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November 6, 2024 
 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 

. . . . . . . . . 
November 6, 2024 

Room 2000 (Skjegstad Conference Room) 
Stassen Building 

. . . . . . . . . 
 

MINUTES 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Asp. 
 
Members present:  Asp, Flynn (remote), Rashid, Soule (arrived during executive director’s report), Swanson 
 
Members absent:  Kleis 
 
Others present:  Sigurdson, Engelhardt, Olson, staff; Nathan Hartshorn, counsel 
 
The administrative rulemaking update and the enforcement report were considered in the reverse order in 
which they were listed within the meeting agenda. 
 
MINUTES (October 2, 2024) 
 
The following motion was made: 
 

Member Swanson’s motion: To approve the October 2, 2024, minutes as drafted.  
 
Vote on motion: Unanimously approved. 

 
CHAIR’S REPORT 
 
The Board tentatively scheduled monthly meetings for 2025.  The Board’s next meeting is scheduled for 
December 4, 2024. 
 
APPOINTMENT OF NOMINATION COMMITTEE 
 
Chair Asp reported that a nomination committee is being formed to appoint the Board’s chair and vice chair for 
2025. 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Sigurdson presented members with a memorandum that is attached to and made a part of these minutes. 
 
Pre-General Campaign Finance Reports and Large Contribution Notices: The  
Board currently has not received 5 of the expected 270 reports from candidate committees  
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(98% filed) or 8 of the expected 753 reports from all other types of party units, committees, and funds (98% 
filed).  The Board has received over 100 large contribution notices during the pre-general large contribution 
notice period. 
 
Report to the Legislature on Lobbying of Political Subdivisions: Mr. Sigurdson stated that the Board has 
held two public hearings to receive testimony on the subject and has also received written comments.  
Approximately 46 individuals attended the second hearing, held on October 25, either in person or remotely.  
Mr. Sigurdson explained that written comments, verbal testimony, and additional information is available on the 
Board’s website. 
 
Member Swanson cautioned against making legislative recommendations that would include a blanket 
exclusion of quasi-judicial decisions from what is defined as an official action of a political subdivision.  Member 
Flynn stated that townships should not be excluded from what is defined as a political subdivision.  Vice Chair 
Rashid spoke in favor of focusing more narrowly on what the legislature asked the Board to study, and spoke 
about the difficulty in crafting an exception for quasi-judicial decision making.  Vice Chair Rashid also spoke in 
favor of not excluding smaller municipalities and townships by default from what is defined as a political 
subdivision.  Chair Asp said there is a significant amount of confusion about who is required to register as a 
lobbyist and significant concern about the ramifications of registration, so the Board should make 
recommendations to the legislature that would help prevent a chilling effect.  Chair Asp spoke in favor of 
exploring an exception for quasi-judicial decision making that occurs in a public forum. 
 
Mr. Sigurdson raised the issue of expert testimony and said that he intends to draft potential language that 
would address the issue.  Vice Chair Rashid and Chair Asp spoke in favor of attempting to address the issue of 
expert testimony. 
 
ADVISORY OPINION 465 
 
Mr. Sigurdson presented members with a memorandum that is attached to and made a part of these minutes.  
Mr. Sigurdson stated that the advisory opinion addresses what activities regarding the Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission (PUC) require lobbyist registration and reporting.  Mr. Sigurdson explained that the PUC 
is unique in that lobbying of that entity includes specific functions performed by the PUC that are not 
rulemaking, including application of administrative rules on rate setting, power plant and powerline siting, and 
granting of certificates of need.  Mr. Sigurdson described the advisory opinion request and the draft advisory 
opinion.  Mr. Sigurdson provided members with a second version of the draft advisory opinion that reaches the 
same conclusions, but provides more detailed information with respect to issue two. 
 
After discussion the following motion was made: 
 

Member Rashid’s motion: To approve the second version of Advisory Opinion 465 as drafted.  
 
Vote on motion: Asp, Flynn, Rashid, and Soule voted yes.  Swanson voted no. 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE RULEMAKING UPDATE 
 
Mr. Olson presented members with a memorandum that is attached to and made a part of these minutes.  
Mr. Olson explained that the Board has received two comments and no requests for a public hearing, and the 
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formal comment period closes today.  Mr. Olson outlined a comment received from Representative Nathan 
Coulter regarding proposed rule part 4511.1100, subpart 2, and suggested rule language prompted by that 
comment that would clarify that decisions on tax abatement and tax increment financing are major decisions 
regarding public funds. 
 
In response to a question from Member Swanson, Mr. Olson explained that comments received, responses to 
those comments, and the final proposed rule language approved by the Board will all be considered by an 
administrative law judge at the same time.  Mr. Olson explained that the suggested change to proposed rule 
part 4511.1100, subpart 2, is a natural outgrowth of the topics originally identified by the Board, the rule 
language published with the Board’s Dual Notice, and the comment submitted by Representative Coulter, and 
that the proposed change is unlikely to change the universe of people who would be impacted by the proposed 
rule.  In response to a question from Chair Asp, Mr. Olson explained that the proposed change would primarily 
add clarification, and that in his opinion, would not jeopardize the rulemaking process. 
 
There was a brief pause in the meeting to resolve an issue with the audio for those participating remotely. 
 
ENFORCEMENT REPORT 
 
A. Waiver Requests  
 

1. TRIAL-PAC - 30225 Board Action 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 

Waivers 
Recommended Action Member Soule 

moved to approve 
the staff 
recommendation 
for requests 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, and 8, 
and to reduce the 
amount owed for 
request 5 to $500. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2024 
September 

9/24/24 10/16/24 $800 No.  Waive. 

Carla Ferrucci, administrator for the TRIAL-PAC, mentioned that when they were 
submitting the 2024 September report, they accidentally did not change the reporting 
period in the drop-down menu. They noticed the error while preparing to submit the 
pre-general report and promptly submitted the September report. Ferrucci 
acknowledged that adapting to the new reporting system in their office has been 
challenging but has provided ample learning opportunities. Ferrucci emphasized that 
they have been timely with their report submissions and rarely make errors of this 
nature. Ending cash balance as of 10/21/2024 is $52,784. 

 
2. Melissa Hortman Campaign Committee - 15677 Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 
Waivers 

Recommended Action Member Soule 
moved to approve 
the staff 
recommendation 
for requests 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, and 8, 
and to reduce the 
amount owed for 
request 5 to $500. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2024 
Pre-

General 

10/28/24 10/29/24 $50 No. Waive. 

Claudia Anderson, treasurer for the Hortman committee, reports that she believed that 
she filed the report on time. She accidently filed the pre-primary report instead. Ms. 
Anderson reports that she had numerous glitches in the software while attempting to 
file the report and thought she had correctly filed it. As soon as she was contacted that 
the report was not filed, she filed the correct report. Ending cash balance as of 
10/21/2024 is $45,668. 
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3. Swedzinski (Chris) for House - 17075 Board Action 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 

Waivers 
Recommended Action Member Soule 

moved to approve 
the staff 
recommendation 
for requests 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, and 8, 
and to reduce the 
amount owed for 
request 5 to $500. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2024 
Pre-

General 

10/28/24 10/29/24 $50 Yes, 
$1,000 LFF 

for large 
contribution 

notice 
reduced to 

$250 in 
2017. 

Waive. 

Deanna Coudron, treasurer for the Swedzinski committee, reports that her internet was 
mistakenly turned off yesterday, so she was unable to file the report on the due date. 
As soon as she obtained internet service, she filed the report. Ending cash balance as 
of 10/21/2024 is $16,725. 

 
4. CAR, Committee of Automotive Retailers - 40038 Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 
Waivers 

Recommended Action Member Soule 
moved to approve 
the staff 
recommendation 
for requests 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, and 8, 
and to reduce the 
amount owed for 
request 5 to $500. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

Large 
Contribution 
2024 Pre-
Primary 
Notice 

8/8/24 8/27/24 $650 No. Reduce to $250. 

Amanda Duerr, Director of Government Affairs at the Minnesota Automobile Dealers 
Association, states the delay in reporting a $1,800 contribution from Jeff Lupient was 
due to the timing of the contribution and the transition to a new Director of Government 
Affairs. The funds were not used for pre-primary expenditures and were meant to be 
reported once the new director was in place. The finance staff were unaware of the 
large contribution notice requirement. Upon realizing the oversight, the new director 
contacted Board staff to explain the situation and submitted the required notice. Duerr 
emphasizes that the late filing was an unintentional error, not an attempt to withhold 
information. Ending cash balance as of 10/21/2024 is $131,195. Amanda Duerr 
appeared before the Board. 

 
5. Carpenters Local 322 - 30642 Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior Waivers Recommended 
Action 

Member Soule 
moved to approve 
the staff 
recommendation 
for requests 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, and 8, 
and to reduce the 
amount owed for 
request 5 to $500. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

Large 
Contribution 
2024 Pre-
Primary 
Notice 

8/9/2024 9/13/24 $1,000 Yes, $1,000 LFF for 
large contribution 
notice reduced to 

$250 in 2021; $150 
LFF for pre-primary 

report waived in 2012. 

No 
recommendation. 

The treasurer is new to the political fund and did not realize that that the union’s 
transfer of funds would apply to the Large Contribution Notice Period. He filed the 
notice in September when preparing the 2024 September report. The transfer of funds 
was $1,189.50, and paying the late filing fee would be most of the amount of the 
transfer of funds. Ending cash balance as of 10/21/2024 is $31,158. 
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6. Municipal Utility Action Fund (MUAF) - 30679 Board Action 
Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 

Waivers 
Recommended Action Member Soule 

moved to approve 
the staff 
recommendation 
for requests 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, and 8, 
and to reduce the 
amount owed for 
request 5 to $500. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2024 
June 

6/14/24 9/4/24 $1,000 No. Reduce to $250. 

Treasurer William Black explains that MUAF had received three donations totaling 
$375, along with minor credit card processing fees, but mistakenly believed there was 
no financial activity to report for the June report. Black states he realized the donations 
had occurred after the subsequent July filing deadline. Black states that they had 
previously arranged for online donations through a QR code and the Square payment 
system, having successfully reported contributions from earlier marketing events. 
However, they failed to check for any activity in the fund's bank account or Square 
account prior to the June filing. Black states MUAF will commit to checking for all 
potential donations in the future and intends to file confirmation letters when there’s no 
activity instead of skipping reports altogether. Black highlights MUAF's small size, with 
average annual disbursements of only $3,015 since its establishment in 2017, and 
express concern that contributors would prefer their donations to support their intended 
purposes rather than cover fines. Ending cash balance as of 10/21/2024 is $3,373. 

 
7. Climate Cabinet PAC- MN - 41298 Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Prior 
Waivers 

Recommended 
Action 

Member Soule 
moved to approve 
the staff 
recommendation 
for requests 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, and 8, 
and to reduce the 
amount owed for 
request 5 to $500. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2024 
September 

9/24/24 10/9/24 $550 No. Reduce to $250. 

Blair Schuman handles the reporting for Climate Cabinet PAC-MN. Climate Cabinet 
believed that they had filed the 2024 September report on September 24, 2024, after 
entering all the information. However, the report was not actually filed. After being 
contacted by Board staff, the committee filed their September report. Ending cash 
balance as of 10/21/2024 is $14,773. Blair Schuman appeared before the Board. 

 
8. MAIDA (Minnesota Asian-Indian Democratic Association) - 40713 Board Action 

Report(s) Due Filed Amount Recommended 
Action 

Recommended Action Member Soule 
moved to approve 
the staff 
recommendation 
for requests 1, 2, 
3, 4, 6, 7, and 8, 
and to reduce the 
amount owed for 
request 5 to $500. 
 
Unanimously 
passed. 

2023 
year-end 

2024 
June 

2024 
pre-
primary 

1/31/24 
6/14/24 
7/29/24 

2/9/24 
6/17/24 
7/30/24 

$175 
$50 
$50 

Yes. $350 LFF 
for 2022 pre-
primary report 
waived when 
report was 

sent to wrong 
email address. 

Do not waive.  

Treasurer Vishala Pamulaparthy states the delay in submitting the 2023 year-end 
report was due to a transition from a paper-based system to a new online platform, 
which required extra time to navigate. Additionally, they experienced a change in 
treasurer. They are now familiar with the system and plan to submit all reports by the 
due date, ensuring future compliance. Pamulaparthy states the June and pre-primary 
reports were each filed a day late due to a busy election season. Ending cash balance 
as of 10/21/2024 is $701.  
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B. Informational Items 
 
Payments 

 
1. Late filing fee for original EIS 

 
A.J. Plehal, $20 
Trenton (T.J.) Hawthorne, $100 

 
2. Late filing fee for 2024 June Report 

 
IAFF Local 5031 PAC, $200 
 

3. Late filing fee for 2024 Pre-Primary Report 
 
Campaign Fund of Michael Reyes, $50 
Houston County DFL, $50 
Minnesota Police PAC, $50 
MN Action Network IE PAC, $650 
Friends of Heather Holmes, $50 
IAFF Local 5031 PAC, $50 
IBEW Local #31 Volunteer COPE Fund, $50 

 
4. Late filing fee for 2020 1st Quarter Report 

 
MN Action Network IE PAC, $25 

 
5. Late filing fee for 2024 September Report 

 
Minn AFL-CIO, $50 
 

6. Late filing fee for 2020 Pre-General Report 
 

MN Action Network IE PAC, $50 
 
7. Civil penalty for disclaimer violation 

 
Stancil (Will) Neighborhood Action Committee, $150 
HRCC (House Republican Campaign Committee), $200 
 

8. Civil penalty for exceeding special source limit 
 
Rarick (Jason) for Senate, $100 
Aric (Putnam) for MN, $170 
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9. Late filing fee for 2024 pre-primary large contribution notice 

 
Committee to Elect Boone Carlson, $50 
Committee to Elect Shawn Reed for Judge, $100 
Faith in Minnesota Action, $50 
Movement Voter PAC, $750 

 
10. Late filing fee for 2022 pre-primary large contribution notice 
 

TRIAL-PAC, $1,000 
TRIAL-PAC, $1,000 
 

11. Forwarded anonymous contribution 
 
Douglas County DFL, $50 
St. Louis County (07) DFL, $100 

  
PRIMA FACIE DETERMINATIONS 
 
Ms. Engelhardt presented members with a memorandum that is attached to and made a part of these minutes. 
 
A. Complaint regarding Jean Epland, Pat Neilon, Sandy Sletten, and City of Twin Lakes 
 
The complaint was dismissed due to the Board’s lack of jurisdiction over the statute(s) that might give rise to 
the violation alleged in the complaint. 
 
B. Complaint regarding Forward Majority Action Minnesota 
 
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. 
 
C. Complaint regarding Kelsey Jezierski 
 
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. 
 
LEGAL REPORT 
 
Mr. Hartshorn updated the Board on the Mariani matter.  Ms. Engelhardt explained that after the Board voted 
to refer a matter involving lobbyist Margaret Meyer to the Attorney General’s Office, Ms. Meyer filed the 
missing lobbyist report. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
Chair Asp recessed the regular session of the meeting and called to order the executive session.  Upon 
adjournment of the executive session, Vice Chair Rashid had nothing to report into regular session.  There 
being no other business, the meeting was adjourned by Vice Chair Rashid. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Jeff Sigurdson 
Executive Director 
 
Attachments: 
 
Executive Director’s report 
Advisory Opinion 465 memo and attachments 
Rulemaking memo and attachments 
Prima facie determinations memo and attachments 
Legal report 
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Date: October 30, 2024   

To:  Board Members

From: Jeff Sigurdson, Executive Director  Telephone:  651-539-1189

Re:  Executive Director’s Report   

Campaign Finance Reports:  The pre-general report of receipts and expenditures for all state 
candidates on the general election ballot, all political committees, all political party units, and all 
political funds that had activity during the reporting period, was due on October 28, 2024.  The 
Board currently has not received 5 of the expected 270 reports from candidate committees 
(98% filed) or 8 of the expected 753 reports from all other types of party units, committees, and 
funds (98% filed).

The next business day reporting period for large contributions received after the close of the 
pre-general report period opened on October 22 and will close on November 4, 2024. As of the 
date of this memo the Board has received 132 next day notices, which are immediately 
available for public review at cfb.mn.gov/reports-and-data/viewers/campaign-finance/large-
contribution-notices/. 

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 by January 15, 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 has held two public hearings (August 19 and October 25) on this subject to hear 
ideas and comments from the lobbying community, organizations that represent political 
subdivisions, professional organizations, and good governance groups on this subject.  I have 
previously reported on the hearing held in August.  At the October hearing Members Asp and 
Rashid attended the hearing in person, and Members Swanson and Flynn attended online. 
There were thirty-one individuals watching the hearing online, and about fifteen individuals in 
attendance in person.  The Board heard testimony from eight individuals: Paige Rohman, Mary 
Hartnett (Clean Elections Minnesota), Lars Negstad (ISAIAH), John Welsh (Minnesota Nurses 
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Association), Marie Ellis (Minnesota Council of Nonprofits), John Kolb (Rinke Noonan), Sean 
Hayford Oleary (Richfield City Council Member), and Wintana Melekin.  Written comments 
without verbal testimony was provided by Michael Wojcik, Shelly Carlson (Coalition of Greater 
Minnesota Cities), and Bryan Lake (Minnesota State Bar Association).   
 
In addition, staff presented information on how other states determine when registration as a 
lobbyist is required, which states require registration for lobbying local political subdivisions, how 
some states exempt expert testimony from lobbyist registration requirements, how some states 
exclude attempting to influence a quasi-judicial decision (non-policy decision) from lobbyist 
registration requirements, and information on what other states include as a “political 
subdivision” for purposes of lobbying regulations compared to what organizations are included 
in the term “political subdivision” in Minnesota.  Research prepared by staff, all written 
submissions to the Board, and a recording of the August and October hearings are available on 
the Board’s website at: cfb.mn.gov/citizen-resources/the-board/statutes-and-rules/report-to-the-
legislature-on-lobbying/.     
 
Given the time constraints on finishing the report for the legislature, staff does not anticipate 
holding another public hearing.  However, written comments and suggestions may still be 
submitted and will be provided to the Board.  Staff will be writing a draft report in November for 
Board review at the December meeting.  Final approval of the report and any legislative 
recommendations that the Board wishes to make will need to occur no later than the January 
meeting.  The report will include the following concerns, suggestions, and issues that have been 
brought forward by testimony or research:   
 

 Insure that public disclosure of who is a lobbyist and the organizations they represent is 
not compromised by exceptions and carve outs made to the definitions for local 
lobbying.  Related to this, is the current definition of “official action of a political 
subdivision” in Chapter 10A too broad, or too narrow?    

 Define “local lobbyist” to include only a person paid by a client specifically for advocating 
before a local government.   

 Exclude from the definition of lobbyist individuals providing “expert testimony”, at least in 
some circumstances.  This includes an examination of how to define expert testimony.    

 Have individuals who lobby political subdivisions register and report with that political 
subdivision.  

 Exclude townships from the definition of political subdivision for the purpose of lobbying 
registration and reporting.  Related to this proposal is the question of defining political 
subdivision in Chapter 10A in a way that more clearly defines what organizations are 
covered by the lobbying provisions.  

 Consider if the gift prohibition for lobbyists and lobbyist principals is needed, or is in 
conflict with, the gift prohibition for local officials in Minnesota Statutes section 471.895.          
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 Exclude “quasi-judicial decisions” from the definition of lobbying.  Quasi-judicial 
decisions apply existing law or rules to particular facts.  Related to this, exclude an 
attorney representing a client before a quasi-judicial body from the definition of lobbying. 

 Address concerns brought forward by nonprofits that work with local government 
regarding their tax-exempt status possibly being imperiled if the nonprofit’s employees 
need to register as lobbyists. 

 Simplify registration and reporting of lobbying activity so that it is not a bar to accessing 
government officials.  

 Exclude from the definition of lobbyist the employees of a political subdivision who work 
with employees of another political subdivision on issues of concern for both political 
subdivisions.  
 

 Consider if the current lobbyist registration thresholds adequately distinguish between 
the activities of professional lobbyists and citizens who provide information or advocate.  
This may include adding a time spent lobbying criteria in addition to the $3,000 
compensation threshold for registration as a lobbyist.  
 

Please let me know if Board members would like staff to consider other issues for the report.  
Also, if Board members have identified areas that would be appropriate for legislative 
recommendations staff can start working on draft language now.     
            



 
Date: October 30, 2024 
 
To:   Board Members        
 
From: Jeff Sigurdson, Executive Director   Telephone:  651-539-1189 
 
Re:  Advisory Opinion 465 – Lobbying the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
 
The request for this advisory opinion was received on behalf of the Citizens Utility Board of 
Minnesota, CenterPoint Energy, Community Power, the Environmental Law & Policy Center, 
Fresh Energy, the Institute for Local Self-Reliance, the Minnesota Center for Environmental 
Advocacy, the Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation, Minnesota Interfaith Power & Light, 
Minnesota Power (ALLETE, Inc.), and the Minnesota Solar Energy Industries Association 
(organizations). The requestors consent to making the request and the resulting opinion public 
data.  
 
The request asks a series of questions on what activities regarding the Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission (PUC) require lobbyist registration and reporting.  In evaluating the 
scenarios provided in the request the draft opinion applies a three-part test provided in 
Minnesota States section 10A.01, subdivision 21; 1) is the individual compensated over $3,000; 
2) is the compensation for attempting to influence an administrative action of the PUC; and 3) 
the attempt to influence was made by directly communicating with a public official.         
 
Staff requested clarification on two statements made in the advisory opinion request, an email  
response to staff questions are provided along with the original request.     
  
 
Attachments 
Advisory Opinion Request  
Email from Annie Levenson-Falk dated October 21, 2024 
Draft Advisory Opinion 465 
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October 2, 2024 
 
Minnesota Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 
190 Centennial Office Building 
658 Cedar Street 
Saint Paul, MN 55155 
 
Re: Request for an Advisory Opinion  
 
Dear Members of the Minnesota Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board:  
 
The undersigned organizations submit this letter requesting the Minnesota Campaign Finance and 
Public Disclosure Board’s (the “Board”) advisory opinion pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 10A.02 Subd. 12. 
Each of our organizations participates in regulatory proceedings before the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission (the ”PUC”). As such, we are subject to lobbying registration and reporting requirements 
pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Chapter 10A. We request this advisory opinion to help guide our 
ongoing compliance with Chapter 10A. 
 
Minn. Stat. § 10A.04 requires those meeting the definition of lobbyist to “file reports of the lobbyist’s 
activities with the board as long as the lobbyist continues to lobby.” A lobbyist includes an individual 
“engaged for pay or other consideration of more than $3,000 from all sources in any year . . . for the 
purpose of attempting to influence . . . administrative action[.]”1 “‘Administrative action’ means an 
action by any . . . commission . . . to adopt, amend, or repeal a rule under chapter 14 [but] does not 
include the application or administration of an adopted rule, except in cases of rate setting, power 
plant and powerline siting, and granting of certificates of need under section 216B.243.”2 During the 
2023/2024 Legislative Session, the legislature made amendments to Chapter 10A. However, these 
amendments did not change the definition of lobbying activities with respect to the PUC, nor has this 
definition materially changed in recent decades.  
 
We recognize there are vast differences in process, function, and practice between the legislature and 
PUC. We also recognize some confusion in the industry regarding which PUC-related activities qualify 
as lobbying under Chapter 10A and who must register as lobbyists when supporting a party’s position 
in a PUC docket. For this reason, we respectfully request that the Board address the following 
questions. 
 

1. What activity before the PUC qualifies as lobbying that must be reported to the Board? 
Specifically, please confirm that PUC-related advocacy only qualifies as lobbying when it 
involves rate setting, power plant and powerline siting, and granting of certificates of need 

 
1 Minn. Stat. § 10A.01 Subd. 21 (as amended in 2023). 
2 Minn. Stat. § 10A.01 Subd. 2.  
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under Minn. Stat. § 216B.243. If this understanding is incorrect, please clarify which advocacy 
in PUC proceedings qualifies as lobbying. 
 

2. Which individuals must register as lobbyists and report lobbying activity to the Board 
stemming from their involvement in PUC dockets?  Please specifically address whether the 
following hypothetical scenarios trigger lobbyist registration and reporting requirements: 
 

a. “Advocate” is party to a general rate case before the PUC. The rate case is referred to 
the Office of Administrative Hearings for a contested case proceeding. Advocate pays 
an independent contractor (“Expert”) more than $3,000 to prepare expert witness 
testimony to be filed in the rate case docket. Expert also testifies in an evidentiary 
hearing before an administrative law judge overseeing the contested case. Must 
Expert register as a lobbyist and report lobbying activities to the Board?  
 

b. “Utility” files a certificate of need application with the PUC. Utility pays an external 
consultant (“Consultant”) more than $3,000 to work on the environmental review 
section of the Certificate of Need application. Consultant does not file testimony with 
the PUC in Consultant’s name. Consultant does not testify at any evidentiary, public, 
or PUC hearing about the Certificate of Need. Must Consultant register as a lobbyist 
and report lobbying activities to the board? 

 
c. "Utility" files a petition for a general rate increase under section 216B.16. Utility pays 

an internal employee (“Employee”) more than $3,000 (determined by multiplying 
Employee’s hourly salary by the number of hours spent on the filing) to help with 
drafting the petition, and Employee signs the petition. Employee does not, themselves, 
file testimony with the PUC in Employee’s name, nor testify at any evidentiary, public, 
or PUC hearing about the rate case. Must Employee register as a lobbyist and report 
lobbying activities to the Board? 

 
d. “Advocate” is a registered lobbyist who, as part of their paid work on behalf of 

“Organization,” contributes feedback to comments that are filed in a PUC proceeding 
that qualifies as a lobbying expense. Neither Advocate nor Organization sign the filed 
comments. Must Advocate and/or Organization track and report their time providing 
feedback to the comments as a lobbying expense? 

 
Thank you for your consideration of this request for an interpretive opinion. Questions about this 
request can be directed to Annie Levenson-Falk, executive director of the Citizens Utility Board of 
Minnesota, and/or to the other signatories, below.  
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Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Annie Levenson-Falk 
Executive Director 
Citizens Utility Board of Minnesota 
annielf@cubminnesota.org, 651-300-4701 x1 
 
/s/ Jason Loos 
Associate General Counsel 
CenterPoint Energy 
jason.loos@centerpointenergy.com 
 
/s/ Brian D. Krohnke 
Co-Executive Director 
Community Power 
brian@communitypowermn.org, 612-208-2297 
 
/s/ Erica S. McConnell 
Staff Attorney 
Environmental Law & Policy Center  
emcconnell@elpc.org 
 
/s/ Allen Gleckner 
Executive Lead Policy & Programs 
Fresh Energy 
gleckner@fresh-energy.org, 612-554-3291 
 
/s/ John Farrell 
Co-Director 
Institute for Local Self-Reliance 
jfarrell@ilsr.org 
 

/s/ Amelia Vohs 
Regulatory Attorney 
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy 
avohs@mncenter.org  
 
/s/ Richard Stasik 
Director State Regulatory Affairs 
Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation 
 
/s/ Julia Nerbonne 
Executive Director 
Minnesota Interfaith Power & Light 
julia@mnipl.org 
 
/s/ David R. Moeller 
ALLETE Senior Regulatory Counsel 
Minnesota Power 
dmoeller@allete.com, 218-723-3963 
 
/s/ Logan O’Grady 
Executive Director 
MnSEIA 
logrady@mnseia.org  

 



From: Annie Levenson-Falk
To: Sigurdson, Jeff (CFB)
Cc: David Moeller
Subject: Re: Question on advisory opinion request
Date: Monday, October 21, 2024 2:41:42 PM

Jeff,

Here is an explanation of scenario 2C:

In general, the MPUC’s rules for miscellaneous filings require a designated utility employee be responsible – See Minn. Rules
7829.1300, subp. 3(E).  At some utilities the signature is done by either an attorney or a VP, but some have non-management
employees sign the petition and be the responsible. Signing the petition is basically adopting the entire petition.

If you have further questions on this, David Moeller with Allete/Minnesota Power is cc'ed and can explain.

Thank you,
Annie

On Mon, Oct 21, 2024 at 10:08 AM Annie Levenson-Falk <annielf@cubminnesota.org> wrote:
Hi Jeff,

That question was requested by a utility. I'm running your question by them to make sure that we answer it in the
way that they intended, and I'll respond as soon as I can.

Thanks,
Annie

On Mon, Oct 21, 2024 at 9:28 AM Sigurdson, Jeff (CFB) <jeff.sigurdson@state.mn.us> wrote:

Hi Annie,

 

Yes it does, thank you.    One other question.   In scenario 2C “The utility pays an internal employee more than
$3,000 (determined by multiplying the employee’s hourly salary by the number of hours spent on the filing) to
help with drafting the petition.  The employee signs the petition, but the employee does not file testimony with the
PUC in the employee’s name,..”    What does “signs the petition” involve?  Is the employee identifying which part
of the petition they produced?  Or is there more to it than that?  Is it required that individuals who prepared the
petition are identified to the PUC?  I’m trying to understand why the employee signs the petition.

 

Thanks, 

 

Jeff Sigurdson

Executive Director

Minnesota Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board

651-539-1189                                                                                
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From: Annie Levenson-Falk <annielf@cubminnesota.org> 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2024 9:20 AM
To: Sigurdson, Jeff (CFB) <jeff.sigurdson@state.mn.us>
Subject: Re: Question on advisory opinion request

 

 

Hi Jeff,

 

Yes, in this scenario, the advocate would be providing input on a draft so that the filed comments are stronger. I
would say that supports the writing of the filing. Does that answer your question?

 

Thanks,

Annie

 

On Fri, Oct 18, 2024 at 8:56 AM Sigurdson, Jeff (CFB) <jeff.sigurdson@state.mn.us> wrote:

Hi Annie,

 

On question number 2d, the request states: “Advocate” is a registered lobbyist who, as part of their paid work
on behalf of “Organization”, contributes feedback to comments that are filed in a PUC proceeding that
qualifies as a lobbying expense. Neither Advocate nor Organization signed the filed comments.   

 

I’m not sure if I understand the scenario.   Is the lobbyist feedback being provided to the principal that is filing
the comments in order to make the comments stronger?  Or is the feedback only to inform the organization that
the lobbyist represents so that the organization that the lobbyist represents is better informed on the content of
the comments?   Or put another way, is the organization that the lobbyist represents supporting the petition by
making the lobbyist available to review the comments?

 

Regards,  

 



Jeff Sigurdson

Executive Director

Minnesota Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board

651-539-
1189                                                                                                                                                                              
                                             

 

 



State of Minnesota
Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board

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

THIS ADVISORY OPINION IS PUBLIC DATA
pursuant to a consent for release of information 

provided by the requester

Issued to: Annie Levenson-Falk        
Citizens Utility Board of Minnesota       
Suite W1360
332 Minnesota St.
St. Paul, MN 55101

ADVISORY OPINION 465 

SUMMARY

Lobbying occurs when individuals attempt to influence the application of administrative rules by 
the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission regarding rate setting, power plant and powerline 
siting, and granting of certificates of need under Minnesota Statutes section 216B.243, or 
attempt to influence the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission’s adoption, amendment, or 
repeal of administrative rules. Registration as a lobbyist is required if an individual is 
compensated more than $3,000 in a year to directly communicate with public or local officials, 
and the purpose of the communication is to influence an official action by the public or local 
official.

Facts

On behalf of the Citizens Utility Board of Minnesota, CenterPoint Energy, Community Power, 
the Environmental Law & Policy Center, Fresh Energy, the Institute for Local Self-Reliance, the 
Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy, the Minnesota Energy Resources Corporation, 
Minnesota Interfaith Power & Light, Minnesota Power (ALLETE, Inc.), and the Minnesota Solar 
Energy Industries Association (organizations), you request an advisory opinion from the 
Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board.  The request is based on the following facts: 

1. The organizations participate in regulatory proceedings before the Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission (PUC). 

2. All but one of the organizations are represented by lobbyists registered with the Board, 
and report to the Board as lobbyist principals.1

3. The organizations are aware that the definition of “lobbyist” provided in Chapter 10A 
requires, in part, that an individual register as a lobbyist if the individual is compensated 

1 See Minn. Stat. § 10A.01, subd. 33.
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more than $3,000 in a year from all sources for the purpose of influencing the official 
action of a public official.2 
 

4. The organizations are aware that lobbying to influence “administrative action”3 generally 
does not include the application or administration of an adopted rule by a state agency, 
board, or commission, but does include the application by the PUC of administrative 
rules that apply to rate setting, power plant and powerline siting, and granting of 
certificates of need under Minnesota Statutes section 216B.243. 
 

Issue One 
 
Are there any forms of advocacy before the PUC that must be reported as lobbying that are in 
addition to advocating on rate setting, power plant and powerline siting, and granting of 
certificates of need under Minnesota Statutes section 216B.243? 
 

Opinion One 
 
Yes.  The PUC has promulgated thirty-four chapters of administrative rules under Minnesota 
Statues Chapter 14.4  An attempt to influence the content of rules that the PUC may adopt, 
amend, or repeal is an attempt to influence “administrative action” and therefore is defined as 
lobbying.  Lobbying on PUC administrative rules begins when the PUC takes the first formal 
action required by Chapter 14 to begin the rulemaking process.5    
 
Lobbying of the PUC regarding administrative rules is reported by the lobbyist as administrative 
lobbying, and is not included in the disclosure of lobbying the PUC on rate setting, power plant 
and powerline siting, and granting of certificates of need. The disclosure required includes the 
name of the agency, board, or commission promulgating administrative rules, the Revisor of 
Statutes number assigned to the rules (if available when the report is filed), the applicable 
general lobbying category, and the specific subjects of interest within the rules that were the 
focus of the lobbying effort.  
  

Issue Two 
 

The request presents four scenarios in which individuals take action related to dockets before 
the PUC regarding rate setting, power plant and powerline siting, and granting of certificates of 
need.  The request asks if the actions described in the scenarios require the individual to 
register and report as a lobbyist.     
 

                                                
2 Minn. Stat. § 10A.01, subd. 21 (1).  
3 Minn. Stat. § 10A.01, subd. 2. 
4 revisor.mn.gov/rules/agency/138  
5 Minn. R. 4511.0800, subp. 1.  
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In evaluating the scenarios, the Board applies the definition of lobbyist provided in Minnesota 
Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 21.  Generally, paragraph (1), clause (i) of this subdivision 
requires an individual to register as a lobbyist if three conditions are met: 1) the individual is 
compensated more than $3,000 from all sources in a year; 2) the compensation is for 
attempting to influence legislative or administrative action, or the official action of a political 
subdivision; and 3) the attempt to influence was made by directly communicating with a public 
or local official.6  In both enforcement actions and advisory opinions the Board has looked for all 
three factors before concluding that an individual was a lobbyist.7 8  
  

A. An advocate is party to a general rate case before the PUC.  The rate case is referred to 
the Office of Administrative Hearings for a contested case proceeding.  The advocate 
pays an independent contractor more than $3,000 to prepare expert witness testimony 
to be filed in the rate case docket.  The independent contractor also testifies in an 
evidentiary hearing before an administrative law judge overseeing the contested case.  
Do these actions require the independent contractor to register and report lobbying 
activities to the Board? 
 
Opinion:  Yes.  With one exception expert testimony provided to influence 
administrative action is considered lobbying.  The exception is provided in Minnesota 
Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 21, paragraph (b), clause (8), which excludes from 
the definition of the term lobbyist “a paid expert witness whose testimony is requested by 
the body before which the witness is appearing, but only to the extent of preparing or 
delivering testimony”.  In this scenario the independent contractor does not qualify for 
the exception because their testimony was not requested by the administrative law judge 
conducting the contested case hearing. The expert witness is being compensated more 
than $3,000 in a year to provide direct communication with public officials in an attempt 
to influence an act by the PUC, and therefore will need to register and report as a 
lobbyist.  Termination of a lobbyist registration may occur at any time after the lobbyist is 
no longer engaged in lobbying.   
 

B. A utility files a certificate of need application with the PUC.9  The utility pays an external 
consultant more than $3,000 to work on the environmental review section of the 
certificate of need application.  The consultant does not file testimony in the consultant’s 
name, and does not testify at any evidentiary, public, or PUC hearing about the 

                                                
6 The Board notes in Laws of 2024, Chapter 112, Article 4, section 4, the requirement to register as a 
lobbyist when urging others to communicate with public or local officials in an attempt to influence official 
actions was eliminated.   
 
7 See, e.g., Advisory Opinion 409 (Aug. 3, 2010); Findings and Order in the Matter of the Complaint by 
Karl Bremer regarding The Conach Group and Mike Campbell (Aug. 16, 2011). 
 
9 For purposes of this opinion, the Board presumes that the certificate of need application in question is 
submitted pursuant to Minnesota Statutes section 216B.243. 
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certificate of need.  Given this activity, does the consultant need to register and report as 
a lobbyist?    
 
Opinion:  No.  The consultant was compensated over $3,000, but did not directly 
communicate with public officials through written or verbal testimony in an attempt to 
influence the PUC.  The environmental review is submitted in the name of the utility as 
support for the utility’s lobbying effort to receive a certificate of need. The cost of the 
environmental review, including the payment to the consultant, must be included in the 
disbursements made to lobby the PUC reported by the utility on the annual lobbyist 
principal report.10 
 

C. A utility files a petition for a general rate increase under section 216B.16.  The utility 
pays an internal employee more than $3,000 (determined by multiplying the employee’s 
hourly salary by the number of hours spent on the filing) to help with drafting the petition.  
The employee signs the petition as the utility employee responsible for the content of the 
filing.11  The employee does not file testimony with the PUC in the employee’s name, or 
testify at any evidentiary, public, or PUC hearing about the rate case.  Given this activity 
does the employee need to register and report as a lobbyist?   
 
Opinion: Yes.  The employee was compensated more than $3,000 for working on the 
application petition needed to bring the rate increase request to the PUC.  If the 
employee’s role in accumulating the statements of facts, expert opinions, substantiating 
documents, and required exhibits for the petition12 is just administrative, then the utility 
may wish to consider if the employee is the appropriate person to be listed as 
“responsible for the filing” of the petition.  By identifying the employee to the PUC, and 
providing the employee with a stated role in the effort to secure the rate increase, the 
utility has assigned tasks to the employee that will require registration and reporting as a 
lobbyist.    
      

D. A registered lobbyist who, as part of their paid work on behalf of the principal they 
represent, contributes feedback that will be used to strengthen comments that are filed 
in a PUC proceeding.  The comments filed with the PUC qualify as lobbying.  However, 
neither the lobbyist nor the principal signs the comments filed with the PUC.  Must the 
lobbyist and/or the principal track and report their time providing feedback to the 
comments as a lobbying expense or activity?  
 
Opinion:  Yes.  The lobbyist’s review and feedback on comments is done in order to 
improve the effectiveness of the comments, and through the comments, attempt to lobby 
the decision of the PUC regarding the proceeding.   The principal is compensating the 

                                                
10 See Minn. Stat. §10A.04, subd. 6 (c) (2). 
11 See Minn. R. 7829.1300, subp. 3, providing that a filing must contain “the signature, electronic address, 
and title of the utility employee responsible for the filing”. 
12 See Minn. Stat. §216B.16, subd. 1.   
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lobbyist for the work done to improve the comments submitted to the PUC.  The 
compensation is a lobbying disbursement that is disclosed to the Board on the annual 
lobbyist principal report.  If the lobbyist is only representing the principal before the PUC, 
then the total compensation paid to the lobbyist is disclosed on the annual lobbyist 
principal report as a disbursement to influence the PUC.  If the lobbyist also represents 
the principal by seeking to influence legislative action, lobbying a political subdivision, or 
lobbying a state agency regarding administrative rules, then the lobbyist will need to 
monitor their time spent on each type of lobbying.  The information from the lobbyist is 
used by the principal to comply with Minnesota Statutes section 10A.04, subdivision 6, 
which requires the principal to report “a reasonable good faith estimate of the portion of 
all salaries and administrative overhead expenses attributable to activities of the 
principal for that type of lobbying in this state.” 
 
The lobbyist’s use of the comments to influence the action of the PUC regarding the 
proceeding is reported as required by Minnesota Statutes section 10A.04, subdivision 4, 
paragraph (f), which provides, “A lobbyist must report the Public Utilities Commission 
project name for each rate setting, power plant and powerline siting, or granting of 
certification of need before the Public Utilities Commission that the represented entity 
sought to influence during the reporting period.”     

 
 
 
 
 
 
Issued November 6, 2024            _______________________________________                  
          David Asp, Chair 
          Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 



 

 
 

Date:  October 30, 2024 
 
To:    Board members 
   Nathan Hartshorn, counsel 
 
From:  Andrew Olson, Legal/Management Analyst   Telephone:  651-539-1190 
 
Subject: Rulemaking update 
 
A notice regarding the Board’s proposed administrative rules, the formal comment period, and 
the possibility of a hearing, was published in the State Register on October 7, 2024.  The 
comment period ends on November 6, 2024.  As of the date of this memorandum, the Board 
has received one comment and no requests for a public hearing. 
 
The one comment received thus far was submitted by Representative Nathan Coulter, who is a 
member of the House Elections Finance and Policy Committee.  Representative Coulter’s 
comment concerns a new rule regarding lobbying to be codified at Minnesota Rules 4511.1100, 
which will clarify the following definitions within Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01: 
 

Subd. 22. Local official. "Local official" means a person who holds elective 
office in a political subdivision or who is appointed to or employed in a public 
position in a political subdivision in which the person has authority to make, to 
recommend, or to vote on as a member of the governing body, major decisions 
regarding the expenditure or investment of public money. 
 
Subd. 26b. Official action of a political subdivision. "Official action of a 
political subdivision" means any action that requires a vote or approval by one or 
more elected local officials while acting in their official capacity; or an action by 
an appointed or employed local official to make, to recommend, or to vote on as 
a member of the governing body, major decisions regarding the expenditure or 
investment of public money. 

 
The phrase “major decisions” is not currently defined within Chapter 10A or the Board’s rules.  
Minnesota Rules 4511.1100, subpart 1, will state that an attempt to influence a nonelected local 
official regarding a major decision involving public money is lobbying.  Minnesota Rules 
4511.1100, subparts 2 and 3, will provide non-exhaustive lists of types of decisions by political 
subdivisions that are and are not major decisions regarding the expenditure or investment of 
public money.  One type of decision that would be classified as a major decision within 
subpart 2, paragraph D, is a decision on “expenditures on public infrastructure used to support 
private housing or business developments.” 
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Representative Coulter raised the concern that the term expenditures “could be construed as 
only referring to direct expenditures, not more indirect forms of financing such as Tax Increment 
Financing, land value write-downs, etc.”  Unlike directly spending or investing public money, tax 
abatement1 and tax increment financing2 may involve reducing or deferring property tax 
payments, or using property tax payments to indirectly finance a portion of the costs related to a 
specific development.  Based on that concern, Board staff has prepared rule language that 
would slightly modify Minnesota Rules 4511.1100, subpart 2, paragraph D.3  Within the 
language below, the newly added language is in red. 
 

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. tax abatement, tax increment financing, or expenditures on public infrastructure, 

19.10  used to support private housing or business developments. 

 
The impact of the proposed change on the definition of the term “local official” will likely be 
minimal because there is likely little, if any, difference between the universe of individuals who 
have the “authority to make, to recommend, or to vote on as a member of the governing body, 
major decisions regarding the expenditure or investment of public money” and the universe of 
individuals who lack that authority but do have the authority to make, to recommend, or to vote 
on as a member of the governing body, major decisions regarding tax abatement or tax 
increment financing.  The impact of the proposed change on the definition of  the phrase “official 
action of a political subdivision” will likely be minimal as well.  That phrase already 
encompasses “any action that requires a vote or approval by one or more elected local officials 
while acting in their official capacity,” and Board staff is not aware of a political subdivision with 
nonelected local officials who have the authority to approve tax abatement for economic 
development purposes or tax increment financing without that approval being subject to a vote 
or approval by one or more elected officials.4  Therefore, the proposed change is not expected 

                                                 
1 See Minn. Stat. §§ 469.1812 - 469.1815. 
2 See Minn. Stat. §§ 469.174 - 469.1799. 
3 The text of the proposed rules, without the proposed change to rule 4511.1100, is available at 
cfb.mn.gov/pdf/legal/rulemaking/2023/Revisor_draft.pdf.  Subpart 2, paragraph D, appears on page 19 at 
lines 19.9 - 19.10. 
4 Minnesota Statutes section 469.1812, subdivision 4, which concerns tax abatement for economic 
development purposes, defines the term “political subdivision” to be limited to “a statutory or home rule 
charter city, town, school district, or county.”  Minnesota Statutes section 469.174, subdivisions 5-6, which 
concern tax increment financing, define the term “governing body” to mean “the elected council or board 
of a municipality” and the term “municipality” to mean a city, a county, or in rare instances, a township. 
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to expand the scope of what is considered lobbying.  The benefit of the proposed change is 
added clarity and avoiding the appearance of a loophole regarding tax abatement for economic 
development purposes and tax increment financing. 
 
If less than 25 people request a public hearing by November 6, the hearing scheduled for 
December 17, 2024, will be canceled, and Board staff will prepare a resolution for the 
December Board meeting authorizing the formal adoption of the proposed rules.  No Board 
action is required at this time.  However, input from the Board regarding the proposed change to 
the text of Minnesota Rules 4511.1100, subpart 2, paragraph D, would be appreciated. 
 
Attachments: 
Comment submitted by Representative Nathan Coulter 
 



This message may be from an external email source.
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From: Rep. Nathan Coulter (house.mn.gov)
To: Sigurdson, Jeff (CFB)
Cc: beth.fraser@mnsenate.gov; John Boehler
Subject: Comment on Proposed Rule
Date: Tuesday, October 15, 2024 11:16:40 AM

Jeff,
 
A proposed CFB rule was brought to my attention by Beth Fraser and John Boehler, and I wanted to
offer a thought. The rule I’m referring to is:
 
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.
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.
 
My only comment is on Subpart 2, Section D, referring to “expenditures”. My concern is that the
term could be construed as only referring to direct expenditures, not more indirect forms of
financing such as Tax Increment Financing, land value write-downs, etc. I think some clarification is
warranted – perhaps something like “expenditures and/or financing”?
 
Thanks!
 



Nathan
 
Representative Nathan Coulter
 
HD 51B – Bloomington
rep.nathan.coulter@house.mn.gov
651-296-4218
 
For more information and updates, check out my Facebook page and sign up for Email Updates.
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Date: October 30, 2024 
 
To:   Board members 
 
From: Megan Engelhardt, Assistant Executive Director Telephone:  651-539-1182 
  
Re:  Prima Facie Determinations   
 
Complaints filed with the Board are subject to a prima facie determination which is 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. 
 
Jean Epland/Pat Neilon/Sandy Sletten/City of Twin Lakes 
 
On October 10, 2024, the Board received a complaint from Janel Heideman regarding Jean 
Epland, Pat Neilon, Sandy Sletten, and the City of Twin Lakes.  The complaint alleged that the 
three local candidates sent out a piece of campaign literature without a disclaimer in violation of 
Minnesota Statutes section 211B.04.  The complaint also alleged that the literature was printed 
on neon green paper, as was a mailer that was sent to residents by the City of Twin Lakes and 
had various news items for residents, including information about the upcoming election.  The 
complaint alleged that “[t]his gives residents/taxpayers/voters the impression that the City very 
possibly paid for the paper, and the copying with our brand new copier.”  The complaint included 
a copy of the campaign literature from the candidates and the mailing from the City of Twin 
Lakes.  The complaint was dismissed by Chair Asp on October 14, 2024, due to the Board’s 
lack of jurisdiction over the statute(s) that might give rise to the violation alleged in the 
complaint.  
 
Forward Majority Action Minnesota  
 
On October 14, 2024, the Board received a complaint from William Beck regarding Forward 
Majority Action Minnesota (41316).  The complaint alleged that Forward Majority Action 
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Minnesota distributed a campaign mailer in August 2024 regarding Tom Dippel, a candidate for 
Minnesota House District 41B.  The complaint included a copy of the mailer, which states that 
Mr. Dippel “agrees with the Alabama Supreme Court decision to ban IVF.”  The complaint 
asserted that Mr. “Dippel has never publicly spoken on the IVF issue and is comfortable publicly 
stating that he does not support the ban of IVF or any fertilization treatment.”  The complaint 
alleged a violation of Minnesota Statutes section 211B.06, which generally prohibits the 
preparation or dissemination of false campaign material.1  The complaint did not cite, and did 
not appear to allege any conduct that would violate, Minnesota Statutes Chapter 10A or 
sections 211B.04, 211B.12, or 211B.15.  The complaint was dismissed by Chair Asp on 
October 18, 2024, due to the Board’s lack of jurisdiction over the statute that might give rise to 
the violation alleged in the complaint. 
 
Kelsey Jezierski 
 
On October 21, 2024, the Board received a complaint from Jeremy Parrucci regarding Kelsey 
Jezierski, a school board candidate for ISD 192.  The complaint alleged that Ms. Jezierski is not 
in compliance with the statutes requiring reporting by candidates.  Mr. Parrucci alleged that he 
was unable to find the campaign finance report for Ms. Jezierski’s previous campaign in 2022 
on the school district’s website.  The complaint cited Minnesota Statutes section 10A.20, despite 
that statute being inapplicable to the campaigns of local candidates.  The complaint was 
dismissed by Chair Asp on October 23, 2024, due to the Board’s lack of jurisdiction over the 
statute that might give rise to the violation alleged in the complaint. 
 
Attachments: 
Epland/Neilon/Sletten/City of Twin Lakes complaint 
Epland/Neilon/Sletten/City of Twin Lakes prima facie determination 
Forward Majority Action Minnesota complaint 
Forward Majority Action Minnesota prima facie determination 
Jezierski complaint 
Jezierski prima facie determination 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 The United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit determined that Minnesota Statutes 
section 211B.06 is unconstitutional in 281 Care Committee v. Arneson, 766 F.3d 774 (8th Cir. 2014). 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 

 
PRIMA FACIE 

DETERMINATION  
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT OF JANEL HEIDEMAN REGARDING JEAN EPLAND, PAT NEILON, 
SANDY SLETTEN, AND THE CITY OF TWIN LAKES 
 
On October 10, 2024, the Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board received a complaint 
submitted by Janel Heideman regarding Jean Epland, a city council candidate in the City of 
Twin Lakes; Pat Neilon, a mayoral candidate in the City of Twin Lakes; Sandy Sletten, a city 
council candidate in the City of Twin Lakes; and the City of Twin Lakes.  
 
The complaint alleges that the candidates sent out a piece of campaign literature without a 
disclaimer in violation of Minnesota Statutes section 211B.04.  The literature consisted of a 
single page with the text “City of Twin Lakes” and “Election 2024,” first-person descriptions of 
each of the three candidates, and language encouraging individuals to vote for those 
candidates.  The complaint also alleges that the literature was printed on neon green paper, as 
was a mailer dated September 30, 2024, that was sent to residents by the City of Twin Lakes 
and had various news items for residents, including information about the upcoming election.  
The complaint asserts that “[t]his gives residents/taxpayers/voters the impression that the City 
very possibly paid for the paper, and the copying with our brand new copier.”  The complaint 
alleges that “Jean Epland has a key to city hall and is an incumbent, having easy access to 
have the city clerk do this, or for [Epland] to do it on her own, using city resources.”  The 
complaint does not explain what statute or rule may have been violated if city resources were 
used to produce the campaign literature included with the complaint.  The complaint included a 
copy of the campaign literature from the candidates and the mailing from the City of Twin Lakes.   
 
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 regarding state-level candidates.  Minnesota Statutes 
section 10A.01, subdivision 10, defines the term “candidate” to mean “an individual who seeks 
nomination or election as a state constitutional officer, legislator, or judge.”  The Board does not 
have investigative authority with respect to alleged violations by candidates for local office.  
Because the individuals named in the complaint are not candidates within the meaning of 
Minnesota Statues Chapter 10A, the Board does not have investigative authority with respect to 
the violations alleged in the complaint regarding those individuals.  While the complaint appears 
to list the City of Twin Lakes as one of the entities being complained about, the complaint does 
not explain what statute or rule the City of Twin Lakes may have violated, and none of the 
alleged conduct appears to be addressed by the statutes and rules under the Board’s 
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jurisdiction.  Therefore, 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: October 14, 2024 
David Asp, Chair      
Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 



 

Complaint for Violation of the
Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Act

All information on this form is confidential until a decision is issued by the Board.
A photocopy of the entire complaint, however, will be sent to the respondent.

Information about complaint filer

Name of 
complaint filer

Address Email 
address

City, state, 
and zip

Telephone
(Daytime)

Identify person/entity you are complaining about

Name of person/entity
being complained about

Address

City, state, zip

Title of respondent (If applicable)

Board/Department/Agency/District # (If legislator)

                                                                               
                        Signature of person filing complaint Date

Send completed form to:

Campaign Finance & Public Disclosure Board
190 Centennial Office Building
658 Cedar Street
St. Paul, MN 55155

If you have questions call 651-539-1189, 800-657-3889, or for TTY/TDD communication contact us via the
Minnesota Relay Service at 800-627-3529.  Board staff may be reached by email at cf.board@state.mn.us.

This document is available in alternative formats to individuals with disabilities by calling 651-539-1180,
800-657-3889, or through the Minnesota Relay Service at 800-627-3529.

William Beck
575 Hidden Ln Williambeck2000@gmail.com

Hastings, MN 55033 6122983657

Forward Majority Action Minnesota
2136 Ford Parkway #8135

Saint Paul, MN 55116

10/14/2024
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Give the statutory cite to the section of Chapter 10A, Chapter 211B, 
or Minnesota Rules you believe has been violated:       

You will find links to the complete text of Chapter 10A, Chapter 211B, and Minnesota Rules chapters 4501 - 
4525 on the Board’s website at cfb.mn.gov. 

Nature of complaint

Explain in detail why you believe the respondent has violated the campaign finance and public disclosure laws. 
Attach extra sheet(s) of paper if necessary.  Attach any documents, photographs, or other evidence needed to
support your allegations. Electronic files may be provided to the Board by email or via a file transfer service.

Minnesota Statutes section 10A.022 and Minnesota Rules Chapter 4525 describe the procedures required for 
investigating complaints.  A full description of the complaint process is available on the Board’s website. Briefly, 
the Board will notify you when it has received your complaint.  The Board must send a copy of the complaint to 
the respondent. Complaints and investigations are confidential.  Board members and staff cannot talk about an 
investigation except as required to carry out the investigation or to take action in the matter.  After the Board 
issues a decision, the record of the investigation is public.

The law requires a complaint to go through two stages before the Board can begin an investigation: a prima 
facie determination and a probable cause decision.  If the complaint does not pass one of the stages, it must be 
dismissed. The Board chair or their designee has 10 business days after receiving your complaint to determine 
whether the complaint alleges a prima facie violation.  If the complaint alleges a prima facie violation, the Board 
has  days to decide whether probable cause exists to believe a violation that warrants a formal investigation 
has occurred.  Both you and the respondent have the right to be heard on the issue of probable cause before 
the Board makes this decision. The Board will notify you if the complaint moves to the probable cause stage.

If the Board determines that probable cause does not exist, the Board will dismiss the complaint.  If the Board 
determines that probable cause exists, the Board may start an investigation. In some cases the Board will issue 
findings, conclusions, and an order as its decision.  In other cases the Board will instead enter into a conciliation 
agreement with the respondent. The Board’s final decision will be posted on the Board’s website.

211B.06

In a mailer sent by Forward Majority Action Minnesota and recieved by Carolyn Dippel on Friday,
August 11th, multiple claims are made about Tom Dippel's campaign for Minnesota House. While
the mailer cites a Minnesota Reformer article from March 12, 2024 and a non-specific X post
from April 14th, 2024 (cited as "Twitter"), there is no evidence cited to support the claim that "He
agrees with the Alabama Supreme Court decision to ban IVF." In fact, Dippel has never publicly
spoken on the IVF issue and is comfortable publicly stating that he does not support the ban of
IVF or any fertilization treatment. This unfounded claim is dangerous and could illegally shift
votes away from the Dippel campaign, due to the fact that they are false statements. I have
attached two documents to this complaint form. The first document is an image of the mailer that
arrived on August 11th. The second is the Minnesota Reformer article that is referenced. As
previously mentioned, it is unclear what X post the mailer refers to.
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Action 4 Liberty candidates win GOP
endorsements in eastern metro districts
BY: MICHELLE GRIFFITH - MARCH 12, 2024 2:18 PM
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MICHELLE GRIFFITH 

Michelle Gri th covers Minnesota politics and policy for the Reformer,
with a focus on marginalized communities. Most recently she was a
reporter with The Forum of Fargo-Moorhead in North Dakota where she
covered state and local government and Indigenous issues.

Minnesota Reformer is part of States Newsroom, the nation’s largest
state-focused nonpro t news organization.
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Federal appeals court weighs fate of
DACA program
BY ARIANA FIGUEROA

Biden slams Trump as ‘damn un-
American,’ urges Congress to…
BY JENNIFER SHUTT
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 

PRIMA FACIE 
DETERMINATION 

 
IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT OF WILLIAM BECK REGARDING FORWARD MAJORITY ACTION 
MINNESOTA (41316) 
 
On October 14, 2024, the Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board received a complaint 
submitted by William Beck regarding Forward Majority Action Minnesota, an independent 
expenditure political committee.  Forward Majority Action Minnesota’s Board registration number 
is 41316. 
 
The complaint alleges that Forward Majority Action Minnesota distributed a campaign mailer in 
August 2024 regarding Tom Dippel, a candidate for Minnesota House District 41B.  The 
complaint includes a copy of the mailer, which states that Mr. Dippel “agrees with the Alabama 
Supreme Court decision to ban IVF.”  The complaint asserts that Mr. “Dippel has never publicly 
spoken on the IVF issue and is comfortable publicly stating that he does not support the ban of 
IVF or any fertilization treatment.”  The complaint alleges a violation of Minnesota Statutes 
section 211B.06, which generally prohibits the preparation or dissemination of false campaign 
material.  The complaint does not cite, and does not appear to allege any conduct that would 
violate, Minnesota Statutes Chapter 10A or sections 211B.04, 211B.12, or 211B.15. 
 
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 
Minnesota Statutes section 211B.06, the statute that might give rise to the violation 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.  The Board 
notes that The United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit determined that Minnesota 
Statutes section 211B.06 is unconstitutional.1 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: October 18, 2024 
David Asp, Chair      
Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 

                                                
1 281 Care Committee v. Arneson, 766 F.3d 774 (8th Cir. 2014). 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 

 
PRIMA FACIE 

DETERMINATION  
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT OF JEREMY PARRUCCI REGARDING KELSEY JEZIERSKI 
 
On October 21, 2024, the Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board received a complaint 
submitted by Jeremy Parrucci regarding Kelsey Jezierski, a school board candidate in 
Independent School District 192.  
 
The complainant alleges that Ms. Jezierski is not in compliance with the statutes requiring 
reporting by candidates.  Mr. Parrucci alleges that he was unable to find the campaign finance 
report for Ms. Jezierski’s previous campaign in 2022 on the school district’s website.  The 
complaint cites Minnesota Statutes section 10A.20.   
 
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.  Minnesota Statutes section 10A.01, subdivision 10, 
defines the term “candidate” to mean “an individual who seeks nomination or election as a state 
constitutional officer, legislator, or judge.”  Therefore, Ms. Jezierski is not a “candidate” for 
purposes of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 10A, including section 10A.20.  The Board does not 
have investigative authority with respect to alleged violations by candidates for local office.  
Because Ms. Jezierski is not a candidate within the meaning of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 
10A, the Board does not have investigative authority with respect to the violation alleged in the 
complaint.  Therefore, 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: October 23, 2024 
David Asp, Chair      
Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 
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