STATE OF MINNESOTA
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD

March 17, 2015
Room G-31
Minnesota Judicial Center

MINUTES
The meeting was called to order by Chair Beck.
Members present: Beck, Flynn, Oliver, Rosen, Sande
Others present: Goldsmith, Sigurdson, Fisher, Pope, Zietlow, staff; Schlick Nguyen, counsel
MINUTES (February 3, 2015, and February 6, 2015)
After discussion, the following motion was made:

Member Rosen’s motion: To approve the February 3, 2015, and the February
6, 2015, minutes.

Vote on motion: Unanimously passed (Flynn abstained).

CHAIR'S REPORT

Board meeting schedule

The next Board meeting is scheduled for April 14, 2015.

Welcome to new Board member Carol Flynn

Members and staff welcomed new member Carol Flynn to the Board.
New member Senate confirmation hearings

Mr. Goldsmith reported that the first Senate confirmation hearing for new members and, for
member Sande’s reappointment, had been scheduled for March 26, 2015.

Discussion of April lunch to welcome new members and honor members who left the
Board this year

Mr. Goldsmith told members that this lunch tentatively was scheduled for April 14, 2015.
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TOPICS

Status of office operations

Executive Director Goldsmith reported that staff had been busy with the deadline for principal
reports, the mailing for the supplementary statement of economic interest, and the legislative
session.

Website redevelopment

Mr. Goldsmith told members that a temporary web developer would begin building web pages to
access the data in the databases during the second week in April. Mr. Goldsmith said that the
project called for using MN Geo for some work and other state resources when possible.

Mr. Goldsmith said that the database redesign project was almost completed. This project
would make it easier for the new website to access the data in the databases.

Mr. Goldsmith also told members that MN.IT had informed him that development of the Board's
web site would not start before May. Because of budgeting considerations, Mr. Goldsmith
suggested that MN.IT's role would likely be delayed until the next fiscal year. MN.IT also
informed Mr. Goldsmith that it was not willing to assign a designer for the development of a logo
or a homepage banner for the Board until other steps in the design process were completed.

Legislative session update

Mr. Goldsmith reported that the Board’s technical bill was now on the floor in the Senate and in
the Elections Committee in the House. Not many changes had been made to the bills. Mr.
Goldsmith stated that the disclosure bill was in the Elections Subcommittee in the Senate and
awaiting introduction in the House. Mr. Goldsmith told members that the House probably would
adopt a delete everything amendment for the disclosure bill. Mr. Goldsmith also said that the
House had heard Rep. Winkler’'s disclosure bill, which was not the same as the Board’s bill. Mr.
Goldsmith finally reported that the legislation authorizing the carryover of the $150,000 for the
website to the next biennium was progressing and that he anticipated that this proposal would
be incorporated into the omnibus state government finance bill.

Example analysis of expenditures and contributions in 2014

Mr. Sigurdson presented members with a memorandum and an example analysis regarding this
matter that are attached to and made a part of these minutes. Mr. Sigurdson told members that
the example analysis was based on their suggestions. Mr. Sigurdson also said that the
example analysis made heavy use of charts due to the belief that graphic representations made
the information more approachable.

Board members discussed the matter, made suggestions, and directed staff to publish the
analysis on the Board's website.
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Update on analysis of campaign spending that is not subject to disclosure

Mr. Sigurdson presented members with a memorandum regarding this matter that is attached to
and made a part of these minutes. Mr. Sigurdson said that at the Board’s request, staff had
reviewed the types of public information available from media outlets to determine whether that
information could be used to better quantify the extent of electioneering communications. Mr.
Sigurdson said that the weakness of the publically available information was that it did not
include anything about the content of the advertisement. Consequently, staff would have to look
at the ad or the script to determine if it was an electioneering communication. Mr. Sigurdson
said that there might be other ways to identify electioneering communications but those
methods also would be staff intensive. Mr. Sigurdson said that staff would contact other states
that have tried to quantify the extent of political spending not subject to disclosure to learn what
methods they had used.

Approach to resolving campaign spending limits violations

Mr. Goldsmith presented members with a memorandum regarding this matter that is attached to
and made a part of these minutes. Mr. Goldsmith said that staff had found three potential
spending limits violations during its initial review of the 2015 year-end reports. Mr. Goldsmith
sought guidance from the Board about how to handle these matters under the new statutory and
rule provisions. Mr. Goldsmith reviewed the approach currently used for contribution limits
violations. Mr. Goldsmith said that spending limits violations arguably should be handled
differently than contribution limits violations because the effect of a spending limits violation on
an election could not be undone.

After discussion, the following motion was made:

Member Flynn’s motion: To direct the Executive Director that in the
case of apparent spending limits violations
when the preliminary inquiry has concluded
and resulted in a determination that there is
a spending limits violation that the Executive
Director initiate a formal investigation.

Vote on motion: Unanimously passed.

ENFORCEMENT REPORT

Consent agenda
A. Confirmation of administrative termination of lobbyist registration - Melvin Ptacek
Mr. Fisher told members that Mr. Ptacek had passed away on February 16, 2015.

After discussion, the following motion was made:
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Member Rosen’s motion: To confirm the administrative termination of
Melvin Ptacek’s lobbyist registration.

Vote on motion: Unanimously passed.
Discussion Items
B. Requestto withdraw registration — Can’t Convert Love Minnesota

Mr. Fisher told members that Can’'t Convert Love Minnesota was an association that had
registered an independent expenditure fund with the Board on June 25, 2014. Mr. Fisher said
that the association wished to withdraw its registration as it did not raise money for the purpose
of influencing elections and it planned to focus its efforts on lobbying as opposed to elections.
Mr. Fisher said that allowing the association to withdraw its registration would also have the
effect of waiving a $50 late filing fee for the association’s 2014 year-end report. The association
reported a cash balance of $449.64 as of 12/31/2014.

After discussion, the following motion was made:

Member Oliver's motion: To allow the association to withdraw its
registration.

Vote on motion: Unanimously passed.
C. Request for a one-time balance adjustment — Freeborn County RPM

Mr. Fisher told members that this party unit had a $356.66 balance discrepancy. Mr. Fisher said
that the treasurer had gone through the records and noticed a few errors but had not been able
to locate the issue. The party unit had filed on paper in the past but planned on filing
electronically in the future. Mr. Fisher stated that the party unit requested a one-time balance
adjustment from $1,757.45 to $1,400.79 as of 12/31/2014 so that it would be able to accurately
begin electronic filing. Mr. Fisher said that staff had verified the $1,400.79 balance and that all
deposits and checks had cleared the account.

After discussion, the following motion was made:

Member Rosen’s motion: To grant Freeborn County RPM'’s request
for a one-time balance adjustment to
$1,400.79.

Vote on motion: Unanimously passed.

D. Request for a payment plan — Tim Manthey

Mr. Fisher told members that Mr. Manthey was assessed a civil penalty of $3,250.77 at the
Board meeting of October 7, 2014. Mr. Fisher said that Mr. Manthey had proposed a payment
plan with the following schedule:

e A first payment of $450.77;

e Ten payments of $200 (due by the 15th of each month; beginning April 15); and

e A final payment on April 15, 2016, of $800.

-4 -
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After discussion, the following motion was made:

Member Rosen’s motion: To approve Mr. Manthey's proposed

payment plan.
Vote on motion: Unanimously passed.

E. Waiver requests

)
=

Name of Late Fee Reason for
Candidate or e Penalty e Factors for waiver

Committee Amount Amount Fine

Board
Member's

Motion

Motion

Vote on
Motion

Treasurer attempted to file on the
Feb. 2 deadline. The Board logs
indicate that the treasurer
$0 2/2/2015 downloaded information instead of
Year-end .
uploading a report. The next
morning Board staff assisted the
treasurer in submitting the report.

Dan Hall $25
Volunteer Team

Sande

To waive
the late
fee.

Unanimous

Merrill Anderson
Campaign
Committee

$575 2/2/2015 Candidate/treasurer’s brother was

$0 Year-end il and passed away in Arizona.

Sande

To waive
the late
fee.

Unanimous

Two family members of the
candidate were diagnosed with
cancer around reporting period.

2/2/2015
Year-end

Nienow Volunteer $500

Committee $0

Sande

To waive
the late
fee.

Unanimous

Computer that contained files
obtained a virus. Files were lost
2/2/2015 and treasurer had to re-enter all
Year-end contributions and expenditures.
During 2014 the committee took in
and spent over $11,000.

Bridget Sullivan $75

for Judge $0

Rosen

To waive
the late
fee.

Unanimous

Treasurer mistakenly uploaded a
2013 report on the deadline.
Committee likely should have
previously applied for, and been
granted, an electronic waiver.

2/2/2015
Year-end

Olson Volunteer $75

Committee $0

Flynn.

To waive
the late
fee.

Unanimous

Candidate was operating without a
7/28/2014 treasurer or staff. Tried to do
Pre-primary | reports as accurately as possible
on paper.

Shimek for House $600

B $0

No
motion.

$25 2/2/2015

MPA PAC Year-end

$0 No specific reason stated.

No
motion.

Candidate said contribution was
received on 10/22/2014 and
reported to Board on same day.
Board records show contribution as
being received on 10/22/2014 but
$0 24 hr. notice | no report was received until
10/24/2014 and no activity was
logged in the committee’s software
on 10/22/2014. During 2014 the
committee took in and spent more
than $15,000.

Colon for House $50
Committee LFF

No
motion.

-5-
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F. Other Business

1. Staff request to administratively terminate committee and suspend late filing fees and
civil penalties — Candidate Brandon Clokey and the Clokey for 7A Volunteer Committee

Mr. Fisher told members that Mr. Clokey did not file his 2013 year-end report with the Board. A
letter dated February 14, 2014, was sent to Mr. Clokey detailing the late filings fees and
notifying him of a potential additional civil penalty. The late filing fee reached its $1,000
statutory maximum on March 31 and the civil penalty reached its $1,000 statutory maximum on
April 26. Mr. Fisher said that staff emailed Mr. Clokey on May 15, 2014, and Mr. Clokey replied
on May 30, 2014, stating that he had submitted the report on February 6 and then left the state
for his father’s funeral. Mr. Fisher said that the Board had no record of receiving the report. Mr.
Fisher stated that staff had requested a copy of the fax transmission and emailed Mr. Clokey
again on June 10, 2014, but that staff had not been able to reach Mr. Clokey since his email
response.

Mr. Fisher said that staff asked the Board to administratively terminate Mr. Clokey's committee
and suspend the collection of the late filing fee and civil penalty, which would be reinstated if the
candidate attempted to re-register his committee. Mr. Fisher stated that Mr. Clokey last
reported a cash balance of $12.25 as of 12/31/2012, but that the Board’s database showed a
negative cash balance of $74.99.

After discussion, the following motion was made:

Member Sande’s motion: To administratively terminate the committee
and suspend the collection of the late filing
fee and civil penalty.

Vote on motion: Unanimously passed.

2. Staff request to administratively terminate committee and suspend late filing fees and
civil penalties — Candidate David Schaaf and the Friends of Schaaf Committee

Mr. Fisher told members that Mr. Schaaf had not filed his 2013 year-end report. A letter dated
February 14, 2014, was sent to Mr. Schaaf detailing the late filings fees and notifying him of a
potential additional civil penalty. The late filing fee reached its $1,000 statutory maximum on
March 31 and the civil penalty reached its $1,000 statutory maximum on April 26. Mr. Fisher
said that staff sent an email on January 30, 2014, to which Mr. Schaaf responded on January
31, 2014, stating that there were no changes, that his balance was the same, and that his car
would not start. Staff had not been able to reach Mr. Schaaf since that time.

Mr. Fisher said that staff asked the Board to administratively terminate Mr. Schaaf’s committee
and suspend the collection of the late filing fee and civil penalty, which would be reinstated if the
candidate attempted to re-register his committee. Mr. Schaaf last reported a cash balance of
$390.14 as of 12/31/2012. Mr. Fisher said that administratively terminating the committee
would have the effect of writing off the $290.14 that Mr. Schaaf would otherwise have to account
for in wrapping up the committee’s affairs.
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After discussion, the following motion was made:

Member Sande’s motion: To administratively terminate the committee
and suspend the collection of the late filing
fee and civil penalty.

Vote on motion: Unanimously passed.
3. Staff request for direction regarding the Steve Smith Volunteer Committee

Mr. Fisher told members that former Representative Steve Smith had a principal campaign
committee open and registered at the time of his death. Mr. Fisher said that at that time, staff
had been working with Representative Smith to get his 2012 pre-primary-election report filed.
Mr. Fisher stated that although the Board had terminated the committee's registration, the issue
of the remaining committee funds remained open.

Mr. Fisher told members that because section 211B.12 gave the Board jurisdiction over the use
of money collected for political purposes, staff had made inquiries about the committee's
account. Staff had contacted Mr. Smith’s son and Mr. Smith’s close friend who had helped in
wrapping up his affairs. These individuals indicated that no records or paperwork existed
besides one piece of paper showing a potential $2,600 in an account. Staff contacted Mr.
Smith’s depository, but it could not confirm or deny that any funds existed. Mr. Fisher said that
the depository did confirm that an account existed with a name suggesting that it was from Mr.
Smith’s 1990 committee that also bore his treasurer’'s name from 1990.

Mr. Fisher said that because Mr. Smith was his own treasurer when he passed away and
because staff was unable to confirm whether any funds existed at this time, staff recommended
that the Board direct its Executive Director to take no further action with respect to any
remaining cash balance in the committee's account. Mr. Fisher said that at least in theory, the
account should eventually be considered abandoned property and eventually escheat to the
state under Minnesota's abandoned property laws.

After discussion, the following motion was made:
Member Rosen’s motion: To direct the Executive Director to take no
further action with respect to any remaining
cash balance in the committee’s account.

Vote on motion: Unanimously passed.

Informational Items

A. Payment of a late filing fee for 2014 Year-end Report of Receipts and Expenditures

Tony Cornish for State Rep, $25
Volunteers for Dorian Eder, $25
Neighbors for Farheen Hakeem, $50
Joe Hoppe Volunteer Committee, $25
Jack Krage for Senate, $25

Ed Matthews for Ramsey County, $100
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Steven Schiroo for MN 18A, $100
Sadik Warka for 61A, $25

Lyon County DFL, $25
MN Jobs Coalition, $25
Rural Electric PAC, $25

B. Payment of a late filing fee for 2014 Pre-general Report of Receipts and Expenditures

Timothy Manthey for House, $100
Travis Silvers for MN House, $50

C. Payment of a late filing fee for 2013 Year-end Report of Receipts and Expenditures
Local 28 Political Fund, $1,000
D. Payment of a late filing fee for January 15, 2015 lobbyist disbursement report
Kelly Durham, Corrections Corp of America, $50
Dennis Egan, MN Private College Council, $25
Dustin Dennison, MN Renewable Energy Society, $325
Barry Faden, Natl Popular Vote Association, $50
Matthew Norton, MN Environmental Partnership, $25
Deanna White, Clean Water Action, $75
E. Payment of a civil penalty for a contribution during the legislative session
Ryan Kelly, $100
F. Payment of a civil penalty for exceeding the contribution limit
Isaacson (Jason) for Minnesota, $125 (partial)
Jay McNamar for House, $25
MAPE PAC, $450
G. Deposit to the General Fund, State Elections Campaign Fund
Mark Giancola for Hennepin County Judge, $200 (anonymous contribution)
Jon Pieper for House, $108.43 (could not determine source)
Citizens for Paul Rosenthal, $100 (could not determine source)

H. Return of Excess Carry Forward

Carolyn Laine for State Representative, $4,796.13
Mary Murphy Volunteer Committee, $1,669.68
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LEGAL COUNSEL’'S REPORT

Ms. Schlick Nguyen told members that Benjamin Kruse had been served by mail but had not
acknowledged service. Ms. Schlick Nguyen said that the next step would be to serve Mr. Kruse
using a process server.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

The Chair recessed the regular session of the meeting and called to order the executive
session. Upon completion of the executive session, the regular session of the meeting was
called back to order and the Chair had nothing to report into regular session.

OTHER BUSINESS

There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned by the Chair.

[ er

Gary Goldsmith
Executive Director

Attachments:

Memorandum regarding example analysis of expenditures and contributions in 2014
Example analysis of expenditures and contributions in 2014

Memorandum regarding analysis of campaign spending that is not subject to disclosure
Memorandum regarding approach to resolving campaign spending limits violations



Campaign Finance ud
Public Disclosure Board

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

DATE: March 10, 2015
TO: Board Members
FROM: Jeff Sigurdson TELEPHONE: 651-539-1189

Assistant Executive Director
SUBJECT: Sample Analysis of Expenditures and Sources of Funding for the 2014 Election.
As requested by the Board at the February meeting staff has developed some analysis of spending
and contributions at the 2014 election. Most of the analysis reflects the ideas for viewing the
information of one or more Board members. The analysis makes heavy use of charts. This was done
in the belief that the information is more approachable if there is a graphic representation of the
numbers underlying the analysis.

Staff would appreciate feedback from the Board on the effectiveness of graphics to convey the
information as the new website may incorporate a similar approach to some types of disclosure.

Attachment

Overview of Expenditures



Overview of Expenditures and Sources of Funding for the 2014 Election

Prepared by the Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board
March 10, 2015



Total Expenditures to Influence the 2014 Election

Expenditures to directly influence voting at the 2014 election are reported to the Board in two ways.

First, candidate committees report campaign expenditures made by those committees. This amount
includes the value of in-kind expenditures made with the knowledge and on behalf of a candidate by

party units or political committees.

Secondly, political parties, political committees and funds, and independent expenditure committees
and funds (party units and political committees) can make independent expenditures either in support
of or in opposition to candidates. Independent expenditures are done without the knowledge of
candidates, and so are reported only by the party units and political committees’.

During 2014, campaign expenditures made by candidates who filed for office and independent
expenditures made by party units and political committees totaled $33,927,310%.  As shown in Figure 1,
the total amount spent on independent expenditures is nearly equal to the amount spent by all
candidates combined. Campaign expenditures by candidate committees totaled $17,731,428 or 52% of
the total reported amount spent to influence the election. Total independent expenditures were
$16, 195,882, or 48% of the total reported amount spent to influence the election.

Figure 1

Total Candidate Campaign Expenditures and Independent
Expenditures in 2014 - $33,927,310

Other Constitutional
Campaign Expenditures

$2,744,459
8% \
Independent
Expenditures In
Suppert
Gubernatorial £9,476,420
Campaign Expenditures 28%
$7,195,09 Total Independent
21% es
516,195,882
D Independent
Expenditures In
Opposttion
$6,719,462

0,
Judicial Campaign 20%
Expenditures
£783,826
2%

A

! candidate committees may also spend funds on non-campaign disbursements, which are defined in statute and
not counted as campaign expenditures. Party units and political committees also have general expenditures,
typically administrative overhead, which are not on behalf of a particular state candidate. Non-campaign
expenditures and general expenditures are not included in this analysis.
% All numbers in this memo are as of March 5, 2015. Amendments to the Year-end Report of Receipts and
Expenditures filed by candidates, party units, and political committees may alter the totals presented here.
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Independent expenditures are reported with information that identifies the candidate that was the
subject of the independent expenditure, and whether the expenditure was in support of or in opposition
to the candidate. Total spending on any particular race can be determined by combining campaign
expenditures made by the candidate committees in the race with the independent expenditures made
for and against the candidates in that race. In Table 1, the ten state House of Representative races with
the highest total expenditures are listed.

Table 1
House Independent Candidate Committee Total Expenditures in
District Expenditures Campaign 2014
Expenditures
14B $784,955 $176,234 $961,190
48A $782,810 $116,554 $899,364
10B $692,028 $83,529 $775,557
27A $560,627 $136,341 $696,969
44B $364,747 $331,757 $696,504
12A $538,774 $140,021 $678,794
17B $549,817 $128,327 $678,144
56B $548,535 $112,836 $661,371
43A $511,130 $105,816 $616,946
2A $520,328 $78,524 $598,853

The range of total expenditures for state House of Representative races varied from the $961,190
dollars spent on District 14B to $62 spent on District 47B in support of Representative Joe Hoppe, who
was unopposed at the election.

Appendix B, attached to this document, provides information and comparative charts on the campaign
expenditures and independent expenditures made for the 134 state House of Representative races.

A similar breakdown of 2014 expenditures for the constitutional offices (governor, attorney general,
secretary of state, and state auditor) is available in Appendix A.

2014 Independent Expenditures

Comparing the amount of independent expenditures over multiple elections is complicated by the fact
that independent expenditures increase or decrease depending on which offices are on the ballot. In
particular the presence of the office of governor on the ballot significantly increases the total amount of
spending on independent expenditures. In Figure 2, the total amount of independent expenditures
spikes in 2006, 2010, and 2014, which are the elections at which the office of governor was up for
election. However, a direct comparison between the $16,195,881 spent in 2014, and the $16,122,497
spent in 2010, is still problematic because of the state Senate. In 2010 the Senate was on the ballot,
while in 2014 only the House of Representatives was up for election. Therefore, while it is possible to
say that total spending on independent expenditures was almost the same in 2010 and 2014 it is with
the caveat that the number of state offices on the ballot was greater in 2010.
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Figure 2 shows independent expenditures by the type of registered committee that made the
expenditure: political party units, political committees and funds, and independent expenditure
committees and funds. Independent expenditure committees and funds are different from other
political committees and funds because they may accept contributions from corporations. The 2010
election is the first year during which independent expenditure committees and funds were recognized
under Minnesota law. During the twenty years represented in the chart independent expenditures
increased from a little over $436,000 in 2004 to a little over $16,195,000 in 2014, an amount about 37
times larger.

In 2014 independent expenditures focused on the gubernatorial race and competitive State
Representative races. Figure 3 shows a breakdown of the amount spent on the various offices.



Figure 3

2014 Independent Expenditures by Office
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Sources of Funding for Independent Expenditure Committees and Funds

Independent expenditure committees and funds came into existence in 2010 as a way to accommodate
the use of corporate contributions to pay for independent expenditures. However, corporate
contributions are not the only, or even the largest, source of funding for independent expenditure
committees and funds. As seen in Figure 4, independent expenditure committees receive significant
funding from registered political committees, individuals, political parties, and transfers from other
independent expenditure committees and funds.

Figure 4

2014 Source of Funding for Independent Committees and Funds
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Actual corporate business revenue is included in the $5,927,463 reported from unregistered
associations. However, in 2014 unregistered associations did not use business revenue for the majority
of the contributions made to independent expenditure committees and funds, or at least for the
majority of contributions that exceeded $5,000.

The source of funding for independent expenditure committees and funds is disclosed under a different
set of statutory requirements than the requirements for political committees and funds or political party
units. Independent expenditure committees and funds are required to obtain and forward to the
Board underlying disclosure for contributions from unregistered associations if the contribution is more
than $5,000. No disclosure on the source of funding is required if the contribution does not exceed
$5,000.

Unregistered associations that contribute over $5,000 in aggregate to independent expenditure
committees provide a short report that discloses the source of the funds used for the contribution. If
the association used business revenue it generated to fund the contribution no further disclosure is
required. If the association used membership fees and dues, or contributions received from individuals
or other associations to fund the contribution, then the disclosure statement may, under some
circumstances, need to list the source of the funds used for the contribution.

The Board recommended to the legislature in 2013 that the statutory formula used to determine if the
unregistered association must itemize the source of funds used for a contribution should be changed
because the current method of calculation was resulting in little disclosure. The underlying disclosure
provided by unregistered associations for $4,230,689 in contributions to independent expenditure
committees appears consistent with that recommendation. Figure 5 shows that unregistered
associations used business revenue to fund contributions that exceeded $5,000 only 2% of the time.
Contributions from sources that were not itemized were used 64% of the time, and when a source of
funding was itemized the source was an individual 25% of the time.

Figure 5

Sources of Funding for Unregistered Associations that Contributed More than
$5,000 to Independent Expenditure Committees in 2014
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Role of Individuals in Funding of Registered Political Committees and Political Party Units

Political party units, political committees, and political funds do not have contribution limits from
individuals. Therefore, individuals who are able to contribute relatively large amounts to party units and
political committees become an important funding source. Figure 6 shows the relative importance of
thirty-seven individuals who contributed $50,000 or more in aggregate in 2014. Those thirty-seven
individuals contributed more than the other 4,828 individual contributors itemized on reports from
political committees and funds and political party units.

Figure 6

Total Itemized Contributions from Individuals to all Party Units
and Political Committees and Funds

= Total from 37 Largest
Contributors ($50,000 or

$5r0305r981 more)
48% Total from Other 4,828
Itemized Contributors

It should be noted that the total amount of contributions received by political committees, political
funds, and political party units from all sources in 2014 was $61,083,130. When compared to the
overall contribution amount, the contributions from the 37 largest contributors represent about 9% of
the total amount received.



Appendix A 2014 Campaign Expenditures and Independent Expenditures by Constitutional Office

2014 Governor
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2014 State Auditor
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Rebecca Otto | Matt Entenza | Patrick Dean Keegan Randy Gilbert
Iversen
Elected
Candidate Expenditures §311,778 £745,874 §35,581 52,613 £149,358
= Independent Expenditure in Support $32,836 30 30 30 $471
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 30 30 $0 30 [}

2014 Secretary of State
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Steve Simon David Singleton Robert Helland Dan Severson
Elected Primary Winner
Candidate Expenditures $464,148 30 $31,651 $217,238
= Independent Expenditure in Support $17,880 $0 $0 5471
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 30 40 40 $50,000




Appendix B 2014 Campaign Expenditures and Independent Expenditures by House District

House Districts 1A and 1B

£70,000
$60,000
$50,000
" 40,000
o
2
3 $3000 —
I}
3
w $20,000 —
$10,000 —
0 1A 1A 1B 1B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Bruce Daniel Fabian Eric Bergeson Debra Kiel
Patterson
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures $7,271 $36,304 $58,229 554,132
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5429 512 56,661 539,131
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 5255 30
House Districts 2A and 2B
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$200,000
$150,000
"}
v
2
B s1w00000
8
3
w
£50,000 |
o = Ol
2A 2A 2B 2B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Roger David David
Erickson Hancodk Sobieski Steve Green
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 542,681 £35,843 £40,956 532,479
= Independent Expenditure in Support £192,105 £38,043 35,849 529,016
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition|  $133,697 $155,681 514,641 50
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House Districts 3A and 3B
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$50,000 [—
£40,000 |—
H
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o
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]
410,000 —
0 3A 3A 3B 3B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
R . Wade
David Dill Eric Johnson Mary Murphy Fremiing
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 355,608 £17,839 £13,877 510,435
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5384 $0 50 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 4A and 4B
360,000
£50,000
40,000 —
g
b 530,000 ]
B
[}
2 520,000 |-
w
£10,000 -
0 4A 4A 4B 4B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Benjamin Lien Br\aGn English Paul Marquart | Jared LaDuke
ramer
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 341,371 44 247 £15,676 4,347
= Independent Expenditure in Support 356,110 542 5211 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 542,754 50 50
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House Districts 5A and 5B
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0 5A 5B 5B
DFL DFL RPM
John Persell | Phillip Nelsen Tom Anzelc | Justin Eichern
No
Elected Committee Elected
Candidate Expenditures 515,664 50 £31,909 511,281
= Independent Expenditure in Support 524,939 $0 528,903 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 360,473
House Districts 6A and 6B
$25,000
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$15,000 [
"}
o
2
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8
3
w
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0 A GA BA GB 6B
DFL DFL RPM DFL RPM
John Roger Jason Matt
Carly Melin Finken Weber Metsa Matasich
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 516,369 37,679 56,865 20,942 5,493
= Independent Expenditure in Support £222 50 30 £10,000 0
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50 50
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House Districts 7A and 7B
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Jennifer Kristine Backy Hall Erik Travis Carla
Schultz Osbakken ¥ Simonson Silvers Bayer
Elected Elected \won
Primary
Candidate Expenditures $55,504 $1,877 $58,601 $0 $12,531 $36 $1,074
mIndependent Expenditure in Support 41,300 %0 50 $0 $218 30 30
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition $0 40 0 $0 $0 0 30
House Districts 8A and 8B
$50,000
$45,000
340,000
$35,000
s $30,000
3 525000
-E_ $20,000
H s15,000
$10,000 — —
35,000 |— — —
0
$ 8A 8A 8B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Jim Miltich Larry Nornes Jay Sieling | Mary Franson
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 39,507 £15,486 $§32,731 544 439
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 512 35,619 517,991
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 $12,953 50
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House Districts 9A and 9B
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0 9A 9A 9B 9B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Mark Ronald
Dan Bye Anderson Al Doty Kresha
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures £3,932 £18,453 £31,821 337,39
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $12 57,137 $12
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 10A and 10B
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0 10A 10A 10B 10B
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Joshua Joseph
John Ward Heintzeman Radinovich Dale Luedc
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 350,657 £30,057 46,544 337,409
= Independent Expenditure in Support 356,604 £47,728 $203,182 £100,056
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition|  $145,675 $112,342 $210,680 $177,688
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House Districts 11A and 11B
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DFL RPM DFL RPM
) Timothy Timothy
Mike Sundin Hafvenstein Faust Jason Raridc
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 510,291 £11,196 £§57,543 333,120
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $0 $103,752 $140,992
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 $122,990 337,014
House Districts 12A and 12B
£200,000
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g
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o
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$40,000
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DFL RPM RPM DFL RPM
Jay Nancy Gordon Paul
McNamar Taffe Jeff Backer Wagner Anderson
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 556,648 £18,688 £64,673 $23,555 528,693
= Independent Expenditure in Support £173,387 50 £102,218 5125 £12
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition| $148,906 $0 $113,765 50 50
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House Districts 13A and 13B
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?
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w
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$2,000
$0 13A 138
RPM RPM
Emily Jensen Jeffrey Howe Tim O'Driscoll
Elected Unop posed
=~ Candidate Expenditures $12,077 14,673 $5,411
wIndependent Expenditure in Support $0 $0 $12
=Independent Expenditure in Opposition $0 0 $0
House Districts 14A and 14B
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o Lm N
14A 14A 14B 14B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Dan Zachary
Wolgamott Tama Theis Dorhalt Jim Knoblach
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 548,527 £33,178 £60,153 £115,902
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5,439 £38,913 $186,171 £150,914
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 515,119 $0 $198,900 $248,454
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House Districts 15A and 15B
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n
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g0
15A 15A 15B 158
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Dale Sondra Jim
Rittenour Jr Erickson Brian Johnson Newberger
No
Elected Committee Elected
Candidate Expenditures £1,848 £28,665 50 521,919
= Independent Expenditure in Support $1,548 $12 50 $12
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 16A and 16B
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$10,000 —
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DFL RPM DFL RPM
Laurie Christopher James Kanne Paul
Driessen Swedanski Torkelson
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 26,702 £43,265 £14,007 517,642
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5823 512 50 512
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 17A and 17B
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0 17A 17A 17B
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Andrew Falk Tim Miller Mary David Baler
Sawatzley
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 358,942 £31,404 £59,468 568,859
= Independent Expenditure in Support $116,478 $31,338 $153,400 $134,968
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition|  $159,492 108,909 $118,345 £143,020
House Districts 18A and 18B
40,000
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g
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-g $15,000
o
x
w
£10,000
$5,000 (—
0 18A 18A 18B 188
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Steve Schiroo | Dean Urdahl John Lipke G Glenn
ruenhagen
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures $5,935 £22,681 £§24911 534,142
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 £549 3473 512
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 19A and 19B
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DFL RPM DFL RPM
Clark Johnson | Kim Spears Ja.Ck Dave Kruse
Considine
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 338,487 £16,663 £28,293 522,550
= Independent Expenditure in Support $6,012 $0 55,136 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 20A and 20B
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g
b 515,000
B
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w
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$0 | —
20A 20A 20B 20B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Thomas Daniel
Lofgren Robert Vogel David Bly Matejcek
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 57,675 £28,270 £19,982 2,168
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 £813 3645 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 21A and 21B
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Mark Steven
Lynn Schoen | Timothy Kelly Schneider Drazkowski
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 513,166 £18,284 £13,025 528,731
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $12 50 $12
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 22A and 22B
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50 I
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Joe Chenyd .
Diana Shyter Schomacker Avenel- Rod Hamilton
Navara
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 34,316 £24,400 £18,860 518,363
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 512 51,264 512
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 23A and 23B
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$5,000 —
$0 23A 23A 23B
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Pat Bacon Robert Gunther Anthany Cornish
Elected Unop posed
Candidate Expenditures 418,632 $24,009 $12,215
=Independent Expenditure in Support $0 $12 $12
=Independent Expenditure in Opposition $0 30 $0
House Districts 24A and 24B
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Beverly John . . .
Cashman Petersburg Patti Fritz Brian Daniels
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 27,218 £38,069 §27,184 517,526
= Independent Expenditure in Support 56,696 33,035 £38,733 5,154
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 516,994 $19,246
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House Districts 25A and 25B
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House Districts 26A and 26B
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Elected

26B
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Elected

Candidate Expenditures
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$38,026

= Independent Expenditure in Support
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50 $0
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House Districts 27A and 27B
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Shannon Thomas Pegay Jeanne Dennis
Savidk Keith Price Bennett Paoppe Schminke
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 560,547 57,632 £68,163 £29,160 534,450
= Independent Expenditure in Support £177,298 $0 $110,911 $709 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition| $170,700 30 101,315 50 50
House Districts 28A and 28B
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Gene Gregory
Pelowski Ir Lynae Hahn Jon Pieper Davids
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 518,483 35,576 £34,309 546,125
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5438 50 50 £1,012
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 29A and 29B
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§ 29A 298
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Joseph McDonald Marion Olivia O'Neill
Unopposed Unoppossed
Candidate Expenditures 57,701 35,467
= Independent Expenditure in Support $12 $12
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 50 30
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Brenden | Nichalas Sharon Kevin Eric
Ellingboe | Zerwas Shimek Kasel Lucero
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 3636 £15,702 2,224 £9,025 | $29,782
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 512 30 57,790 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 $0 50 50
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House Districts 31A and 31B
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RPM DFL RPM
) Thomas
Kurt Daudt 1D Holmgquist Hadkbarth
Unopposed Elected
Candidate Expenditures £12,229 513,199 £10,646
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 50 512
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 50 50
House Districts 32A and 32B
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Paul Gammel | Brian Johnson Laurie Warner Robert
Barrett
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 526,481 £26,570 £43,451 333,235
= Independent Expenditure in Support $2,780 512 35,095 32,921
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 33A and 33B
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Todd Jerome .
Mikkelson Hertaus Paul Alegi Cynthia Pugh
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 522,407 516,867 13,950 $19,724
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $12 50 $12
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 34A and 34B
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Joyce Peppin David Hoden Dennis Smith
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures $5,354.57 $32,209.91 £48,405.69
= Independent Expenditure in Support 512 50 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 50 50
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House Districts 35A and 35B
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Peter ) Abigail Samuel Peggy Sue
Perovich Justin Boals Whelan Beard Scott
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 510,968 £365 £30,320 50 511,666
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $0 512 50 $12
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 30 50 50
House Districts 36A and 36B
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Jefferson Melissa Peter Crema
Fietek Mark Uglem Hortman Jr
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 526,417 £31,008 £43,528 333,541
= Independent Expenditure in Support 9,105 33,683 £70,486 339,154
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 $183,142 5501
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House Districts 37A and 37B
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) Timothy
Jerry Newton | Mandy Benz Susan Witt Sanders
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 337,401 £25,596 £33,937 $33,950
= Independent Expenditure in Support $7,613 $12 5755 $12
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 38A and 38B
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Patrick Linda Gregory Matthew
Davemn Runbeck Pariseau Dean
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 514,788 $30,317 §21,707 339,940
= Independent Expenditure in Support 512 512 3331 512
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 39A and 39B
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Timathy Thomas Kathleen
Nevin Stender Bob Dettmer DeGree Lohmer
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 527,295 £22,379 £49,579 545,952
= Independent Expenditure in Support 491 $12 59,178 34,178
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 40A and 40B
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Michael Charles Debra
Nelson Sutphen Sr Hilstrom Mali Marvin
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 516,953 35,642 £10,186 5137
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5264 50 50 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 41A and 41B
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Connie Carolyn Camden Timothy
Bernardy Jeff Phillips Laine Pike Utz
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 517,823 35,561 £13,847 £8,929 513,824
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $0 50 50 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 50 50
House Districts 42A and 42B
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Barbara Randy Jessu Jason Heidi
Yarusso i P Isaacson Gunderson
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 527,284 £34,374 £46,013 544 694
= Independent Expenditure in Support £190,522 42,758 £51,437 555,129
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 588,716 $149,872 $110,701 536,494
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House Districts 43A and 43B
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. Justice
Peter Fischer | Stacey Stout Leon Lillie Whitethorn
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 547,334 £58,482 5$18,155 8,062
= Independent Expenditure in Support 595,053 $203,351 510,000 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 584,871 $127,183 50 30

House Districts 44A and 44B
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Audrey Sarah Anthony Jon Jon Ryan
Britton Anderson Wagner Tollefson | Applebaum Rutzick
Elected Elected
= Candidate Expenditures $31,231.31 | $21,392.67 $23,717 $38,593 $166,330 $102,604
= Independent Expenditure in Support $4,665 $484 %0 $0 $74,658 5168446
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition $0 40 $0 $0 $28,677 $92,452
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House Districts 45A and 45B
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Lyndon Richard .
Carlson Lieberman Mike Freiberg | Alma Wetzker
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 531,808 59,005 £15,234 5,532
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $0 5270 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 46A and 46B
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Timothy Cherd Bryan
Ryan Winkler Manthey Youakim Bjornson
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 517,429 £250 £27,809 $1,417
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5290 50 3431 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 47A and 47B
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Matthew .
Gieseke Bob Frey Jim Nash Joe Hoppe
Elected Elected
= Candidate Expenditures 5,881 £10,500 533,333 350
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $0 $6,495 $12
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 30 30
House Districts 48A and 48B
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Yvonne Kirk Joan Sheila Jenifer
Selcer Stensrud Howe-Pullis Kihne Loon
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 557,471 £59,083 $26,596 $17,932 365,454
= Independent Expenditure in Support £181,304 | $166,970 50 $1,157 57,131
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition| $200,278 | $233,428 50 $74,108 50
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House Districts 49A and 49B

180,000
£160,000
£140,000
$120,000
u $100,000
2 $80,000
-g !
g $60,000
]
$40,000
£20,000
0 49A 49B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Ronnie Dario Paul Barbara
Erhardt Anselmo Rosenthal Sutter
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 578,711 $106,246 £62,564 366,791
= Independent Expenditure in Support 586,132 $12 $163,083 514,560
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 £265 50 £165,802
House Districts 50A and 50B
$40,000
$35,000
£30,000
$25,000
g
b 520,000
-g $15,000 [—
o
3
w
£10,000 |—
35,000 —
0 49A 49A 49B 498
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Dean Ann
Linda Sloaum Mumbleau Lenczewski Zavier Bicott
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 517,587 52,049 £34,703 $4,438
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 50 50 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 51A and 51B

£160,000
£140,000
£120,000
£100,000
u  $80,000
'é £60,000
-g !
3 $40,000
]
20,000 —
50
51A 51A 51A 51B 51B
DFL RPM RPM DFL RPM
Andrea
S:l;d_ra Victor Lake Todd- HL‘aunE J\?Fﬁer
sin Harlin alverson ilsan
Elected Wen Elected
Primary
Candidate Expenditures 544,561 £12,321 £67,386 £54,965 534,248
= Independent Expenditure in Support 594,534 $0 $102,758 $81,063 $152,342
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition| $101,232 30 £74,553 120,807 $51,723
House Districts 52A and 52B
360,000
£50,000
$40,000
g
b 530,000 [
B
[}
2 520,000 [—
w
£10,000 |—
0 52A 52A 52B 52B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
ﬁchard Joseph Blum Joe Atkins Donald Lee
ansen
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 333,266 36,536 £54,440 £8,021
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5246 50 5212 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 53A and 53B

$60,000
$50,000
$40,000
H
i $30,000 |—
k-
@
g 520,000 (—
jin}
$10,000 [—
0 53A 53A 53B 53B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Kay
JoAnn Ward | Lukas Czech Hendrikson Kelly Fenton
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures $35,792 $17,047 $17,906 548,989
= Independent Expenditure in Support $39,538 $0 50 $1,112
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 £599 50 30
House Districts 54A and 54B
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
n
]
2
B sw0000 |
8
X
jin}
35,000 |—
$0 54A 54A 4B 54B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
) Matthew Dennis
Daniel Schoen Kowalski Donald Slaten McNamara
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 512,601 36,745 £16,294 320,880
= Independent Expenditure in Support 0 50 50 512
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 55A and 55B

$35,000
30,000
$25,000
$20,000
w
]
E $15,000
-
]
3 $10,000
$5,000 I
0 55A 55A 55A 55B 55B
DFL RPM RPM DFL RPM
Jay .
Bruce Robert Kevin Tony
Cfbr\w;tnpher Mackenthun | Loonan Burkart Albright
iting
Elected Elected
= Candidate Expenditures $20,985 $5,631 $31,955 524,753 510,114
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 50 £7,237 30 £12
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 50 50 50 50
House Districts 56A and 56B
£180,000
£160,000
$140,000
£120,000
H £100,000
2 $80,000
7 4
[}
IE- $60,000
£40,000 —
$20,000 |—
0 56A 56A 56B 56B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Daniel Drew
Kimmel Christensen Will Morgan | Roz Peterson
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 511,465 £23,196 £56,438 356,154
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 £504 $144 879 £153,639
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 $117,696 $132,172
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House Districts 57A and 57B

50,000
$45,000
$40,000
$35,000
$30,000
H
5 $25,000
;g $20,000
o
o $15,000 [ —
$10,000 |—
$5,000 —
= [
57A 57A 57B 57B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Denise Anna Christa
Bruce Folken Tara Mack Packard Wills
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 519,936 £24,084 £19,769 543,558
= Independent Expenditure in Support $1,846 £228 51,846 5366
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 58A and 58B
£50,000
£45,000
£40,000 |—
£35,000 —
$30,000 —
g
b 525000
T w0000
8
] £15,000 |—
$10,000 —
oly |
0 58A 58A 58B 58B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Ary Patrick
Willinghamn Jon Koznick Marla Vagts Garofalo
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 343,414 $37,333 36,326 5,712
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5,998 37,844 50 512
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 59A and 59B

£12,000
$10,000
38,000 |—
H
] 56,000 —
k-
I}
g 54,000 |—
]
52,000 —
0 59A 59A 59B 59B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Raymond Margaret
Joe Mullery | Fred Statema Dehn Martin
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures £9,319 53,523 £10,718 £4,607
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $0 50 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 60A and 60B
$70,000
360,000
$50,000
540,000
w
5
= $30,000
-
]
& $20,000
w
$10,000 |—
0 60A B0A 60B 60B 60B
DFL RPM DFL DFL RPM
Diane Brent Mohamud Phyllis ‘:’It::fw?:e‘:
Loeffier Millsop Noor Kahn Askar
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 18,993 4,822 526,107 357,440 58,912
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 50 50 £7,906 0
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 50 50 50 50
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House Districts 61A and 61B

60,000
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$40,000
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] 30,000
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£10,000 |— I
$0 61A 61A 61B 61B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Frank Tom
Hormstein Frank Taylor Paul Thissen Gallagher
No
Elected Elected Committee
Candidate Expenditures 515,915 33,679 £51,064 50
= Independent Expenditure in Support 510,410 $0 5381 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
House Districts 62A and 62B
$25,000
£20,000 |—
£15,000 |—
1"}
]
2
-'E £10,000 |—
[
o
H
]
$5,000
50
62A 62A 62A 62B 62B
DFL IPMN RPM DFL RPM
Karen Clark Yolandita Bruce Susan Allen Julie
Colon Lundeen Hanson
No No
Blected committee Blected Committee
Candidate Expenditures 520,324 515,648 50 510,754 50
Independent Expenditure in Support 30 30 30 30 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition %0 %0 30 30 50
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House Districts 63A and 63B

520,000
518,000
$16,000
514,000
$12,000
w
0 10,000 |
5 5
T £8,000 —
g
g $6,000 [
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£4,000 —
£2,000 —
$0 -
63A B3A 63B 63B 638
DFL RPM DFL DFL RPM
Roger Jean Andres
Jim Davnie | Kyle Bragg Kittelson Wagenius | Hortillosa
No
Elected Committee Elected
Candidate Expenditures £10,354 50 $2,330 517,154 510,868
= Independent Expenditure in Support 30 50 50 5611 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 50 30 30 30
House Districts 64A and 64B
$50,000
£45,000
£40,000
£35,000
$30,000
g
b 525000
T w0000
8
] £15,000 |—
$10,000 —
35,000 —
$0 ||
B4A 64A 64B 64B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Andrews Daniel
Erin Murphy Brown David Pinto Surman
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 528,518 33,550 £44 204 $5,800
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5464 50 51,362 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 65A and 65B
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$16,000 [—
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$12,000 —
W 10,000 —
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3 56,000 |—
w
54,000 —
2,000 |—
%0 B63A G3A G3A G5B G5B
DFL GPM RPM DFL RPM
Anthony Carlos Anthony
Rena Moran | Lena Buggs Meschke Mariani Athen
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 316,770 £5,631 4,830 38,009 £1,471
Independent Expenditure in Support 50 50 30 30 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 30 30 30 30 $0
House Districts 66A and 66B
$16,000
$14,000
$12,000 —
$10,000 —
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bl 8,000 | —
-g $6,000 |—
o
x
w
54,000 —
52,000 —
0 BEA GEA GGE 66B
DFL RPM DFL RPM
Alice Elizabeth
Hausman Jon Heyer John Lesch Paulson
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 513,157 39,342 £14,381 35,747
= Independent Expenditure in Support 5279 50 50 50
= Independent Expenditure in Opposition 50 $0 50 50
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House Districts 67A and 67B
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DFL RPM DFL RPM
Timothy Andrew Sheldon
Mahoney Livingston Johnson John Quinn
Elected Elected
Candidate Expenditures 513,157 59,342 £14,381 5,747
= Independent Expenditure in Support 50 $0 50 50
= Independent Expenditure in Oppasition 30 30 50 30
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Minnesota

Campaign Finance and
Puplic Disclosure Board

Date: March 16, 2015
To: Board members
From: Jeff Sigurdson, Assistant Director Telephone: 651-539-1189

Re: Analysis of Campaign Spending that is not Subject to Disclosure

The Board has recommended to the legislature that Chapter 10A be modified to require disclosure of
electioneering communications that identify state-level candidates. Electioneering communications are
communications that do not specifically ask individuals to vote for or against a candidate. However,
when these communications are made in close proximity to a state primary or general election, a state
may constitutionally require disclosure about their costs and sources of funding.

The resulting legislative hearings and discussions of electioneering communications have been hindered
by the lack of good information on the number and value of unreported communications in Minnesota
that would fit the definition of electioneering communications. To date the legislature has not
enacted the Board’s recommendations on disclosure of electioneering communications.

At the Board’s request staff has reviewed what public information might be available from media outlets
to better quantify the issue of electioneering communications. The Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) does require television and radio stations to collect and make available to the public
information on all political advertisement time sold by the station. This includes both candidate
advertisements and what the FCC refers to as “non-candidate issue advertisements”. Beginning August
2, 2012, the FCC required all major network affiliates in the top 50 US markets to submit and display on
the FCC’s website the forms detailing their political advertisement agreements. This requirement was
expanded and applied to all other television stations beginning July 1, 2014.

Radio stations are required to keep a paper file of their political advertisement agreements, but are not
required to place them on a website. To staff’s knowledge there are no similar reporting requirements
for web based advertising, advertising in newspapers, or printing and distribution of literature.

Television Advertisements

On the FCC website the political advertisement agreements are searchable by television station, year,
level of office (federal, state, local), and committee. Screenshots have been attached to this memo to
demonstrate the type of information available.  In screenshot 1, the 2014 non-candidate issue



advertisements agreements for WCCO are organized by the association that purchased the advertising
time. In 2014 there were twenty one associations that purchased advertising time that fell into this
category.

Screenshot 2 is an example political advertisement inquiry form submitted by Alliance for a Better
Minnesota which identifies the advertisement to be broadcast as a non-candidate issue advertisement.
This is an example of a concern with the FCC documents. Although listed as a non-candidate issue
advertisement the document also states that the advertisement is “Against Mike McFadden, US Senate
— MN”. In staff’s review many of the issue advertisements state that they are in support or opposition
of a particular candidate. This raises the question of how accurately the forms classify the
advertisements. Staff discussed the FCC disclosure requirements for political advertising with a network
advertising representative. Two factors seem to limit the accuracy of the online records: (1) The political
organizations, advertising agencies, and television networks are still trying to understand the
requirements and when they apply; and (2) The increased workload has not been given a high enough
priority. As a result the content of political advertisements is not always accurately reported on the FCC
forms.

Screenshot 3 is the agreement between WCCO and Alliance for a Better Minnesota for the times when
the advertisement would be broadcast, and the cost for each showing. The total cost for this particular
advertisement was $98,500.

FCC documents seem to provide complete information on the association that purchased political
advertising and the broadcast cost for the advertisement. However, the actual advertisement or the
script of the advertisement is not available. Without the actual text of the advertisement, classifying
any of the costs disclosed on the FCC website for non-candidate issue advertisements as electioneering
communications, express advocacy or its functional equivalent, or as true issue ads is problematic. The
actual advertisements are not required to be available for public inspection.

Next Possible Steps

To go any further in classifying a specific television advertisement as electioneering communications
staff needs to see the actual advertisement, or at least the script. The Board could direct staff to
contact some of the local stations to see if access to the advertisements is possible, and whether they
would accommodate a Board request. The Board could also direct staff to cross reference FCC records
to reported expenditures. Further, the Board could direct staff to ask the purchasers of the advertising
for transcripts of the ads that appear from their description should be disclosed, but are not. Because of
the rules applying to federal election activity, it would be necessary to review both federal and state
reports in this process.

Staff will also contact states that have tried to quantify political spending outside of public disclosure
statutes for information on the approach they used.
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Screenshot 2

@CBS TELEVISION
STATIONS
POLITICAL INQUIRY FORM

WCCO - Minneapolis
NON- CANDIDATE

SPECIAL ( ) PRIMARY ( } GENERAL (X) OUT OF WINDOW ( )

Name of Requestor: MIKE FURMAN Date of Requast: 10/20/14

1.  AGENCY NAME, ADDRESS & PHONE WATERFRONT STRATEGIES
3050 K ST NW STE 100
WASHINGTON, DC 20007
202-338-8700
2. ORGANIZATION/COMMITTEE NAME, ALLIANCE FOR A BETTER MN *REQUIRED: List the chief executive officers or

ADDRESS 1600 UNIVERSITY AVE W members of the executive committee or the board of
STE309 B directors:
ST. PAUL, MN 55104 CARRIE LUCKING, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
ORGANIZATION FURNISHING TAPES: See Line 1 POLITICAL PARTY (if applicable): DEM

3. THE ORGANIZATION LISTED ON LINE 2 HAS PURCHASED TIME TO
COMMUNICATE A MESSAGE CONCERNING THE FOLLOWING ISSUE:

4, COMMERCIAL MESSAGE CONTENT: Must detail below:

a) Order#  Spot [SCI Code: b) Order#  Spot 1SCI Code:
Name of Ad: Name of Ad:
Any reference to candidate(s) for office? AGAINST MIKE
MCFADDEN, US SENATE-MN Any reference to candidate(s) for office?
If ves, provide “for or against”™, name of candidate & office sought: If yes, provide “for or against™, name of candidate & office sought:
What issue(s) does the communication refer to : What issue(s) does the communication refer to
¢) Order# Spot ISCI Code: d) Order# Spot ISCI Code:
Name of Ad: MName of Ad:
Any reference to candidate(s) for office? Any reference to candidate(s) for office?
If ves, provide “for or against”, name of candidate & office sought: If yes, provide “for or against”™, name of candidate & office sought:
What issue(s) does the communication refer to : What issue(s) does the commumecation refer to

5. NATURE OF REQUEST:
Request For ISSUE Card X
Requesting Political Rate Card All Dayparts, All Programs, All Levels Rates :307s & :60's

6. DISPOSITION MADE OF REQUEST:
a)  Granted X
b)) Awvails Offered X

7. SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENTS: SEE FILE
8. AMOUNT OF CHARGES — See issue folder in public file

CBS EMPLOYEE COMPLETING FORM

Nicole Roy. CBS Television Stations, 10/24/14



Screenshot 3

CBS Eteusion ® cWw AGREEMENT MADE BETWEEN fimr:?ﬁc:arf?. REV.
WC C O -TV DATE PRINTED
10/20/14
%0 SOUTH ELEVENTH STREET, MINNEAPOLIS MN 55403-2450 WCCO-TV
AND PAGE !
179267 AGENCY (OR SERVICE) ACTING ASAGENTFOR 153355  ADVERTISER (OR AGENCY AND ADVERTISER)

Cancellation Notice
Required
Announcement 28 days

prior notice

NAME WATERFRONT STRATEGIES ALLIANCE FOR A BETTER MINNESOTA

AND 3050 K St NW Ste 100 1600 University Ave W Ste 3098

ARDRESS Washington DC 20007-5108 Saint Paul MN 55104-3800
USA USA

CONTACT Mike FURMAN PRODUCTEST 3002

LOCAL AGENCY EST. NO, PRODUCT 1300

SALESPERSON 3502 CODE

NATIONAL Nicole Roy - CTS-PH

SALESPERSON

BROADCAST SCHEDULE STARTING 10/21/14 AND ENDING 10/26/14 NO. WEEKS: 1

CBS Television Stations Standard Terms and Conditions fer advertising shall apply.

NONDISCRIMINATION POLICY: CBS Television Stations and its Stations da not discriminate in adverlising contracts on the basis of race or ethnicity, and will not accept any advertising which is intended to
disciminate on the basis of race or ethnicity. Advertiser represents and wamrants that it is not purcnasing time from CBS Television Stations or its Stations that s intended to discriminats. on the basis of race or

SPOTS TIME TOTAL
ITEM DAYS PWK FROM T0 LENGTH | EFFECTIVE DATES PROGRAMS BOCST | UNITRATE TOTAL VALUE(1)
1] T-F 3| 04:58A 05:58A 308 WCCO 4 NEWS THIS MORNING @ 3000.00
2| T-F 2 308 @ 2 .00 4000.00
3| r-¥ 2| 07:00R 305 |10/2 CBS THIS MORNING 2|  2500.00 5000.00
4| su 1 09:308 308 1072 CBS SUNDAY MORNI 3500.00

su 1 10/26/14-10/26/14 O 4 NEWS SUNDAY MORNI 1
6| T-F 3 1 30s |os21/14-10/24/14 15 3|  1e00.00 4800, 00
7| T-F 12:01p 308 [10/21/14-10/24/14| YOUNG & THE RESTLESS 2 .00
8| r-F 3 305 |ro/21/14-10/24/14 00N 3 1500. 00 4500, 00
o | r-F z 03:57p 308 2 00 3000. 00
10 | -F 2| o3 305 |10/21/14-10/24/14 2| 1600.00 3200.00
11 2| oa:ssr 05:30P 308 [10/21/14-10/24/14 2 00 )

12 | 1-F 1| osi59p 06:30P WCEO 4 b SIX 1 5000.00

13| 7-F 2| og:27e 2 17000.00
14 1| 10:00p 10:35P 1 .00 0.00

(1) Less Agency commission of 15% Except on Non-Commissionable Amounts. Conditions on the

e reverse of this page and any attachments hereto are an integral pan

of this Agreement_If this contract is with an Advertiser references to Agency apply to Advertiser. except ng will be allowed an Advertiser
ACCEPTED BY AGENCY AS AGENT FOR (ADVERTISER) ACCEPTED BY STATION




Minnesota

Campaign Finance and
Puplic Disclosure Board

Date: March 10, 2015

To: Board members

From: Gary Goldsmith, Executive Director Telephone: 651-539-1190
Re: Resolution of spending limits violations

Staff has encountered three potential spending limits violations during its initial review of 2015
year-end campaign finance reports. Two of the committees have been contacted and
acknowledge the violations. As a result, the Executive Director began an informal staff review
of each matter.

The informal staff review process is established by rule and is typically initiated by the Executive
Director when staff confirms a reported violation. The process typically results in disposal of a
matter by agreement. Presently, draft agreements are brought to the Board before the
Executive Director finalizes them with the subject of the investigation. However, the
administrative rules contemplate that eventually the agreements will be negotiated between the
Executive Director and the subject and then later be ratified the Board. The Board has not yet
implemented this approach so that the Board and staff may gain more experience with the
conciliation agreement concept.

To date the Board has typically approved agreements that stay a portion of the civil penalty if
the violator chooses to agree to certain terms that are designed to make subsequent violations
less likely. If a subsequent violation occurs, the stayed portion of the civil penalty becomes due
immediately, in addition to any penalty for the new violation. Thus far, the Board has frequently
stayed 75% of the amount of the violation and required immediate payment of the remaining
25%. In some matters where the Board has felt more strongly about a violator’s culpability, the
Board has at times required immediate payment of 50% of amount of the violation.

However, in view of the fact that spending limits violations are significantly different from any
other type of violation handled by the Board, the Executive Director has decided to bring the
present matters to the Board for direction. These two matters are the first instances of spending
limits violations since the new approach was adopted.

Candidates sign an agreement with the Board for the purpose of receiving public funds. The
agreement explicitly details the spending limit to be enforced. Agreeing to abide by this
spending limit is the principal condition for receiving the public subsidy funds. If a candidate
exceeds the spending limit, the candidate not only violates the written agreement, but also
receives an unfair advantage over his or her opponent who honors the agreement.

Unlike contribution limits, the spending limit is absolute. Although a candidate has limits on the
amount the committee may accept from any one donor or from certain groups of donors, the
candidate is permitted to raise as much money overall as possible. Thus a contribution limits
violation is likely to have little or no effect on how the campaign is carried out. On the other

1



hand, excessive spending permits a candidate to engage in more paid campaign activities than
the spending limit permits. And, equally importantly, there is no real remedy for this violation.
The excess spending and its effect on the election cannot be undone.

For these reasons, providing for a penalty of less than the full amount of the violation could have
the effect of damaging the integrity of the public subsidy program. Candidates in a close race
may conclude that the advantage of spending more than the applicable limit in exchange for a
penalty that is less than the amount of the violation is a worthwhile investment.

Staff realizes that even a penalty of one times the violation amount may not be sufficient to
dissuade a candidate who has concluded that extra money will result in a win at the election.
However, in the two matters before the Board, the candidates indicate that the violation was
accidental. If the Board were to encounter a matter where there was evidence of a knowing
violation, it could provide a higher penalty.

Staff has also considered whether resolution of a spending limits violation should ever be
handled by a conciliation agreement. Being among the most serious campaign finance
violations, it is possible that these violations should always be approached in a formal way and
should always result in findings, conclusions, and an order rather than a negotiated agreement.

It is for these reasons that staff seeks Board guidance as to how to approach these and future
spending limits violations. Two clear options for the initial approach to these matters are
available. Under either option, the Board may change the approach on a case-by-case basis.

The first option, and the one the Executive Director recommends in these first two matters, is to
use a formal approach. Under this option, the Board would direct the Executive Director to
initiate a formal investigation in cases involving spending limits violations. The primary result of
electing this option is that the matter would be resolved by the Board through findings rather
than by negotiation. The actual investigation phase of most of these matters would still be
rather informal as in most cases there are no significant factual disputes.

The second option is to treat spending limits violations similarly to other violations and to
approach them through a staff review aimed at reaching a resolution through a conciliation
agreement. Under this option, the Board would need to provide further direction on the amount
of civil penalty to negotiate and the terms, if any, under which a portion of it would be stayed
and later forgiven.
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