
STATE OF MINNESOTA 
CAMPAIGN FINANCE AND PUBLIC DISCLOSURE BOARD 

 
Findings and Order in the matter of the Complaint of Richard V. Novack regarding 

Minnesota Majority 
 
 

Summary of the Complaint and Responses 
 

On October 30, 2008, Richard V. Novack (“Complainant”) filed a complaint with the Campaign 
Finance and Public Disclosure Board (“the Board”) regarding Minnesota Majority, a Minnesota 
nonprofit corporation.  The complaint alleges that Minnesota Majority produced and distributed 
materials costing more than $100 that are governed by Minnesota Statutes Chapter 10A.  
Complainant argues that as the result of these expenditures Minnesota Majority must register a 
political fund with the Board and that fund must file periodical reports pursuant to statute.   
 
When the Board investigates a complaint that alleges violations of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 10A, 
it will investigate all potential violations that may arise from the same facts, even if those violations 
are not specifically identified in the complaint.  In this matter, the Board also investigated whether the 
actions of Minnesota Majority would require it to register with and report to the Board as a political 
committee. 
 
The materials that are the subject of the complaint are a series of candidate comparisons based on 
a candidate survey and on votes of incumbent candidates in Minnesota House of Representatives 
districts.  These comparisons were posted on Minnesota Majority’s web site and it is alleged that 
printed versions of some of them were distributed.   
 
The Board investigation was expanded to include a “Heroes and Zeros” section of Minnesota 
Majority’s web site.  This section mentions clearly identified candidates and purports to interpret 
those candidates’ percentages of votes in the legislature that are consistent with “traditional values”, 
with the “Heroes” receiving 100% ratings and the “Zeros” receiving zero percent ratings.  In its 
response to the complaint, Minnesota Majority refers to this section as a “legislative scorecard” and 
that phrase is adopted for use in these findings. 
 
Matthew W. Haapoja, attorney, responded on behalf of Minnesota Majority.  Mr. Haapoja argued that 
the materials produced by Minnesota Majority were not the type of political communication that may 
be regulated under Minnesota Statutes Chapter 10A consistent with the First Amendment of the U.S. 
Constitution and relevant U.S. Supreme Court rulings.   
 
The threshold question in this matter is whether the costs of production and distribution of the 
candidate comparisons and legislative scorecard produced by Minnesota Majority are the type of 
expenditures that may, depending on spending level, give rise to a registration and reporting 
requirement on the part of Minnesota Majority.  This threshold question is one primarily of law. 
 
Before addressing the question of law, two fact questions, which are not in substantial controversy, 
must be disposed of.   
 
Associations making cash or in-kind contributions (including approved expenditures) of more than 
$100 to a candidate’s principal campaign committee, a party unit, or a political committee or fund 
registered with the Board are required to register with and report to the Board regardless of the 
nature of the item being donated. 
 
There is no allegation in the complaint and no evidence in Board records that Minnesota Majority 
made direct cash contributions to, or any approved expenditures on behalf of, any entity registered 



 - 2 -

with the Board.  For the purposes of these findings, the Board assumes it to be a fact that Minnesota 
Majority made no direct cash contributions to, or approved expenditures on behalf of, other entities 
registered with the Board. 
 
The complaint did not specifically allege that Minnesota Majority made in-kind contributions of 
materials to any entity registered with the Board.  However the complaint does allege that materials 
which appear to be printed versions of the candidate comparisons produced by Minnesota Majority 
were distributed in various House districts.  The complaint does not allege any specific facts on 
which to base a conclusion as to who produced or distributed these materials.   
 
Complainant alleged that the principal campaign committee of a candidate who was named in one of 
the candidate comparisons provided a convention delegate list to Minnesota Majority.  Such a 
transaction could lead to coordination that might result in the making of an approved expenditure.  
The Board investigated this allegation and found insufficient evidence to substantiate it.  
 
In response to a specific inquiry from the Board, Mr. Haapoja conveyed a statement from Minnesota 
Majority president Jeff Davis that Minnesota Majority did not make any in-kind contributions to 
entities registered with the Board.  Since neither the complaint nor Board records provide any facts 
to support a conclusion otherwise, the Board takes this statement to be one of fact for the purposes 
of these findings. 
 
Having eliminated the question of cash or in-kind contributions, including approved expenditures, as 
a basis for a registration requirement, the issue is whether Minnesota Majority’s expenditures for the 
materials under investigation, made independently of the candidates involved, may form the basis 
for a registration and reporting requirement. 
 
This matter was considered by the Board at its meeting on December 2, 2008, based on the 
complaint and response, supplemental materials provided by the parties, Board records, and the 
appearance of Matthew W. Haapoja, attorney for Minnesota Majority and Jeff Davis, Minnesota 
Majority’s president. 

 
Analysis 

 
The Facts 
The relevant facts of this matter are not in dispute and can be stated as follows: 
 
Minnesota Majority, Inc is a nonprofit corporation registered in the State of Minnesota 
 
Minnesota Majority operates an internet web site located at www.minnesotamajority.org.  For a time 
it also operated a subsidiary web site under the name www.voteyourvaluesMN.org.  That subsidiary 
web site pointed primarily to a set of candidate comparison pages related to the 2008 Minnesota 
House of Representatives elections.  A copy of the index page and samples of comparison pages 
are attached as Exhibit 1 and made a part hereof.  All other comparison pages are substantially the 
same with the exception of the district and candidates involved and the specific “yes” or “no” 
indications assigned to each candidate. 
 
Complainant provided a copy of a candidate comparison for House District 41A similar to the web 
site comparisons.  This document was allegedly distributed in the district by Minnesota Majority.  
Since it is not included on Minnesota Majority’s web site, presumably it was produced as a print 
document.  The document varies from those posted on Minnesota Majority’s web site in that for each 
values question posed it includes a statement of the percentage of GOP legislators who supported 
the position in the House. 
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According to its Web site, “Minnesota Majority is an organization seeking to empower private citizens 
who share the goal of promoting traditional values in public policy.”  A Board review of the site 
discloses that it is devoted primarily to policy and position statements, including statements of 
principles, issues papers, and similar advocacy communications. 
 
Minnesota Majority’s web site also includes (or included during the election) a legislative scorecard 
(“Heroes and Zeros”) section identifying legislators that had voted consistently with or consistently 
against the positions of Minnesota Majority.  A copy of this section of Minnesota Majority’s web site 
is attached as Exhibit 2 and made a part hereof. 
 
Other than the candidate comparisons and the legislative scorecard section, Minnesota Majority’s 
web site does not include information that relates to the election of clearly identified candidates. 
 
There is no evidence that Minnesota Majority made any direct contribution to or approved 
expenditure on behalf of any candidate. 
  
None of the materials under investigation include words of “express advocacy” such as “vote for”, 
“support”, “defeat”, or similar words. 
 
Legal Analysis 
 
Definition of a Political Committee, §10A.01, subd 27 

“Political committee means an association whose major purpose is to influence the 
nomination or election of a candidate or to promote or defeat a ballot question, other than a 
principal campaign committee or a political party unit.” 

 
Statutory and common law rules for interpreting statutes require the Board to construe a statute so 
as to give meaning to each word and to use words with their ordinary and common sense.   
 
The Board has previously recognized that an association may engage in activities to influence the 
nomination or election of a candidate without those activities constituting its “major purpose”.  For 
example, see Advisory Opinions 301 and 306.  In both of those opinions, the Board recognized that 
activities of the association to influence the nomination or election of a candidate were not the major 
purpose of the association.  Therefore, the association could not be required to register as a political 
committee. 
 
It is not necessary at this point to determine whether the expenditures under investigation were “to 
influence the nomination or election of a candidate”.  Even if they were, the activities supported by 
these expenditures were not the major purpose of Minnesota Majority.  Thus Minnesota Majority is 
not a political committee under Chapter 10A. 
  
Political Fund 
In order to determine whether Minnesota Majority has a registration and reporting requirement, the 
Board must consider the varying language in Minnesota Statutes related to political funds.  Different 
phrases are used in the provisions that define, regulate, and establish a registration deadline for 
political funds.  
 
The relevant statutes are as follows: 
 
Definition of political fund, 10A.01, Subd. 28 

“Political fund means an accumulation of dues or voluntary contributions by an association 
other than a political committee, principal campaign committee, or party unit, if the 
accumulation is collected or expended to influence the nomination or election of a candidate 
or to promote or defeat a ballot question.” 
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When a political fund is required, §10A.12, Subd. 1 

“An association other than a political committee or party unit may not contribute more than 
$100 in aggregate in any one year to candidates, political committees, or party units or make 
any approved or independent expenditure or expenditure to promote or defeat a ballot 
question unless the contribution or expenditure is made from a political fund.” 
 

Time within which to register, §10A.14, Subd. 1 
“The treasurer of a political committee, political fund, principal campaign committee, or party 
unit must register with the board by filing a statement of organization no later than 14 days 
after the committee, fund, or party unit has made a contribution, received contributions, or 
made expenditures in excess of $100, or by the end of the next business day after it has 
received a loan or contribution that must be reported under section 10A.20, subdivision 5, 
whichever is earlier.“ 
 

Approved expenditure, §10A.01, Subd. 4 
"Approved expenditure" means an expenditure made on behalf of a candidate by an entity 
other than the principal campaign committee of the candidate, if the expenditure is made with 
the authorization or expressed or implied consent of, or in cooperation or in concert with, or 
at the request or suggestion of the candidate, the candidate's principal campaign committee, 
or the candidate's agent. An approved expenditure is a contribution to that candidate. 

 
Independent expenditure, §10A.01, Subd. 18 

"Independent expenditure means an expenditure expressly advocating the election or defeat 
of a clearly identified candidate, if the expenditure is made without the express or implied 
consent, authorization, or cooperation of, and not in concert with or at the request or 
suggestion of, any candidate or any candidate's principal campaign committee or agent. An 
independent expenditure is not a contribution to that candidate. “ 

 
To apply Chapter 10A as a whole, the Board must reconcile the following differences between the 
three provisions related to political funds: 
 

(1) The definition of a political fund is based on the use of the money “to influence the 
nomination or election of a candidate”; 
  
(2) The requirement that an association form a political fund is based on the association’s 
use of its money for (a) direct contributions, (b) approved expenditures, or (c) independent 
expenditures; 
 
(3) the time within which a fund must be registered with the Board is framed in terms of 
receiving contributions or making expenditures. 
 

Taking each provision literally results in a definition of a political fund that is broader than the 
conduct in which an association may engage without forming a fund.  Likewise, the statutes would 
require an association to register a fund even if it has not undertaken any of the prohibited activities 
of §10A.12, Subd. 1.  
 
Some historical analysis helps explain the differences in statutory language and provides a basis for 
the Board to reconcile the requirements applicable to political funds. 
 
Minnesota’s campaign finance laws first went into effect in 1974 at the same time that congress 
significantly amended the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971.  Minnesota’s statutes closely 
paralleled the federal laws in many respects.  Litigation of the federal statutes quickly followed in the 
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wake of the new restrictions on speech imposed by the Act, reaching the U.S. Supreme Court in the 
landmark case of Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, decided in 1976. 
 
Minnesota amended Chapter 10A significantly in 1978, two years after the Buckley decision.  While 
there is no legislative history suggesting that the amendments were a specific response to Buckley, 
the substance of the amendments suggests that they were. 
 
In key holdings, the Buckley Court resolved issues of statutory vagueness in order to make the 
federal statute constitutional.  First, the court construed “political committee” to include an 
organization under the control of a candidate or “the major purpose of which is the nomination or 
election of a candidate”.  The Court noted that under this construction, expenditures of political 
committees “can be assumed to fall within the core area sought to be addressed by congress.”  The 
Court recognized other organizations (political funds) as a separate type of entity. 
 
Second, the court construed the phrase expenditures “to influence” elections, as it related to entities 
other than political committees, narrowly to mean that the only expenditures of an association (other 
than a political committee or a candidate’s committee) that would trigger reporting requirements are 
expenditures “for communications that expressly advocate the election or defeat of a clearly 
identified candidate”. 
 
Minnesota’s 1974 definitions of political committee and political fund were not significantly changed 
by the 1978 amendments to Chapter 10A.  The definition of political committee already included the 
“major purpose” language, so it was consistent with the Supreme Court’s interpretation of the 
corresponding federal statute. 
 
However, the 1978 legislature did make significant statutory changes affecting spending by 
associations.  First, it added the definitions of independent expenditures and approved expenditures 
set forth above.  Prior to 1978, those definitions did not exist.  Second, it re-wrote the prohibitions on 
spending by an association other than a candidate committee or a political committee. 
 
A comparison of the language of §10A.12, Subd. 1, is instructive: 
 

1974 version:  
“No association shall make a transfer of funds to a candidate or political committee or make 
an expenditure which has as its purpose the influencing of the nomination for election or 
election or defeat of a candidate unless it is a political committee or unless the funds for the 
contribution or expenditure come from a political fund.” 

 
1978 version: 
“No association other than a political committee shall transfer more than $100 in aggregate 
in any one year to candidates or political committees or make any approved or independent 
expenditure unless the transfer or expenditure is made from a political fund.” 
 
Present version: 
“An association other than a political committee or party unit may not contribute more than 
$100 in aggregate in any one year to candidates, political committees, or party units or make 
any approved or independent expenditure or expenditure to promote or defeat a ballot 
question unless the contribution or expenditure is made from a political fund.” 
 

Viewing this comparison shows that in 1978, the prohibition on association spending was changed 
from the unconstitutionally vague standard of expenditures that have as their purpose the 
“influencing of the nomination for election or election or defeat of a candidate” to the clear standard 
of prohibiting direct contributions or the newly defined approved expenditures or independent 
expenditures. 
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The dramatic shift in the 1978 amendments appears to have cured the previous vagueness 
problems and brought the requirements into conformity with the holdings of Buckley.   The 
amendments also signal a strong legislative intent to limit the types of spending that will trigger a 
registration and reporting requirement for a political fund.  The substance of the 1978 amendments 
to §10A.12, Subd. 1, have been carried forward and are still in place in the current statute. 
 
Reconciling statutory provisions related to political funds 
 
Definition of political fund, 10A.01, Subd. 28 
The definition of a political fund based on the use of the money “collected or expended to influence 
the nomination or election of a candidate or to promote or defeat a ballot question“ was addressed 
by the Minnesota Supreme Court on the submission of a certified question from the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Eighth Circuit.   
 
In the matter of Minnesota Citizens Concerned for Life, Inc, v. Kelley et al, plaintiff challenged the 
statute defining a “political fund” on the basis that the phrase “to influence” used in the definition was 
unconstitutionally vague and overbroad.  The Eighth Circuit certified to the Minnesota Supreme 
Court the question of whether the Minnesota statute could be interpreted consistent with Buckley to 
eliminate the vagueness problem.  The Minnesota Court restated the question as follows: 
  

“whether the phrase ‘to influence the nomination or election of a candidate . . .’ . . . may be 
narrowly construed to limit application of [the statutes using that phrase] to groups that 
expressly advocate the nomination or election of a particular candidate . . .”  
 

The Minnesota Supreme Court answered the question in the affirmative. 
 
In order to make the definition consistent with the legislature’s 1978 amendments to §10A.12, Subd. 
1, regarding association conduct that requires an association to register a political fund, and to avoid 
unconstitutional vagueness, the Board construes §10A.01, Subd 28, to limit its application to 
associations that expressly advocate the nomination or election of candidates.   
 
Time within which to register, §10A.14, Subd. 1 
The provisions of §10A.14, Subd. 1, related to the time within which a political fund must register 
were not amended in 1978, leaving the registration timing based on the vague definition of 
contributions and expenditures.   
 
Consistent with the 1978 amendments to §10A.12, Subd. 1, MCCL v Kelley, and Buckley, the Board 
interprets the registration timing requirement of §10A.14, Subd. 1, as applied to political funds to 
require a political fund to register within 14 days after making contributions, approved expenditures, 
or independent expenditures or expenditures to promote or defeat a ballot question, all as specified 
in §10A.12, Subd. 1.   
 
Conclusion  
Minnesota Majority is not a political committee under Chapter 10A because its major purpose is not 
to influence the nomination or election of a candidate or to promote or defeat a ballot question.   
 
Based on its review and reconciliation of the provisions of Chapter 10A related to associations and 
political funds, the Board concludes that an association other than a political committee may be 
required to register and report through a political fund only if the association makes direct 
contributions, approved expenditures, or independent expenditures to or on behalf of a candidate or 
expenditures to promote or defeat a ballot question. 
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Minnesota Majority did not make direct contributions or approved expenditures to or on behalf of any 
candidate or expenditures to promote or defeat a ballot question.   
 
By statutory definition, an “independent expenditure” is “an expenditure expressly advocating the 
election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate . . . “.  Express advocacy requires use of specific 
words such as “vote for”, “elect”, “defeat” or similar words.  None of the material produced by 
Minnesota Majority expressly advocates the election or defeat of a candidate so as to constitute an 
independent expenditure.   
 
Minnesota does not have a statute that regulates spending by an association on what federal 
statutes refer to as “electioneering communications”, which are communications identifying specific 
candidates, made during specified periods before an election, and targeted to the electorate, but 
which do not expressly advocate the candidate’s election or defeat.  In the absence of such a 
statute, the Board has no authority to regulate this type of communication. 
 
Based on the foregoing, the Board concludes that there is no basis in Chapter 10A to require 
Minnesota Majority to register a political fund and report to the Board since all of its activities subject 
to these findings are outside the scope of existing statutes. 
 
 
Based on the complaint, the responses, filings with the Board, presentations to the Board at 
its December 2, 2008, meeting by representatives of Minnesota Majority, and the Board 
investigation, the Board makes the following: 
 

 
Findings Concerning Probable Cause 

 
There is no probable cause to believe that Minnesota Majority, Inc. has engaged in any activity that 
requires it to register as a political committee or to create a political fund and register it with the 
Board. 
 

Order 
 

Based on the foregoing findings concerning probable cause, it is hereby ordered: 
 
The complaint is dismissed.  The Board’s investigation of this matter is concluded and the records of 
the investigation are hereby made a part of the public records of the Board pursuant to Minnesota 
Statutes, Section 10A.02, subdivision 11.   
 
 
 
 
Dated:  December 3, 2008   _/s/ Sven A. Wehrwein          _____________ 
      Sven A. Wehrwein, Chair 
      Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Exhibit 1:  Index of candidate comparison pages and sample pages 
Exhibit 2:  Legislative scorecard page 
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This November, Put Principles Before Politics
Every election season the pundits say things like “this is the most
important election in our lifetime” and similar dramatic hyperbole.
Usually, that message originates from a political campaign to
which the message is true, because the election determines
whether that candidate gets the job he or she wants. That said, all
elections are important. The most basic moral duty of a citizen is
informed civic participation. There should be no excuse for an
informed, able-bodied voter to miss an election, but knowing the
issues and consequences at stake are essential to making a
rational decision based on one’s values.

For an informed American to fail to cast their ballot is shameful,
but even worse than failing to participate in the process, is arriving
at the polls to do one’s civic duty unprepared. Every year, many

well meaning people show up on election day with little to no good information about the candidates and the issues. In
such cases, people have a tendency to vote according to the letters next to a candidate’s name. They vote for whatever
party they and/or their family supported in the past, even when the candidate they give their vote to may not represent
their values. This is equivalent to voting blindfolded.

There may have been a time when a voter could confidently know that a Democrat would stand for one thing and a
Republican another, but that certainly isn’t the case anymore. Former Democrat Senator Joe Lieberman spoke on
Senator John McCain’s behalf at the Republican National Convention. Republican Senator Norm Coleman was a
Democrat as mayor of St. Paul. Even conservative Republican icon Ronald Reagan was once a Democrat. Minnesota
Majority’s 2007-2008 legislative scorecard ranked some House Republicans lower than some Democrats based on
their votes on traditional values issues. That’s why it’s more important than ever to know where the candidates stand
and be prepared to vote based on principles instead of blind party loyalty.

For the American Republic to function, a critical component is an informed electorate. This is part of the reason our
Founders guaranteed freedom of the press. The newspapers were supposed to be the watchdogs of the republic.
Unfortunately, many feel let down by the press in today's society. A typical half-hour newscast consists of about 2
minutes of news that is actually useful to a voter. News has become little more than another form of entertainment and
most Americans believe that today's media is biased, so they don’t trust what little information is presented.

It’s Minnesota Majority’s mission to help fill the gaps in mainstream media coverage of the issues that affect everyday
Minnesotans. It doesn’t have to be difficult to be a good citizen. Our goal is to make being part of an informed and
effective electorate a convenient and easy thing to do because our society depends on it.

We have assembled a variety of resources to help individuals be prepared to participate in the greatest form of 
government in the world. You can find out what political district(s) you live in, what races are taking place in your 
district, how your current representatives have voted on key issues and, in many cases, the positions of the 
challenging candidates. We also provide the tools to allow you to register to vote, contact your elected officials to 
ask them questions or give them a piece of your mind. You can find most everything you need to get informed and get 
engaged on our website.

Every election is important. Don’t sit this one out. Get informed and help steer our government in the right direction.
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Part of Minnesota Majority's mission is to provide voters with information about the candidates so they can make 
an informed decision. We compiled voting records on incumbent members of the Minnesota House of 
Representatives and surveyed their challengers on the same issues. Below are candidate comparisons for a number 
of legislative districts in which the challenger candidates responded to our candidate questionnaires.  Just click on
the candidates' names to see the comparision report.

District Major Communities Candidates Compared

 08B  Mora, Pine City, Sandstone  Tim Faust vs. Judy Soderstrom

 12A  Brainerd, Baxter, Crosby  John Ward vs. David Allan Pundt

 12B  Little Falls, Belle Prairie  Al Doty vs. Mike Lemieur

 17B  North Branch, Wyoming  Jeremy Kalin vs. Don Taylor

 23A  North Mankato, St. Peter  Terry Morrow vs. Mike Bidwell

 25B  Northfield, Belle Plaine  David Bly vs. Tim Rud

 27A  Albert Lea, Bancroft  Robin Brown vs. Erik Larsen

 28A  Red Wing, Lake City  Sandy Wollschlager vs. Tim Kelly

 30A  Rochester  Tina Liebling vs. Jake Dettinger

 31B  La Crescent, Caledonia  Ken Tschumper vs. Greg Davids

 37A  Apple Valley, Burnsville  Shelly Madore vs. Tara Mack

 38A  Eagan, Burnsville  Sandra Masin vs Diane Anderson

 40A  Burnsville, Savage  Will Morgan vs. Todd Johnson

 47A  Champlin, Coon Rapids  Denise Dittrich vs. Troy Buchholz

 47B  Brooklyn Park, Coon Rapids  Melissa Hortman vs. Andrew Reinhardt

 50B  New Brighton, Arden Hills  Kate Knuth vs. Lori Grivna

 51A  Blaine  Scott Kranz vs. Tim Sanders

 53A  Shoreview, Lino Lakes  Paul Gardner vs. John Kappler

 56A  Woodbury, Lake Elmo  Julie Bunn, Kathy Lohmer

 56B  Woodbury, Landfall  Marsha Swails vs. Lee Bohlsen
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WHICH CANDIDATE IN DISTRICT 25B  

BEST REPRESENTS YOUR VALUES?  
David Bly 
Incumbent 

 
Tim Rud 

Challenger 

Prevent Government Grants Being Used to Provide Abortions: An amendment to 
HF3220 that would prevent local government grants from going to organizations that provide abortions 
(see 2007-2008 House Journal page 9520). 

NO YES 
Prevent Discounted In-State Tuition For Illegal Aliens:  This amendment would have 
deleted a provision from SF1989 that provided discounted in-state college tuition rates for illegal aliens 
(see 2007-2008 House Journal page 4039). 

NO YES 
Freedom to Buy Out-of-State Health Plans: An amendment to HF3391 that would have 
allowed Minnesotans to purchase health care plans governed by the laws of another state, from which 
the plan was purchased, thereby allowing increased options and affordability (see 2007-2008 House 
Journal page 10048). 

NO YES 

Eliminate State Income Tax on Social Security: An amendment to HF3149 that would 
eliminate state income tax of Social Security income (see 2007-2008 House Journal page 11320). NO YES 
Give Married Couples Priority in Adoption Placement: An amendment to SF2171 to 
provide married couples priority over unmarried persons in adoption placements (see 2007-2008 
House Journal Page 4313). 

NO YES 
Require Parental Consent for Testing of Students Personal Beliefs: A vote to 
require parental consent before children are given school surveys pertaining to their personal behavior, 
family life, religious, political and sexual practices.  (See 2007-2008 House Journal page.3979). 

NO YES 
Require Parental Notice Before Dispensing Oral Contraceptives to Minors:  A 
vote to require family planning agencies to notify parents before dispensing oral contraceptives to 
minor children (see 2007-2008 House Journal page 4308).  

NO YES 
Eliminate Comprehensive Sex-Ed Mandates: An amendment to HF6 to delete the 
proposed state mandate that all schools teach contraception to students aged 12-17. The curriculum 
mandated by this section promotes risky sexual activities and alternative lifestyles (see 2007-2008 
House Journal page 3985). 

NO YES 

Arts & Outdoors Sales Tax Increase:  A historic $11 billion sales tax increase to fund arts 
and outdoor programs to be approved by voters through a constitutional amendment (see 2007-2008 
House Journal page 7684). 

YES NO 
Massive Transportation Tax Increase: HF2800 created one of the single largest tax 
increases in Minnesota's history, raising the tax rate on gasoline and motor vehicles statewide.  It also 
authorized a 1/2 percent sales tax increase in metro counties for mass transit programs (see 2007-
2008 House Journal page 7883). 

YES No Response 

Tax Increase on Compressed Natural Gas: Bill number SF3564 implements a 37% 
increase in the tax on compressed natural gas for transportation. Increases the tax collected on natural 
gas from $1.19 to $1.91 per thousand cubic feet (see 2007-2008 House Journal page 10737). 

YES NO 
Warehousing Newborns’ DNA Without Parental Consent: Bill number SF 3138 
removes the requirement for explicit parental consent for health officials to collect and store samples of 
newborns' DNA (see 2007-2008 House Journal page 12224). 

YES NO 

Vote Your Values on November 4th 
Incumbent responses based upon actual voting record.  Challenger responses based upon Candidate Survey. 

Prepared and paid for by Minnesota Majority, 1730 New Brighton Blvd #233, Minneapolis, MN 55413. 
This publication is not circulated on behalf of any candidate or ballot question. 

www.VoteYourValuesMN.org 



 
WHICH CANDIDATE IN DISTRICT 50B  

BEST REPRESENTS YOUR VALUES?  
Kate Knuth 
Incumbent 

 
Lori Grivna 
Challenger 

Prevent Government Grants Being Used to Provide Abortions: An amendment to 
HF3220 that would prevent local government grants from going to organizations that provide abortions 
(see 2007-2008 House Journal page 9520). 

NO YES 
Prevent Discounted In-State Tuition For Illegal Aliens:  This amendment would have 
deleted a provision from SF1989 that provided discounted in-state college tuition rates for illegal aliens 
(see 2007-2008 House Journal page 4039). 

NO YES 
Freedom to Buy Out-of-State Health Plans: An amendment to HF3391 that would have 
allowed Minnesotans to purchase health care plans governed by the laws of another state, from which 
the plan was purchased, thereby allowing increased options and affordability (see 2007-2008 House 
Journal page 10048). 

NO YES 

Eliminate State Income Tax on Social Security: An amendment to HF3149 that would 
eliminate state income tax of Social Security income (see 2007-2008 House Journal page 11320). NO YES 
Give Married Couples Priority in Adoption Placement: An amendment to SF2171 to 
provide married couples priority over unmarried persons in adoption placements (see 2007-2008 
House Journal Page 4313). 

NO YES 
Require Parental Consent for Testing of Students Personal Beliefs: A vote to 
require parental consent before children are given school surveys pertaining to their personal behavior, 
family life, religious, political and sexual practices.  (See 2007-2008 House Journal page.3979). 

NO YES 
Require Parental Notice Before Dispensing Oral Contraceptives to Minors:  A 
vote to require family planning agencies to notify parents before dispensing oral contraceptives to 
minor children (see 2007-2008 House Journal page 4308).  

NO YES 
Eliminate Comprehensive Sex-Ed Mandates: An amendment to HF6 to delete the 
proposed state mandate that all schools teach contraception to students aged 12-17. The curriculum 
mandated by this section promotes risky sexual activities and alternative lifestyles (see 2007-2008 
House Journal page 3985). 

NO YES 

Arts & Outdoors Sales Tax Increase:  A historic $11 billion sales tax increase to fund arts 
and outdoor programs to be approved by voters through a constitutional amendment (see 2007-2008 
House Journal page 7684). 

YES NO 
Massive Transportation Tax Increase: HF2800 created one of the single largest tax 
increases in Minnesota's history, raising the tax rate on gasoline and motor vehicles statewide.  It also 
authorized a 1/2 percent sales tax increase in metro counties for mass transit programs (see 2007-
2008 House Journal page 7883). 

YES NO 

Tax Increase on Compressed Natural Gas: Bill number SF3564 implements a 37% 
increase in the tax on compressed natural gas for transportation. Increases the tax collected on natural 
gas from $1.19 to $1.91 per thousand cubic feet (see 2007-2008 House Journal page 10737). 

YES NO 
Warehousing Newborns’ DNA Without Parental Consent: Bill number SF 3138 
removes the requirement for explicit parental consent for health officials to collect and store samples of 
newborns' DNA (see 2007-2008 House Journal page 12224). 

YES NO 

Vote Your Values on November 4th 
Incumbent responses based upon actual voting record.  Challenger responses based upon Candidate Survey. 

Prepared and paid for by Minnesota Majority, 1730 New Brighton Blvd #233, Minneapolis, MN 55413. 
This publication is not circulated on behalf of any candidate or ballot question. 

www.VoteYourValuesMN.org 



http://www.minnesotamajority.org/Home/tabid/112/Default.aspx

11/18/2008 11:01 AM

Minnesota Majority has prepared a one of the most comprehensive legislative scorecards available that assesses how
well incumbents have represented "traditional values" positions on the issues in the state legislature. We tracked over
40 votes during the 2007-2008 legislative sessions, spanning a wide range of issues including taxes, government
spending, parental rights, property rights, health care, education and energy policy. In many ways, these votes
represent the front-line in the battle to defend traditional values in Minnesota’s public policy. 

Five legislators earned a perfect 100% score and were our top “Heroes”.

The Heroes

Bruce Anderson
District 19A

100%

Mark Buesgens 
District 35B

100%

Tom Emmer
District 19B

100%

Steve Drazkowski
District 28B

100%

Kurt Zellers 
District 32B

100%

 An additional 23 House members receive an honorable mention for supporting “traditional values” positions 90% of the
time or better.

Honorable Mentions
Tom Hackbarth, District 48A, 98% 
Mary Holberg, District 36A, 98% 
Mark Olson, District 16B, 98% 
Ron Shimanski, District 18A, 98% 
Michael Beard, District 35A, 98% 
Laura Brod, District 25A, 95% 
Matt Dean, District 52B, 95% 
Chris DeLaForest, District 49A, 95% 
Bob Dettmer, District 52A, 95% 
Rob Eastlund, District 17A, 95% 
Sondra Erickson, District 16A, 95% 
Paul Kohls, District 34A, 95%

Marty Seifert, District 21A, 95% 
Brad Finstad, District 21B, 94% 
Steve Gottwalt, District 15A, 93% 
Torrey Westrom, District 11A, 93% 
Dan Severson, District 14A, 93% 
Joyce Peppin, District 32A, 93% 
Joe Hoppe, District 34B, 93% 
Pat Garofalo, District 36B, 90% 
Erik Paulsen, District 42B, 90% 
Dean Simpson, District 10B, 90% 
Steve Sviggum, District 28B, 90% 

On the opposite side of the fence we have our “Zeros” – legislators who more often than not voted against the
interests of everyday Minnesotans. Instead, these House members supported policies that would raise your taxes,
expand government and reduce your freedoms. A total of 9 House members were perfect “Zeros”.  
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The Zeros

Margaret Kelliher
District 60A

0%

Willy Dominguez
District 58B

0%

Frank Hornstein
District 60B

0%

Carlos Mariani
District 65B

0%

Cy Thao 
District 65A

0%

Alice Hausman
District 66B

0%

Neva Walker
District 61B

0%

Sheldon Johnson
District 67B

0%

Karen Clark
District 61A

0%

 

 An additional 18 members receive a “dishonorable mention" for scoring 5% or less.

Dishonorable Mentions
Erin Murphy, District 64A, 5% 
Diane Loeffler, District 59A, 5% 
Carolyn Laine, District 50A, 5% 
Melissa Hortman, District 47B, 5% 
Bill Hilty, District 8A, 5% 
Mindy Greiling, District 54A, 5% 
Kathy Brynaert, District 23B, 5% 
David Bly, District 25B, 5% 
Jean Wagenius, District 62B, 2%

Tom Tillberry, District 51B, 2% 
Linda Slocum, District 63B, 2% 
Mike Nelson, District 46A, 2% 
Joe Mullery, District 58A, 2% 
Tim Mahoney, District 67A, 2% 
Phyllis Kahn, District 59B, 2% 
Mike Jaros, District 07B, 2% 
Jim Davnie, District 62A, 2% 
Lyndon Carlson, District 45B, 2%

 

TAKE ACTION:  See how your state representative scored by visiting our vote tracking page and enter your zip
code at the top of the page.  Contact your legislator and tell him or her how you feel about their score. Help spread
the word by distributing copies of our Heroes and Zeros Flyer and a hardcopy version of our Legislative Scorecard
in your neighborhood.




