a complaint 
submitted by Kevin Sethre regarding Mark Westpfahl, a mayoral candidate in the City of South 
St. Paul.  
 
The complaint alleges that Mark Westpfahl did not file a pre-primary campaign finance report 
per Minnesota Statutes section 211A.02, subdivision 1, paragraph (b), clause (1), which states 
that a campaign finance report needs to be filed "ten days before the primary or special primary.  
This report is required regardless of whether the candidate or issue is on the primary ballot or a 
primary is not conducted."  The complaint states that Westpfahl’s report should have been filed 
by August 3, 2024, and includes a screenshot of what appears to be a City of South St. Paul 
webpage indicating that Westpfahl had not filed the pre-primary report as of the date the 
complaint was submitted.  
 
Determination 
 
Minnesota Statutes section 10A.022, subdivision 3, authorizes the Board to investigate alleged 
or potential violations of Minnesota Statutes chapter 10A in addition to Minnesota Statutes 
sections 211B.04, 211B.12, and 211B.15. Because the Board does not have jurisdiction over 
the statutes that might give rise to the violations alleged in the complaint, the chair concludes 
that the complaint does not state a prima facie violation of Chapter 10A or of those sections of 
Chapter 211B under the Board’s jurisdiction. Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes section 10A.022, 
subdivision 3, this prima facie determination is made by the Board chair and not by any vote of 
the entire Board. The complaint is dismissed without prejudice.  
 
 
 
_______________________________________   Date: August 16, 2024 
David Asp, Chair      
Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 

PRIMA FACIE 
DETERMINATION 

 
IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT OF CORY JOHNSON REGARDING THE PEOPLE FOR (GREGORY) 
DAVIDS COMMITTEE 
 
On July 22, 2024, the Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board received three 
complaints submitted by Cory Johnson regarding Representative Gregory Davids, a candidate 
for Minnesota House of Representatives District 26B.  The People for (Gregory) Davids 
Committee is the principal campaign committee of Representative Davids.   
 
The complaints allege that the Davids committee sent three separate campaign mailers that 
state that Representative Davids is the Republican-endorsed candidate for House District 26B.  
All three complaints allege that Representative Davids is not the Republican-endorsed 
candidate for House District 26B.  The complainant provided copies of three mailers sent by the 
Davids committee that each state “15-time Republican Endorsed!”  The complaints allege that 
the mailers violated Minnesota Statutes section 211B.02, which regulates claims of 
endorsement and support.  Because all three complaints allege that the Davids committee 
violated Minnesota Statutes section 211B.02 in the same manner, the Board chair will consider 
all three complaints in this prima facie determination.    
 
Determination 
 
Minnesota Statutes section 10A.022, subdivision 3, authorizes the Board to investigate alleged 
or potential violations of Minnesota Statutes chapter 10A in addition to Minnesota Statutes 
sections 211B.04, 211B.12, and 211B.15.  The Board does not have jurisdiction over Minnesota 
Statutes section 211B.02.  Minnesota Statutes section 211B.02 is the only statute that was 
allegedly violated.  Therefore, the chair concludes that the complaints do not state a prima facie 
violation of Chapter 10A or of those sections of Chapter 211B under the Board’s jurisdiction.  
Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes section 10A.022, subdivision 3, this prima facie determination is 
made by the Board chair and not by any vote of the entire Board.  The complaints are dismissed 
without prejudice.  
 
 
 
 
_______________________________________   Date: August 5, 2024 
David Asp, Chair      
Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 
September 2024 

 
ACTIVE FILES 

 
Candidate/Treasurer/ 
Lobbyist 

 
Committee/Agency 

Report Missing/ 
Violation 

Late Fee/ 
Civil Penalty 

Referred 
to AGO 

Date S&C 
Personally  
Served 

Default 
Hearing Date 

Date 
Judgment 
Entered 

 
Case Status 
 

Mariani, Carlos Neighbors for Mariani Previously filed 
reports and 
statements 
 
Late filing of 2023 
year-end report 

$7,620 LFFs 
$3,300 CPs 
 
 
$1,000 LFF 
$1,000 CP 
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