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Re: Complaint against Annalee Rosenblatt and Dan Warren 

The Maine Commission on Governmental Ethics and Election Practices received the 

attached request for investigation from the Scarborough Democratic Town Committee in 

connection with a mailing of a letter dated April 27, 2020 by Dan Warren.  ETH  3-4.  

The letter is addressed to Democratic residents (“My Fellow Democrat”) in House 

District 29.  In the two paragraphs of the letter, Mr. Warren states that his purpose is to 

recruit a registered Democrat to challenge the incumbent State Rep. Shawn Babine for 

the Democratic nomination in the July 2020 primary election.  Mr. Warren goes on to 

explain why he is working against Rep. Babine’s re-election. 

For reasons discussed below, the Scarborough Democratic Town Committee presumes 

that the Republican nominee in the race, Annalee Rosenblatt, knew about the letter and 

paid for its postage with her campaign funds.  (For a little more than a month, Mr. 

Warren nominally served as the treasurer of her campaign.)  Accordingly, the committee 

asks the Commission to investigate whether Annalee Rosenblatt violated 21-A M.R.S. § 

1014(1) because the letter did not contain a “disclaimer” stating that the letter was paid 

for and authorized by Ms. Rosenblatt. 

Ms. Rosenblatt responds that Mr. Warren had recently resigned from serving as treasurer 

of her campaign and she did not know about the April 27 letter.  ETH 29-31.  Mr. Warren 

responds that by the third week of April 2020, he had concluded that Ms. Rosenblatt 

could not obtain sufficient support from Democratic voters in Scarborough to win the 

general election, so he decided to go in a different direction: finding a Democrat willing 

to be a write-in candidate for the Democratic nomination in the July 2020 primary 
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election.  So, on April 25, 2020, after two months of actively supporting Annalee 

Rosenblatt, he resigned from her campaign.  Mr. Warren states that Ms. Rosenblatt did 

not know about the April 27 mailing and did not pay for it. 

 

The Commission staff recommends not taking any further action on this complaint that 

the letter was required to contain a disclaimer statement.  The letter was mailed 

approximately two months before the July 14 primary election.  During that time period, 

the letter was required to contain a disclaimer statement only if the letter “expressly 

advocated” for the defeat of Rep. Babine.  The Commission staff is doubtful that the 

letter meets the definition of express advocacy in the Commission’s rules.  Also, the 

preliminary evidence produced to date suggests that Annalee Rosenblatt did not violate 

21-A M.R.S. § 1014(1), because she was not responsible for the letter. 

 

Relevant Law 

 

Disclosure statements in paid communications.  If a person makes an expenditure for a 

paid communication that expressly advocates the election or defeat of a clearly identified 

candidate and the communication is authorized by a candidate or a candidate’s authorized 

political committee (or their agents), the communication “must clearly and conspicuously 

state that the communication has been so authorized and must clearly state the name and 

address of the person who made or financed the expenditure for the communication.”   

21-A M.R.S. § 1014(1).  ETH-98  Likewise, if a person pays for an express advocacy 

communication that is not authorized by any candidate or any candidate’s political 

committee, the communication must also state who financed the expenditure and contain 

a specific disclosure statement (“NOT PAID FOR OR AUTHORIZED BY ANY 

CANDIDATE”).  21-A M.R.S. § 1014(2).1  A violation of these requirements may result 

in a civil penalty of no more than 100% of the amount of the expenditure for the 

communication.  21-A M.R.S. § 1014(4).  ETH-100. 

                                                 
1 Similar disclosures are required for paid communications that name or depict a specific candidate but do 
not include express advocacy, if the communication is disseminated in the last 21 days before a primary 
election or after Labor Day for a general election.  21-A M.R.S. § 1014(2-A).  ETH-98. 
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Express Advocacy.  The disclosure requirements set out in the previous paragraph apply 

only if the communication expressly advocates for the election or defeat of a candidate.  

The Commission’s rules define express advocacy as “any communication that” 

 
(1) uses phrases such as "vote for the Governor," "reelect your 

Representative," "support the Democratic nominee," "cast your ballot 
for the Republican challenger for Senate District 1," "Jones for House 
of Representatives," "Jean Smith in 2002," "vote Pro-Life" or "vote Pro-
Choice" accompanied by a listing of clearly identified candidates 
described as Pro-Life or Pro-Choice, "vote against Old Woody," 
"defeat" accompanied by a picture of one or more candidate(s), "reject 
the incumbent," or communications of campaign slogan(s) or individual 
word(s), which in context can have no other reasonable meaning than to 
urge the election or defeat of one or more clearly identified candidate(s), 
such as posters, bumper stickers, advertisements, etc. which say "Pick 
Berry," "Harris in 2000," "Murphy/Stevens" or "Canavan!"; or 
 

(2) is susceptible of no reasonable interpretation other than as an appeal to 
vote for or against a clearly identified candidate. 

 

94-270 C.M.R. ch. 1, § 10(2)(B).  ETH-101. 

 

Request for Investigation by Scarborough Democratic Town Committee 

In a letter dated July 22, 2020, Rachel Hendrickson, the chair of the Scarborough 

Democratic Town Committee requested an investigation into the campaign of Annalee 

Rosenblatt.  ETH 1-2.  Ms. Hendrickson presumes that Ms. Rosenblatt paid the postage 

for Mr. Warren’s letter with her campaign funds.  Her presumption is based on an 

expenditure entry in Annalee Rosenblatt’s July 6, 2020 campaign finance report.  ETH-

23.  In that entry, Ms. Rosenblatt stated that on March 23, 2020 she paid $137.50 for 

postage in connection with a “Letter from DW.”  Based on this entry, Ms. Hendrickson 

writes “It appears that Rosenblatt was aware well in advance that Warren was going to 

write and send out [the April 27] letter.”  ETH-2.  Accordingly, the Scarborough 

Democratic Town Committee concludes that Annalee Rosenblatt violated 21-A M.R.S. § 

1014(1) because the letter contains no disclaimer statement that Ms. Rosenblatt paid for 

and authorized the letter. 
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Response by Annalee Rosenblatt 

Ms. Rosenblatt responds that she had no knowledge of Dan Warren’s letter and did not 

authorize it.  ETH-29.  Further, she states that Mr. Warren had resigned two days before 

the date of the letter.  To document the resignation, she attached two emails from Dan 

Warren dated April 25, 2020.  ETH 30-31.  In the second email (confirming his 

resignation), Mr. Warren states that he could not gain support for her among Democratic 

voters due to their opposition to President Donald Trump and his handling of the 

COVID-19 crisis.  ETH-31. 

 

Response by Dan Warren 

Mr. Warren provided a detailed response in the form of a 13-page letter plus attachments.  

ETH 34-93.  The letter describes the unusual evolution of his efforts to find a successful 

challenger who could unseat Rep. Babine.  From the Commission staff’s point of view, 

the most relevant points of Mr. Warren’s response are: 

• In January-February 2020, Mr. Warren attempted to recruit a Democrat to 

challenge Shawn Babine by qualifying for Democratic primary election ballot.  

ETH-42. 

• After not finding someone, on February 23, 2020, he met in person with Annalee 

Rosenblatt and encouraged her to run.  She decided to run soon after.  ETH-42. 

• For approximately two months (late February to late April), he worked hard to 

gain support for Ms. Rosenblatt by contacting people he knew through work and 

in the community.  ETH 42-43. 

• Beginning on Feb. 23, these efforts included writing notes and letters to friends 

about Ms. Rosenblatt, which he copied and mailed at his own expense.  He wrote 

a biographical sketch of her background in Scarborough which also explained 

why he was supporting her.  He mailed this in late February and early March.    

ETH-43. 

• After she qualified for the ballot on March 15, he wrote a more detailed press 

release with the candidate’s assistance (Exhibit 10 to his letter), which he also 

mailed.  ETH-43, 85. 



 5 

• Mr. Warren agreed to serve as Ms. Rosenblatt’s treasurer on March 16, the day 

after she qualified for the ballot.  (This date seems slightly at odds with the March 

11 date of Ms. Rosenblatt’s registration.)  ETH-42, 96. 

• At some point in early March, Annalee Rosenblatt mentioned to Mr. Warren that 

she wanted to “pay him back” for his expenses in mailing notes and letters.  His 

recollection is that she gave him some envelopes or postage stamps.  In addition 

to reimbursing him for past costs, the supplies could be used to cover any other 

mailings of her press release in March.  ETH-43, 47. 

• After the coronavirus crisis emerged, he concluded that Ms. Rosenblatt would not 

be able to obtain sufficient Democratic votes to win in the Nov. 3 election.  He 

met with her in person on April 25, 2020, told her that he would be going in a 

different direction, and he resigned from her campaign.2  ETH-44. 

• On April 25, Mr. Warren sent an email to an active Democrat in Scarborough 

letting her know that he had resigned from Ms. Rosenblatt’s campaign and would 

be seeking a Democratic write-in candidate.  ETH-44, 86. 

• On April 27, he typed the letter.  He photocopied the letter on his copy machine, 

purchased 1,000 envelopes at Staples, and used a personal check to purchase 

1,000 fifty-five cent stamps for $550.  ETH-35, 44.  He documented the 

expenditure by including a handwritten entry from his checkbook register.  ETH-

89.  He addressed the envelopes by hand.  During May 6-11, he mailed it to 1,000 

of his fellow Scarborough Democrats in the district.  ETH-35, 44. 

• The only reason he sent the letter was “to get a good Democratic write-in 

candidate.”  He included his contact information and stated that he hoped to hear 

back from someone willing to run.  If he had known the effort would fail, he 

would not have sent the letter.  ETH-47. 

• Annalee Rosenblatt did not know about the April 27 letter.  Mr. Warren had no 

reason to show the letter to her.  He had just resigned from her campaign and they 

had “cut ties.”  ETH 46-47. 

                                                 
2 In his April 25 email provided by Ms. Rosenblatt (ETH-31), Mr. Warren makes reference to following up 
on a meeting with the candidate on Friday.  This suggests that the face-to-face meeting may have occurred 
on April 24, which was a Friday, rather than April 25.) 
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• Annalee Rosenblatt’s expense of $137.50 on March 23, 2020 had nothing to do 

with April 27 mailing.  At that time, he was enthusiastically supporting her.  That 

was an expense by Ms. Rosenblatt to pay him back with supplies for his mailings 

in support of her.  ETH-47. 

 

Registrations and Campaign Finance Reports filed by Annalee Rosenblatt 

Annalee Rosenblatt registered with the Commission on March 4, 2020, and identified 

Matthew Rosenblatt as her treasurer.  ETH 94-95.  One week later, on March 11, 2020, 

she amended her registration to list Dan Warren as her treasurer.  ETH 96-97.  On May 

15, 2020, Ms. Rosenblatt called our office and indicated that Mr. Warren was unable to 

serve as her treasurer.  It is unknown whether he actually performed any treasurer 

responsibilities on her behalf. 

 

Candidates have 10 days to report any change in the registration information to the 

Commission.  21-A M.R.S. § 1013-A(5).  Based on the April 25 date in Mr. Warren’s 

resignation email, it appears that Ms. Rosenblatt was about 10 days late in amending her 

registration, which is not unusual behavior for candidates. 

 

Ms. Rosenblatt filed two campaign finance reports with the Commission in July and 

August.  Mr. Warren had no apparent involvement in filing those reports. 

 

Staff Analysis and Recommendation 

Title 21-A, section 1014 requires certain paid communications referring to political 

candidates to contain a disclosure message, sometimes referred to as a “disclaimer 

statement.”  If required, the disclaimer statement must include: 

• the name and address of the person who made or financed the communication, 

and 

• a statement whether the candidates in the race authorized the communication. 
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Express advocacy is a narrow standard that is also used in the independent expenditure 

reporting statute.  21-A M.R.S. § 1019-B(1)(A).  In Chapter 1, section 10(2)(B) of the 

Commission rules, the Commission interprets the term “expressly advocate” to mean: 

(1) Particular phrases commonly found in election literature, advertising, 

signs and bumper stickers that are clearly urged (Vote for the Governor, 

Jones for House of Representatives) communications of campaign 

slogan(s) or individual word(s), which in context can have no other 

reasonable meaning than to urge the election or defeat of one or more 

clearly identified candidate(s), such as posters, bumper stickers, 

advertisements, etc. which say "Pick Berry," "Harris in 2000," 

"Murphy/Stevens" or "Canavan!"; or 

(2) is susceptible of no reasonable interpretation other than as an appeal to 

vote for or against a clearly identified candidate. 

94-270 C.M.R. ch. 1, § 10(2)(B).  ETH-101. 

 

In this matter, the Commission staff recommends taking a conservative approach and 

strictly applying the express advocacy standard to Mr. Warren’s April 27 letter.  We are 

doubtful that the letter should be viewed as expressly advocating Rep. Babine’s defeat.  

ETH 3-4.  The letter does not contain the explicit phrases or slogans urging a vote against 

Rep. Babine, as described in paragraph B(1) of the rule (e.g., “Vote against Rep. Babine” 

or “Save Integrity – Anybody but Babine.”).  We believe the letter also does not meet the 

condition in paragraph B(2).  The letter does have a reasonable interpretation other than 

as an appeal to vote against Shawn Babine.  That reasonable interpretation is to recruit a 

Democrat to run against Rep. Babine in the July 14 primary election. 

 

We understand that the April 27 letter was intended by Mr. Warren to ultimately lead to 

the Rep. Babine’s defeat.  That consideration, however, is not the express advocacy test.  

We recommend applying the express advocacy standard to the objective words in the 

communication. 
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Supporters of Shawn Babine may be skeptical of Mr. Warren’s factual account.  His 

narrative, however, is supported by two contemporaneous emails: (1) the April 25 

resignation email provided by Annalee Rosenblatt (ETH-31), and (2) Mr. Warren’s April 

25 email to a Democratic voter in which he both confirmed his resignation and intention 

to “focus his efforts” on finding a Democratic write-in candidate.  ETH-86.  The 

Commission staff does not recommend further investigation because it seems unlikely 

that it will uncover contradictory evidence indicating Annalee Rosenblatt was responsible 

for Mr. Warren’s April 27 mailing. 

 

At the Sept. 30 meeting, you may hear the argument that Mr. Warren’s April 27 mailing 

should be attributed to Ms. Rosenblatt because her candidate registration on file with the 

Commission at the time of the mailing listed Mr. Warren as treasurer.  (On May 15, 2020, 

Ms. Rosenblatt called our office to say that Mr. Warren was unable to serve as her 

treasurer.)  The Commission staff recommends against this view. We think the evidence 

currently available supports the conclusion that Mr. Warren removed himself from Ms. 

Rosenblatt’s political committee on April 25, 2020.  That evidence rebuts any inference 

or presumption that Mr. Warren should be viewed as part of her political committee 

during May 6-11, when he mailed the April 27 letter. 

 

Because the submissions in this matter are lengthy and contain some duplication, below 

is an index of the attached written materials for this agenda item: 

Complaint    ETH 1-24 

Wayne letter to Annalee Rosenblatt ETH 25-28 

Ms. Rosenblatt’s response  ETH 29-31 

Wayne letter to Dan Warren  ETH 32-33 

Mr. Warren’s response  ETH 34-93 

Rosenblatt’s candidate registrations  ETH 94-97 

Disclaimer statute   ETH 98-100 

Express advocacy definition  ETH 100-101 

 

Thank you for your consideration of this memo. 
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21-A M.R.S. § 1014 
 Current with the Second Regular Session of the 129th Maine Legislature.  

 

§ 1014. Publication or distribution of political communications 
 
 

1. Authorized by candidate.   Whenever a person makes an expenditure to finance a 
communication expressly advocating the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate 
through broadcasting stations, cable television systems, newspapers, magazines, campaign signs or 
other outdoor advertising facilities, publicly accessible sites on the Internet, direct mails or other 
similar types of general public political advertising or through flyers, handbills, bumper stickers 
and other nonperiodical publications, the communication, if authorized by a candidate, a 
candidate’s authorized political committee or their agents, must clearly and conspicuously state 
that the communication has been so authorized and must clearly state the name and address of the 
person who made or financed the expenditure for the communication. A communication financed 
by a candidate or the candidate’s committee is not required to state the address of the candidate or 
committee that financed the communication. If a communication that is financed by someone other 
than the candidate or the candidate’s authorized committee is broadcast by radio, only the city and 
state of the address of the person who financed the communication must be stated. 

2. Not authorized by candidate.   If the communication described in subsection 1 is not 
authorized by a candidate, a candidate’s authorized political committee or their agents, the 
communication must clearly and conspicuously state that the communication is not authorized by 
any candidate and state the name and address of the person who made or financed the expenditure 
for the communication, except that a communication broadcast by radio is only required to state 
the city and state of the address of the person that financed the communication. If the 
communication is in written form, the communication must contain at the bottom of the 
communication in print that is no smaller in size than 12-point bold print, Times New Roman font, 
the words “NOT PAID FOR OR AUTHORIZED BY ANY CANDIDATE.” 

2-A. Other communications.   Whenever a person makes an expenditure to finance a 
communication that names or depicts a clearly identified candidate and that is disseminated during 
the 28 days, including election day, before a primary election, during the 35 days, including 
election day, before a special election or during the period of time from Labor Day to the election 
day for a general election through the media described in subsection 1, the communication must 
state the name and address of the person who made or financed the communication and a 
statement that the communication was or was not authorized by the candidate, except that a 
communication broadcast by radio is only required to state the city and state of the address of the 
person that financed the communication. The disclosure is not required if the communication was 
not made for the purpose of influencing the candidate’s nomination for election or election. 

2–B. Top 3 funders; independent expenditures.   A communication that is funded by an entity 
making an independent expenditure as defined in section 1019-B, subsection 1 must conspicuously 
include the following statement: 

ETH-98



“The top 3 funders of (name of entity that made the independent expenditure) are (names of 
top 3 funders).” 

The information required by this subsection may appear simultaneously with any statement 
required by subsection 2 or 2-A. A communication that contains a visual aspect must include 
the statement in written text. A communication that does not contain a visual aspect must 
include an audible statement. This statement is required only for communications made 
through broadcast or cable television, broadcast radio, Internet audio programming, direct mail 
or newspaper or other periodical publications. 

A cable television or broadcast television communication must include both an audible and a 
written statement. For a cable television or broadcast television communication 30 seconds or 
less in duration, the audible statement may be modified to include only the single top funder. 

The top funders named in the required statement consist of the funders providing the highest 
dollar amount of funding to the entity making the independent expenditure since the day 
following the most recent general election day. 

A.  For purposes of this subsection, “funder” includes: 

(1).  Any entity that has made a contribution as defined in section 1052, subsection 3 to the 
entity making the independent expenditure since the day following the most recent general 
election day; and 

(2)  Any entity that has given a gift, subscription, loan, advance or deposit of money or 
anything of value, including a promise or agreement to provide money or anything of value 
whether or not legally enforceable, except for transactions in which a fair value is given in 
return, since the day following the most recent general election day. 

B.  If funders have given equal amounts, creating a tie in the ranking of the top 3 funders, the 
tie must be broken by naming the tying funders in chronological order of the receipt of funding 
until 3 funders are included in the statement. If the chronological order cannot be discerned, 
the entity making the independent expenditure may choose which of the tying funders to 
include in the statement. In no case may a communication be required to include the names of 
more than 3 funders. 

C.  The statement required under this subsection is not required to include the name of any 
funder who has provided less than $1,000 to the entity making the independent expenditure 
since the day following the most recent general election day. 

D.  If only one or 2 funders must be included pursuant to this subsection, the communication 
must identify the number of funders as "top funder" or "top 2 funders" as appropriate. If there 
are no funders required to be included under this subsection, no statement is required. 

E.  When compiling the list of top funders, an entity making an independent expenditure may 
disregard any funds that the entity can show were used for purposes unrelated to the candidate 
mentioned in the communication on the basis that funds were either spent in the order received 
or were strictly segregated in other accounts. 

F.  In any communication consisting of an audio broadcast of 30 seconds or less or a print 
communication of 20 square inches or less, the requirements of this subsection are satisfied by 
including the name of the single highest funder only. 
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G.  If the list of funders changes during the period in which a recurring communication is aired 
or published, the statement appearing in the communication must be updated at the time that 
any additional payments are made for that communication. 

H.  The commission may establish by routine technical rule, adopted in accordance with Title 
5, chapter 375, subchapter 2-A, forms and procedures for ensuring compliance with this 
subsection. Rules adopted pursuant to this paragraph must ensure that the information required 
by this subsection is effectively conveyed for a sufficient duration and in a sufficient font size 
or screen size where applicable without undue burden on the ability of the entity to make the 
communication. The rules must also provide an exemption for types of communications for 
which the required statement would be impossible or impose an unusual hardship due to the 
unique format or medium of the communication. 

3. Broadcasting prohibited without disclosure.   No person operating a broadcasting station or 
cable television system within this State may broadcast any communication, as described in 
subsections 1 to 2-A, without an oral or written visual announcement of the disclosure required by 
this section. 

3-A. In-kind contributions of printed materials.   A candidate, political committee or political 
action committee shall report on the campaign finance report as a contribution to the candidate, 
political committee or political action committee any contributions of in-kind printed materials to 
be used in the support of a candidate or in the support or defeat of a ballot question. Any in-kind 
contributions of printed materials used or distributed by a candidate, political committee or 
political action committee must include the name or title of that candidate, political committee or 
political action committee as the authorizing agent for the printing and distribution of the in-kind 
contribution. 

3-B. Newspapers.   A newspaper may not publish a communication described in subsections 1 to 
2-A without including the disclosure required by this section. For purposes of this subsection, 
“newspaper” includes any printed material intended for general circulation or to be read by the 
general public, including a version of the newspaper displayed on a website owned or operated by 
the newspaper. When necessary, a newspaper may seek the advice of the commission regarding 
whether or not the communication requires the disclosure. 

4. Enforcement.   A violation of this section may result in a civil penalty of no more than 100% of 
the amount of the expenditure in violation, except that an expenditure for yard signs lacking the 
required information may result in a maximum civil penalty of $ 200. In assessing a civil penalty, 
the commission shall consider, among other things, how widely the communication was 
disseminated, whether the violation was intentional, whether the violation occurred as the result of 
an error by a printer or other paid vendor and whether the communication conceals or 
misrepresents the identity of the person who financed it. If the person who financed the 
communication or who committed the violation corrects the violation within 10 days after 
receiving notification of the violation from the commission by adding the missing information to 
the communication, the commission may decide to assess no civil penalty. 

5. Telephone calls.   Prerecorded automated telephone calls and scripted live telephone 
communications that name a clearly identified candidate during the 28 days, including election 
day, before a primary election, during the 35 days, including election day, before a special election 
or during the period of time from Labor Day to the general election day for a general election must 
clearly state the name of the person who made or financed the expenditure for the communication 
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and whether the communication was authorized by a candidate, except for prerecorded automated 
telephone calls paid for by the candidate that use the candidate’s voice in the telephone call and 
that are made in support of that candidate. Telephone surveys that meet generally accepted 
standards for polling research and that are not conducted for the purpose of influencing the voting 
position of call recipients are not required to include the disclosure. 

6. Exclusions.   The requirements of this section do not apply to: 

A.  Handbills or other literature produced and distributed at a cost not exceeding $ 100 and 
prepared by one or more individuals who are not required to register or file campaign finance 
reports with the commission and who are acting independently of and without authorization by 
a candidate, candidate’s authorized campaign committee, party committee, political action 
committee or ballot question committee or an agent of a candidate, candidate’s authorized 
campaign committee, party committee, political action committee or ballot question 
committee; 

B.  Campaign signs produced and distributed at a cost not exceeding $ 100, paid for by one or 
more individuals who are not required to register or file campaign finance reports with the 
commission and who are acting independently of and without authorization by a candidate, 
candidate’s authorized campaign committee, party committee, political action committee or 
ballot question committee or an agent of a candidate, candidate’s authorized campaign 
committee, party committee, political action committee or ballot question committee; 

C.  Internet and e-mail activities costing less than $ 100, as excluded by rule of the 
commission, paid for by one or more individuals who are not required to register or file 
campaign finance reports with the commission and who are acting independently of and 
without authorization by a candidate, candidate’s authorized campaign committee, party 
committee, political action committee or ballot question committee or an agent of a candidate, 
candidate’s authorized campaign committee, party committee, political action committee or 
ballot question committee; 

D.  Communications in which the name or address of the person who made or authorized the 
expenditure for the communication would be so small as to be illegible or infeasible, including 
communications on items such as ashtrays, badges and badge holders, balloons, campaign 
buttons, clothing, coasters, combs, emery boards, envelopes, erasers, glasses, key rings, letter 
openers, matchbooks, nail files, noisemakers, paper and plastic cups, pencils, pens, plastic 
tableware, 12-inch or shorter rulers, swizzle sticks, tickets to fund-raisers and similar items 
determined by the commission to be too small and unnecessary for the disclosures required by 
this section and in electronic media advertisements where compliance with this section would 
be impractical due to size or character limitations; and 

E.  Campaign signs that are financed by the candidate or candidate’s authorized committee and 
that clearly identify the name of the candidate and are lettered or printed individually by hand. 

ETH-101



CMR 94-270-001 
This document reflects changes current through August 4, 2020 

94 270 001. PROCEDURES 
 

… 
 

SECTION 10.  REPORTS OF INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES   

… 

2.  Definitions. For purposes of this section, the following phrases are defined as follows:   

A.  "Clearly identified," with respect to a candidate, has the same meaning as in Title 21-A, 
chapter 13, subchapter II.   

B.  "Expressly advocate" means any communication that   

(1)  uses phrases such as "vote for the Governor," "reelect your Representative," 
"support the Democratic nominee," "cast your ballot for the Republican challenger for 
Senate District 1," "Jones for House of Representatives," "Jean Smith in 2002," "vote 
Pro-Life" or "vote Pro-Choice" accompanied by a listing of clearly identified 
candidates described as Pro-Life or Pro-Choice, "vote against Old Woody," "defeat" 
accompanied by a picture of one or more candidate(s), "reject the incumbent," or 
communications of campaign slogan(s) or individual word(s), which in context can 
have no other reasonable meaning than to urge the election or defeat of one or more 
clearly identified candidate(s), such as posters, bumper stickers, advertisements, etc. 
which say "Pick Berry," "Harris in 2000," "Murphy/Stevens" or "Canavan!"; or   

(2)  is susceptible of no reasonable interpretation other than as an appeal to vote for or 
against a clearly identified candidate.   

… 
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