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OCPF Reports 

From the Director 

Mike Sullivan 

Reporter 7 

Our IT department, which is set 

to release the seventh version of 

Reporter, our on-line filing sys-

tem, deserves credit for their 

innovation.  

Itôs easy for a government agen-

cy to create something that 

works, which Reporter 6 did 

very well, and then let it become 

stagnant.  

Our philosophy is to continue to 

improve and grow in the tech-

nology department. Our IT team, 

led by Al Grimes, is always 

looking for ways to make our 

data easier to view and file.  

If youôre organized with OCPF, 

please continue to check your e-

mail for more information about 

Reporter 7. It will be launched in 

December.  

1A Auto vs. Director of OCPF 

A lawsuit filed in 2015 chal-

lenged a portion of the campaign 

finance law that prohibits corpo-

rations and other businesses 

from making contributions to 

candidates, parties and PACs. 

The case was finally decided in 

September by the Supreme Judi-

REPORTER 7 LAUNCH WILL 

MAKE E-FILING EASIER 

The seventh version of Reporter, the 

OCPF filing system that was created 

in 1995, will be launched before the 

end of the year.  

The new version, Reporter 7, operates 

under the same basic concept of data 

entry and e-filing, but has a much dif-

ferent appearance.  

Reporter 7 is easier to use and will 

minimize common mistakes for candi-

dates and committees, according to 

OCPF IT Director Al Grimes. 

ñOver the past few years, weôve lis-

tened to feedback and concerns from 

users of Reporter 6. Based on this 

feedback, weôve made a number of 

changes that will hopefully streamline 

filing reports with OCPF,ò Grimes 

said. ñWe think Reporter 7 will pro-

vide a  simplified way to file reports 

for users. Weôre looking forward to 

launching it.ò 

Candidates and committees do not 

need to do anything extra for ac-

cess to Reporter 7. When a candi-

date or committee logs into the sys-

tem after the launch date, he or she 

will be automatically directed to Re-

porter 7. All data from Reporter 6 

will be there.  

Please click here for images of Re-
porter 7.  

Reporter 7 is web-based and free. 

Please call OCPF with questions 
about how to use Reporter 7. Instruc-
tional videos on how to use Reporter 
7 will be available on OCPFôs 
YouTube channel, OCPFReports, 
when the program is launched.  

Continued on the Next Page 

This is the new homepage for Reporter 7 (non-depository account). 

New e-filing system will kick off before the end of the year 

Please see page 5 for a notice 

about state campaign finance 

regulations. 

http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/guides/NDR7demopage.pdf
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cial Court, which ruled that the corporate ban was not 

unconstitutional.  

Click here for the SJCôs decision, and see below for a 

more thorough explanation. 

2018 Election 

Congratulations to all the winners this year. 

We appreciate everyone who filed their campaign 

finance reports on time (95 percent did so for the pre

-election report). 

Please remember that a year-end report is due Jan. 

22, 2019, even if you were unsuccessful in 2018.  

Have a great fall. 

Mike Sullivan 

Continued: From the Director 

Court affirms constitutionality of 

corporate contribution ban 
The stateôs Supreme Judicial Court decided in September that the Massachusetts campaign finance 

lawôs ban on corporate contributions to candidates and other committees is not unconstitutional. 

The decision, available here, was unanimous.  

The lawsuit (1A Auto Inc. vs. Director of OCPF) was originally filed in 2015 by the Goldwater Insti-

tute, a Phoenix-based organization, on behalf of two Massachusetts corporations.  

The complaint alleged that the stateôs 

campaign finance law, which prohibits 

contributions to candidates by business 

corporations and other business entities, 

infringes on the free-speech rights of 

businesses and puts corporations at a 

disadvantage.  

Unions are permitted to contribute. 

The stateôs ban on direct corporation con-

tributions to candidates dates to 1907.  

Unlike a similar federal law, however, the 

state law does not prohibit contributions 

by unions.  

In 1986, OCPF ruled that unions and oth-

er organizations that donôt have corporate 

money in their general treasuries, may make total contributions to candidates and parties of $15,000 

or 10 percent of a general fund, whichever is less.  

The ruling is codified in OCPFôs Interpretive Bulletin, IB-88-01.  

ñBoth history and common sense 

have demonstrated that, when 

corporations make contributions 

to political candidates, there is a 

risk of corruption, both actual and 

perceived.ò 

Supreme Judicial Court Decision in 1A Auto Inc. 

vs. Director of OCPF 

https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2018/09/06/12413.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2018/09/06/12413.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/legaldocs/IB-88-01.pdf
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Disposition Agreements 

A disposition agreement is a voluntary written agree-

ment entered into between the subject of a review and 

OCPF, in which the subject agrees to take certain spe-

cific actions.  

 

Company vice president makes $30,000 payment to 

the state to resolve personal campaign finance issues 

 

Chelmsford resident Michael Lupoli, a vice president 
of Double N Inc., personally made a $30,000 pay-
ment to the stateôs general fund to resolve issues con-
cerning disguising the true source of campaign contri-
butions, according to a disposition agreement be-
tween OCPF and Lupoli. 

Lupoli provided a total of $12,900 to two Double N 
Inc. employees, who then donated the funds in their 
names to 12 candidates and a legal defense fund com-
mittee, according to the agreement. 

The campaign finance law prohibits disguising the 
true origin of a contribution to a candidate or commit-
tee.  

According to the disposition agreement, Lupoli ar-
ranged for two employees, William Burnett and Nich-
olas Rera, to make the contributions from 2015-2017.  

Based on a review of bank records and other infor-
mation, OCPF learned that Rera and Burnett deposit-
ed funds received from Lupoli into their personal 
checking accounts either shortly before or shortly 
after they made contributions to candidates and the 
legal defense fund.  

OCPF has no reason to believe that the candidates 
had knowledge that the contributions by Burnett and 
Rera were made with funds provided by Lupoli. The 
13 committees have or will disgorge the prohibited 
contributions to the stateôs general fund, a municipali-
ty, charity or a scholarship fund.  
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Recent Cases & Rulings 
OCPF audits all campaign finance reports and reviews all complaints alleging violations of the 

campaign finance law. These audits and reviews may result in enforcement actions or rulings 

(below).  The identity of any complainant is kept confidential.  Disposition agreements are mat-

ters of public record once cases are concluded. 

OCPF does not comment on any matter under review, nor does the office confirm or deny that it 

has received a specific complaint. The identity of any complainant is kept confidential. Public 

resolution letters and disposition agreements are matters of public record once cases are concluded. 

The disposition agreement, available here, was 
signed by OCPF Director Michael Sullivan and Lu-
poli.  

 

Public Resolution Letters 

A public resolution letter may be issued in instances 
where the office found ñno reason to believeò a viola-
tion occurred; where ñno further actionò or investiga-
tion is warranted; or where a subject ñdid not com-
plyò with the law but, in OCPFôs view, the case is 
able to be settled in an informal fashion with an edu-
cational letter or a requirement that some corrective 
action be taken. A public resolution letter does not 
necessarily imply a wrongdoing on the part of a sub-
ject and does not require agreement by a subject. 

CPF-18-35: Taxwise Topsfield. Did not comply 
(reporting); 6/13/2018. Taxwise Topsfield organized 
as a PAC with the town clerk but did not file year-end 
or pre-election reports in a timely manner. 

CPF-18-51: Benjamin Herrington, Amherst. Did 
not comply (excess contribution); 6/18/2018. The Her-
rington committee received an excess contribution of 
$385 from the Vira Douangmany Committee. Contri-
butions from one candidate committee to another can-
didate committee are limited to $100 per calendar 
year. The Herrington Committee refunded $385 to the 
Douangmany Committee.  

CPF-17-143: John Stefanini, Framingham. Did not 
comply (corporate contribution); 6/18/2018. The com-
mittee received a prohibited in-kind business contribu-
tion in the form of office space from Kenwood Organ-
ization, Inc. To resolve the matter, the owners of Ken-
wood paid personal funds to the corporation as in-kind 
contributions to the Stefanini Committee.  

CPF-18-63: Mashpee School Department. Did not 
comply (public resources); 6/18/2018. Mashpee 
School Superintendent Patricia DeBoer used her gov-
ernment e-mail to send a message to families and staff 
that endorsed two candidates for School Committee. 

Continued on the Next Page 

http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/lupoli2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/taxwise.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/herrington2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/stef2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/mashpee.pdf
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The campaign finance law prohibits the use of public 
resources for political purposes.  

CPF-18-30: Damali Vidot, Chelsea. Did not comply 
(reporting); 6/20/2018. The Vidot Committee did not 
initially report at least $1,341 during a campaign for 
Chelsea City Council in 2016 and 2017, and received 
$180 in cash contributions without keeping records. 
Some of the cash was received at a raffle, and political 
committees may not hold raffles. To resolve the issues, 
the committee  amended its campaign finance reports 
and the candidate agreed to forgive $1,000 in loans that 
were made personally to the committee.  

CPF-18-12: A Better Cambridge, Inc.: Did not com-
ply (disclosure); 7/13/2018. A Better Cambridge, a non-
profit group, was acting as a PAC when it solicited, 
received and expended funds for the purpose of influ-
encing the 2017 Cambridge city election. Once notified 
of this issue by OCPF, the group filed the necessary 
forms and disclosed its activity. To resolve the issues, A 
Better Cambridge made a payment to charity of $740, 
and a payment of $740 to the stateôs general fund.  

CPF-18-58: Paul Meehan, Easton. No further action 
(disclosure); 8/23/2018. A complaint alleged that signs 
were purchased and displayed for Meehanôs municipal 
campaign but were not disclosed on campaign finance 
reports. OCPF determined that the candidate did not 
personally pay for the signs. The individual who paid 
for the signs was required to file a municipal report of 
independent expenditures, which was filed in July. The 
report should have been filed in January.  

CPF-18-58: David Howe, North Easton. Did not 
comply (reporting); 8/23/2018. Howe, a municipal can-
didate who withdrew from his race, spent $17,837  per-
sonally for signs, clothing and water bottles in 2017, but 
did not disclose the activity until July of 2018.  

CPF-18-73: John Barrett, Winthrop public employ-
ee. Did not comply (public employee); 8/28/2018. 
Barrett, the chief building inspector for the Town of 
Winthrop, solicited and received contributions for the 
Brian Arrigo Committee. Public employees are prohib-
ited from soliciting or receiving contributions.  

CPF-18-81: Brockton Democratic City Committee. 
Did not comply (reporting); 9/4/2018. OCPFôs review 
of the committeeôs bank records determined that the 
committee did not disclose $900 in receipts for 2017, 
and accepted two prohibited receipts totaling $300 from 
a federal committee. The committee has amended its 
reports and made a donation to charity for $300.  

Continued: Recent Cases & Rulings 

CPF-18-59: Friends of Jasiel F. Correia II Legal Defense 
Fund. Did not comply (disclosure); 10/9/2018. The legal 
defense fund did not disclose three donations totaling 
$16,000 in its April 2018 donation report. To resolve the 
matter, the fund amended the donation report to accurately 
reflect the donations received.  

 

OCPF CONTACTS 

617-979-8300 

Fax: 617-727-6549 

ocpf@cpf.state.ma.us 

Twitter: @OCPFreports 

Facebook: @massocpf 

One Ashburton Place 

Room 411 

Boston, MA  02108 

 

General Counsel 

Gregory Birne   

gbirne@cpf.state.ma.us 

Audit Director  

Shane Slater                                 

sslater@cpf.state.ma.us 

Technology Director 

Albert Grimes 

agrimes@cpf.state.ma.us 

http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/vidot2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/abc2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/meehan2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/howe2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/barrett2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/barrett2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/brocktondem2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/correialegaldefense2018.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/actions/correialegaldefense2018.pdf
https://twitter.com/OCPFReports
https://www.facebook.com/massocpf
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I. Description of proposed change to regulations, and why change is needed 

 The campaign finance law defines ñpolitical committeesò to include any ñorganization or other group of personsé which 

receives contributions or makes expenditures for the purpose of influencing the nomination or election of a candidate, or candi-

dateséò.  Under this definition, as literally applied, a union or nonprofit organization that makes even a nominal political contribution 

would be considered a political committee subject to the limits, and registration and reporting requirements, of the campaign finance 

law.  In 1988, the Office of Campaign and Political Finance (OCPF) issued Interpretive Bulletin IB-88-01, in which the office stated 

that an organization that does not solicit or receive funds for a political purpose will only be considered a political committee if it 

makes ñmore than incidentalò political expenditures, defined as contributions and expenditures made to benefit or oppose candi-

dates ñexceed[ing], in the aggregate, .. either $15,000 or 10 percent of [the] organizationôs gross revenuesé, whichever is less.ò 

 On September 6, 2018, in 1A Auto, Inc. v. Director of the Office of Campaign and Political Finance, SJC-12413, the Mas-

sachusetts Supreme Judicial Court issued a decision upholding the constitutionality of M.G.L. c. 55, § 8, which prohibits direct con-

tributions to candidates from business corporations.  IB-88-01 was mentioned in the briefs submitted by the plaintiff and discussed 

in an amicus brief submitted to the Court.  The Court did not address the accuracy of OCPFôs interpretation, and noted that consid-

eration of IB-88-01 was not necessary to its decision.  The Court, however, observed that the bulletin may ñnot carry the force of 

lawò because the interpretation has not benefited from the full rulemaking process. 1A Auto, fn. 10.   

 In light of the Courtôs statement, and a Request for Rulemaking received by this office from Common Cause Massachu-

setts on November 7, 2018, OCPF believes it is important to provide an opportunity for comment and hearing on regulations to bet-

ter define the appropriate standard for determining when an entity should be considered a ñpolitical committeeò for purposes of Sec-

tion 1.   

II. Request for comments and timeline 

 Interested persons are invited to appear in person at a public hearing, or to submit written comment to OCPF at any time, 

in accordance with the following schedule.  Written comment may be submitted in person, or by US Mail, fax or email. 

A.  Initial comments on whether the Interpretive Bulletin should be codified or if it should be replaced with a different stand-

ard, with comments including proposed alternative approaches, to be received by November 30, 2018. 

 B.  Initial public hearing to be held on December 6, 2018 

 C.  Initial draft regulations to be completed by OCPF and available by February 1, 2019 

 D.  Public hearing on draft regulations to be held on March 5, 2019 

 E.  Comments on draft regulations to be received by March 15, 2019 

 F.  Final regulations to be available by May 1, 2019 

The hearings will be held at 2:00 p.m. at One Ashburton Place, 21st floor, in Boston.  

Office of Campaign and Political Finance 

One Ashburton Place, Room 411, Boston, MA 02108 

E-mail: ocpf@cpf.state.ma.us 

Fax: (617) 727-6549 

Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking  
OCPF Regulations on the Applicability of the Campaign Finance Law to Groups that do not Engage 

in Political Fundraising, but Do Make Expenditures or Contributions 

mailto:ocpf@cpf.state.ma.us


OCPF Reports Page 6 

Political Action Committee     

Spending in the 2018 Election 

Political Action Committees and Peopleôs 

Committees reported spending 

$3,336,952 during the first 10 months 

of 2018, and raising $4,269,449 during 

the same period.  

Of the 254 PACs, seven reported spend-

ing more than $100,000, and eight re-

ported raising more than $100,000.  

The 1199 SEIU MA PAC topped the 

spending list with $428,576 in expendi-

tures, followed by the MA & Northern NE 

Laborersô District Council PAC with 

$288,586 in spending.  

Political action committees are formed 

to support or oppose candidates, and 

may contribute up to $500 per year to 

candidates.  

Individuals can contribute a maximum 

of $500 to a PAC per calendar year 

(corporations, LLCs, LLPs and partner-

ships are prohibited from contributing 

to PACs).  

Peopleôs committees are PACs that only 

take contributions of up to $172 per 

year from individuals (in 2018), and can 

make $500 contributions to candidates.  

Click here to view the complete list of 

PACs and their totals.  

Activity: Jan. 1 through Oct. 31 

TOP 10 PACS BY EXPENDITURES 
       Receipts   Expenditures 

1. 1199 SEIU MA PAC    $751,545   $428,576 

2. MA & Northern NE Laborersô PAC  $595,238   $288,586 

3. Retired Public Employees PAC  $349,568   $285,399 

4. Committee for a Dem. House  $217,837   $215,066 

5. Electrical Workers, Local 103 PAC $170,192   $151,869 

6. Pipefitters Local #537 PAC   $89,668   $121,304 

7. Chapter 25 (Teamsters) PAC  $69,593   $109,840 

8. Mass. Dental Society PAC   $45,606   $92,764 

9. Ironworkers Union Local 7 PAC  $130,281   $92,094 

10. Electrical Workers Local 2222 PAC $84,602   $72,795 

NOTE: Some PAC names are abbreviated.  

http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/guides/pacdatape2018.pdf
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PUBLIC FINANCE 
Nearly $1.1 million in public funds was distributed to statewide candidates in the 2018 state 

election.  

The sole source of funding for the program is the State Election Campaign Fund, which is 

funded by taxpayers who direct $1 of their tax liability on their annual income tax returns. 

Total public financing funds distributed in 2018 

Jay Gonzalez* pre-primary total:     $302,564 

Robert Massie* pre-primary total:    $164,842 

Gonzalez & Palfrey** pre-election total:    $626,332 

2018 Total:      $1,093,738 

*Democratic gubernatorial candidate 

**Gov./Lt Gov. Team 

Γ#2%$)4 #!2$ 6%.$/23Γ 
C!vΥ /ŀƴ L ǳǎŜ ·¸½ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ƻƴ-ƭƛƴŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴǎ ōȅ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ ƻǊ ŘŜōƛǘ ŎŀǊŘΚ  

 

!b{²9wΥ h/tC ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ǾŜƴŘƻǊΣ ǎƻ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǝŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳƛǧŜŜ 
ƛǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǝƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǝƳŜ ǘƘŜ Řƻƴŀǝƻƴ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǝƻƴΥ  

мΦ bŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƴƻǊΦ 

нΦ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǝŀƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƴƻǊΦ 

оΦ hŎŎǳǇŀǝƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƴƻǊΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴ ƛǎ Ϸнлл ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜΦ 

пΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƻƴƻǊ ŀŶǊƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ƘŜ ƻǊ ǎƘŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǝƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŦǳƴŘǎ 
ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƻǊ Ŝƴǝǘȅ όǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƻƴŜ ōȅ ŎƘŜŎƪƛƴƎ ŀ ΨȅŜǎΩ ōƻȄύΦ  

/ƭƛŎƪ ƘŜǊŜ ŦƻǊ h/tCΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜ ƻƴ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǝƴƎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǝƻƴǎ Ǿƛŀ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ ŎŀǊŘΦ 

Click here for a public finance     

program overview. 

http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/legaldocs/M-04-01.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/guides/public_financing_3.pdf
http://files.ocpf.us/pdf/guides/public_financing_3.pdf
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LOCAL ELECTION OFFICIALS: Who can file the M 102-0 form?  
Hint: Itôs for local candidates who donôt 

raise or spend money 

Independent Expenditure PACs reported 

$6.9 million in expenditures in 2018 

(Jan. 1 to Nov. 6) 
Independent expenditure PACs, also known as Super PACs, reported spending 

$6,923,710 from Jan. 1 to election day.  

A vast majority of the funds, $6,169,740, were spent by the Commonwealth Fu-

ture IEPAC to support incumbent Gov. Charles Baker. The second highest total, 

$479,717, was reported by the Patients for Affordable Drugs Action IEPAC, also to 

support Baker.  

IEPACs are groups that raise money for the purpose of making independent ex-

penditures.  

Independent expenditures are advertisements or communications that expressly 

support or oppose candidates without coordinating with candidates or parties. IE-

PACs can raise unlimited amounts of money.  

Click here to view IEPAC reports.  

In the last statewide election in 2014, IEPACs and other groups reported $20.4 

million in independent expenditures.  

IEPAC         SPENT 

Commonwealth Future       $6,169,740 

Patients for Affordable Drugs Action    $479,717 

Mass. Realtor        $165,150 

Democrats for Education Reform     $35,680 

Mass. Teachers Association      $30,681 

Environmental League of Massachusetts Action Fund  $27,172 

Jobs First         $10,647 

Priorities for Progress       $4,922 

FirstLight Power Resources      $682 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IN06P6T7I_Q

