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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

SUFFOLK, ss. SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION NO. 2018-02896-F

BRENT CARLTON AND BRANDON COMBS,

Plaintiffs,

v.

MASSACHUSETTS OFFICE OF THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL and MAURA HEALEY, 
in her official capacity as Attorney General of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts,

Defendants.

ANSWER

As their Answer to the Complaint, defendants Massachusetts Office of the Attorney 

General and Maura Healey, in her official capacity as Attorney General of Massachusetts, state 

as follows.

In any paragraph below containing the word “received” in relation to the date of 

defendants’ receipt of plaintiffs’ public records requests, the word “received” is used in its 

colloquial sense to identify the date on which defendants, or one of them, actually received a 

public records request, rather than referring to the date a request is “deemed received” under 950 

C.M.R. § 32.06(2)(e).

The allegations in the un-numbered, introductory paragraph of the Complaint constitute

legal conclusions and accordingly require no response. To the extent that any response may be 

required, defendants deny the allegations.



1. Defendants lack knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of 

the allegations in paragraph 1.

2. Defendants lack knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of 

the allegations in paragraph 2.

3. The allegations that the Office of the Attorney General is an “executive agency” 

constitute legal conclusions that require no response but, to the extent any response may be 

required, defendants admit that Maura Healey is the Attorney General of Massachusetts and 

admit that the Office of the Attorney General is an “agency” for certain purposes, see Purity 

Supreme, Inc. v. Attorney General, 380 Mass. 762 (1980); but defendants deny that the Office of 

the Attorney General is an “executive” agency in the sense of being subject to control by the 

Governor of Massachusetts, since the Attorney General herself is an independently-elected 

constitutional officer. Defendants admit that the Attorney General supervises the Office of the 

Attorney General, as provided in G.L. c. 12, § 1, but defendants make no response to the 

allegations that the Attorney General is the “executive and administrative officer” of the 

Attorney General’s Office, as those allegations are too vague and indefinite to enable defendants 

to formulate a response.

4. The allegations in paragraph 4 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require no 

response. To the extent any response may be required, defendants deny that G.L. c. 66, § 10(b), 

in its current form, concerns subject matter jurisdiction.

5. The allegations in paragraph 5 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require no 

response.

6. Defendants admit that defendants have a place of business in Suffolk County. The 

remaining allegations in paragraph 6 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require no
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response. To the extent any response to those remaining allegations may be required, defendants 

deny that G. L. c. 66, § 10(b), in its current form, or G.L. c. 212, § 14, concern venue.

7. The allegations in the first sentence of paragraph 7 constitute legal conclusions and 

accordingly require no response. In response to the allegations in the second sentence, 

concerning a publication entitled “A Guide to the Massachusetts Publics Records Law” 

(“Guide”), defendants admit that the Secretary of the Commonwealth published that Guide; 

admit that the Guide is currently available on the Secretary’s website; and refer to the Guide, 

which speaks for itself.

8. The allegations in paragraph 8 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require no 

response. To the extent any response may be required, defendants refer to the Guide, which 

speaks for itself; and defendants deny that G.L. c. 66, § 10(c), in its current form, concerns the 

burden by which the applicability of a public records exemption must be established.

9. The allegations in paragraph 9 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require no 

response. To the extent any response may be required, defendants refer to the statutory provision 

cited, which speaks for itself.

10. The allegations in paragraph 10 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require 

no response. To the extent any response may be required, defendants deny that G.L. c. 66,

§ 10(a), in its current form, contains the language quoted in paragraph 10.

11. The allegations in paragraph 11 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require 

no response. To the extent any response may be required, defendants refer to the statutory 

provisions governing public records requests, which provisions speak for themselves.

12. Defendants admit that the Attorney General’s Office maintains a website; admit that 

the website contains information concerning procedures for submission of public records
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requests; and state that the website address identified in paragraph 12, http://bit.ly/mass-ag-pra, 

is a short-cut that directs users to the actual official website maintained by the Attorney 

General’s Office, which appears at the following web address: https://www.mass.gov/how- 

to/how-to-submit-a-public-records-request-with-the-attomey-generals-office.

13. Defendants admit that a public records request was sent electronically to the 

Attorney General’s Office and that such request - contained in an e-mail addressed from 

policy@fpchq.org to agorecordsaccessofficer@state.ma.us (the e-mail address of the Records 

Access Officer at the Attorney General’s Office) with a “sent” date of August 7, 2018 - sought 

the same records as those requested in Complaint Exhibit 1. In further response, defendants aver 

that Exhibit 1 appears to be an incomplete copy of, and differs in format from, the August 7 e- 

mail that the Attorney General’s Office actually received, since Exhibit 1 does not include the 

name, website address, and phone number for “Firearms Policy Coalition,” which appear at the 

end of the August 7 e-mail. Defendants lack knowledge or information sufficient to form a 

belief as to whether plaintiff Brandon Combs is the person who sent Exhibit 1 or the August 7 e- 

mail, as Exhibit 1 and the e-mail reflect only that they were sent from policy@fpchg.org; 

however, defendants treated the August 7 e-mail as if it were sent by Mr. Combs, since it sought 

the same records as were sought in Exhibit 2, which was signed by Mr. Combs on behalf of the 

Firearms Policy Coalition and which also referred to the e-mail address policy@fpchq.org. 

Defendants admit that the records requested in Exhibit 1 and in the August 7 e-mail were 

requested through one of the procedures identified on the Attorney General’s website, i. e., by e- 

mail addressed to the Attorney General’s Records Access Officer.

14. Defendants admit that the Attorney General’s Office received a public records 

request as described in paragraph 13, via e-mail on August 7, 2018, which sought the same
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records as those requested in Exhibit 1, and defendants admit that the Attorney General’s 

Records Access Officer viewed that e-mail on or about August 8, 2018. Defendants lack 

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegation that Mr. 

Combs sent the document in Exhibit 1 (or the August 7 e-mail), but the Attorney General’s 

Office treated the August 7 e-mail as if it were sent by Mr. Combs.

15. Defendants admit that Complaint Exhibit 2 includes (in addition to a Federal Express 

delivery document) a public records request seeking the same records requested in Exhibit 1 and 

in the August 7 e-mail described in paragraph 13 above; but defendants deny that Exhibit 2 is 

“identical” to the electronic requests in Exhibit 1 or the August 7 e-mail, as the three documents 

differ in terms of format and, in addition, Exhibit 2 contains a signature block for “Brandon 

Combs” and the “Firearms Policy Coalition,” while that signature block does not appear in 

Exhibit 1 and is different from the signature block in the August 7 e-mail. Defendants admit that 

the Attorney General’s Office received the public records request in Exhibit 2, via Federal 

Express, on August 8, 2018.

16. Defendants admit that Complaint Exhibit 3 is an accurate copy of a public records 

request sent as an attachment to an e-mail addressed from Brent Carlton to the Records Access 

Officer at the Attorney General’s Office; admit that the e-mail reflects a “sent” date of August 8, 

2018; and admit that the request was made through one of the procedures identified on the 

Attorney General’s website, i.e., by e-mail addressed to the Attorney General’s Records Access 

Officer.

17. Defendants admit that Complaint Exhibit 4 includes (in addition to a Federal Express 

delivery document) a public records request seeking the same records as requested in Exhibit 3; 

but defendants deny that the two requests are “identical,” insofar as the first paragraphs in the
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two documents are not formatted in identical fashion. Defendants admit that the Attorney 

General’s Office received the public records request in Exhibit 4, via Federal Express, on August 

10, 2018; and defendants lack knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the allegation concerning the date on which plaintiff Brent Carlton sent the request contained 

in Exhibit 4.

18. Defendants admit that a public records request was sent electronically to the 

Attorney General’s Office; that such request - contained in an e-mail addressed from 

policy@fpchq.org to agorecordsaccessofficer@state.ma.us with a “sent” date of August 10, 2018 

— sought a second set of records beyond those requested by “policy@fpchq.org” in Complaint 

Exhibits 1 and 2; and that the August 10 e-mail received by the Attorney General’s Office sought 

the same records as those requested in Exhibit 5 (which appears to be an incomplete copy of, and 

differs in format from, the August 10 e-mail that the Attorney General’s Office actually 

received). Defendants lack knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to whether 

plaintiff Brandon Combs is the person who sent the August 10 e-mail; however, defendants 

treated the August 10 e-mail as if it were sent by Mr. Combs, as the August 10 e-mail reflected it 

was sent by the Firearms Policy Coalition and used the e-mail address policv@fpchg.org, the 

same entity and same e-mail address associated with Mr. Combs in Exhibit 2. Defendants admit 

that the records requested in Exhibit 5 and in the August 10 e-mail were requested through one 

of the procedures identified on the Attorney General’s website, i. e., by e-mail addressed to the 

Attorney General’s Records Access Officer.

19. Defendants admit that on August 10, 2018, the Attorney General’s Office received 

the e-mail described in paragraph 18, which e-mail sought the same records as Exhibit 5, and that
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the Records Access Officer in the Attorney General’s Office first viewed the public records 

request contained in the e-mail, within a few days of August 10, 2018 (which was a Friday).

20. In response to the allegations in the first sentence of paragraph 20, defendants admit 

that Exhibit 6 is an accurate copy of a public records request submitted as an attachment to an e- 

mail from plaintiff Brent Carlton to the Attorney General’s Office, seeking a second set of 

records beyond those requested by Mr. Carlton in Exhibits 3 and 4; aver that although the 

attachment is dated August 10, 2018, the associated e-mail from Mr. Carlton reflects a “sent” 

date of August 15, 2018; and admit that the records requested in the August 10 e-mail were 

requested through one of the procedures identified on the Attorney General’s website, i.e., by e- 

mail addressed to the Attorney General’s Records Access Officer. In response to the allegations 

in the second sentence, defendants admit that the records requested in Exhibit 6 were the same 

records requested in Exhibit 5 (described in paragraphs 18 and 20 as “Plaintiff Combs’ second 

request”); as explained in paragraph 18 above, defendants lack knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to whether Mr. Combs was the person who sent the public records 

request in Exhibit 5; however, defendants treated Exhibit 5 as if it were sent by Mr. Combs.

21. Defendants admit that Complaint Exhibit 7 includes (in addition to a Federal Express 

delivery document) an accurate copy of a public records request sent by Brent Carlton to the 

Attorney General’s Office; and defendants admit that the public records request contained in 

Exhibit 7 is identical to the public records request contained in Exhibit 6. Defendants lack 

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegation concerning 

the date on which Mr. Carlton sent the public records request contained in Exhibit 7, but 

defendants admit that the Attorney General’s Office received the request contained in Exhibit 7, 

via Federal Express, on August 13, 2018.
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22. Defendants admit that the Office of the Attorney General, through its Records 

Access Officer, responded to Mr. Combs’ public records requests (set forth in Complaint 

Exhibits 1 and 5), in a letter sent dated August 29, 2018, sent by e-mail; defendants admit that 

the document attached as Exhibit 8 to the Complaint appears to be an accurate copy of that e- 

mail letter; and defendants aver that the letter speaks for itself.

23. The allegations in paragraph 23 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require 

no response but, to the extent any response may be required, defendants deny the allegations.

24. Defendants admit that the Office of the Attorney General responded to Mr. Carlton’s 

public records requests, described above, in a letter dated August 29, 2018, sent by e-mail; 

defendants admit that the document attached as Exhibit 8 to the Complaint appears to be an 

accurate copy of that e-mail letter; and defendants aver that the letter speaks for itself.

25. The allegations in paragraph 25 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require 

no response but, to the extent any response may be required, defendants deny the allegations.

26. Defendants incorporate by reference their responses to paragraphs 1 through 25

above.

27. The allegations in paragraph 27 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require 

no response but, to the extent any response may be required, defendants deny the allegations.

28. The allegations in paragraph 28 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require 

no response but, to the extent any response may be required, defendants deny the allegations.

29. The allegations in paragraph 29 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require 

no response but, to the extent any response may be required, defendants deny the allegations.

30. The allegations in paragraph 30 constitute legal conclusions and accordingly require 

no response but, to the extent any response may be required, defendants deny the allegations.

8



PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Defendants request that the Court enter judgment in favor of defendants, dismissing the 

Complaint in its entirety.

Respectfully submitted,

MAURA HEALEY 
ATTORNEY GENERAL

LY
il

Amy Spgctor, BBO #557611 
Assistant Attorney General . 
Office of the Attorney General 
One Ashburton Place 
Boston, Massachusetts 02108 
(617) 963-2076 
amy.spector@state.ma.us

Dated: November 20, 2018

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true copy of the above
document was served upon the attorney of
record for each other party by mail (byharsdf cuicl Z-iiiiuQ

9

mailto:amy.spector@state.ma.us

