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2024 Legislative Review

DEI Legislation and the Increasing Power of the
Administrative State

The 2024 Minnesota state legislature passed laws that fur-
ther embed Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) in elec-
tions, childcare, education, environmentalism, and the in-
creased power of the administrative state and non-elected
bureaucrats. Some agency heads were given wide latitude in
distributing funds to nonprofits acting as advocates for iden-
tity groups. Newly passed laws usurp the decision-making
power of parents and school boards, relieve citizens of any
responsibility to take initiative in registering to vote, and
restrict the ability of landlords to choose low-risk tenants.
Racism is manifest in laws that establish different child-pro-
tection standards depending on the ethnicity of the child
and give “protected classes” special avenues for challenging
an election that are not available to the general electorate.
State land acquisition displacing farmers was accelerated.
Discretionary funds were distributed to groups based
on identity and to a wide variety of special interest groups,
including nonprofit organizations for which tax dollars are
used to support controversial missions with few strings, and
little or no financial oversight. The bill reassigning powers to
the Department of Children, Youth, and Families (HF3646)
laid bare how many unchecked powers (having their own
judges, vast powers to distribute funds, even those that do
not originate from the state, etc.) various departments and
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commissioners have been unwisely granted. Increasingly
they decide when and to what extent laws will be implement-
ed, shielded from legislative and judicial-branch oversight.
The Secretary of State is given unchecked discretion when to
certify the implementation of early-voting changes that were
contained in recent changes to election laws.

Complexity and obfuscation in multi-subject bills and
legislative processes also shielded government agencies and
the legislature from accountability to citizens. There are
many examples where the legislative process prevented leg-
islators from evaluating a bill beyond reading the title and
hearing the talking points to support it. The worst example
this year was a 1,400-page omnibus bill delivered to legis-
lators minutes before the end of the of the session. There
was no time to read the bill. The title including the statutes
changed or created was five pages long.

Legislators distributed funds to identity groups using
an argument similar to reparations. However, most iden-
tity groups operate just like any other special interest group
threatening to withdraw their support of legislators who
don’t support their identity-based legislation, constitutional
or not.

Our credo supports helping the economically disadvan-
taged but completely rejects funding programs determined
solely by race or ethnicity. That would be true even if the
programs were successful, which is rare. The government



produces little or no data about the successes of their pro-
grams. The growth of programs and the need for never-
ending increases in funding is the clearest indicator of failed
programs.

Electioneering

Election process changes, buried in the Election Omnibus
Bill (H4772), expanded voting legal rights for protected
classes while limiting rights, including free speech for oth-
ers. It expanded on the 2023 automatic voter registration
laws already in place to include registering people without
any address (just describe where you live). Limiting free
speech of candidates that can disqualify candidates is one
of the grotesque outcomes of the 2024 session and builds
on the 2023 bills that prioritize “inclusivity” and voter
turnout over protections for voting integrity.

Effective June 1, 2024, a law (HF3) passed in 2023 (Stat-
ute 203B.004 subdivision 5) recklessly changed the absentee
laws for those on the permanent absentee list. Prior laws re-
quired absentee applications to be sent to those on the per-
manent list, but now the law requires that absentee ballots
be sent to those on the list. A simple request to be put on
the permanent list is all that is required. Current absentee
voting laws make absentee voting the weakest link in Min-
nesota’s voter integrity. Examples for how to bypass the sup-
posed integrity protections of these laws are easy to imagine
and too many to record here. No amount of checking ma-
chine counts against paper ballots will identify fraudulently
submitted ballots. As Minnesota recorded approximately
1.9 million absentee votes (57%) out of a total of 3.3 mil-
lion total votes cast in the 2020 election, this weak link ex-
poses Minnesotans to growing doubt about results and ig-
nores the concerns that voters have about election integrity.
Convenience does not justify the loss of election integrity or
confidence in elections by citizens.

Corruption of the Constitutional Process / Grand
Theft Omnibus

The LEA has persistently criticized the use of multi-subject
bills. Innocuously known as omnibus bills, these compound-
ed bills increase complexity and accelerate the expansion of
government in ways that limit our rights. Most, if not all
legislators know that bills are passed as part of an omnibus
bill that would not pass on their own. Typically, they are put
together primarily by leadership with little or no participa-
tion by other legislators. They are often presented to the leg-
islative bodies in the final days of the legislative session and
too often in the 11th hour of the last day of session.

This year had many such bills, but one stood out above
the rest. The finale this year was a 1,400 page “Grand Theft
Omnibus” (GTO) bill (HF5247) with 72 Articles. This

“delete-all” amalgamation of nine major bills was finalized

two hours before the end-of-session deadline by the confer-
ence committee. Items included ranged from authorizing a
camera-based traffic enforcement pilot program (beginning
in the summer of 2025), to providing funds for geothermal
planning grants, to legalizing lane splitting by motorcycles
and e-bikes. This monstrosity reached the floors of both
chambers barely one-half hour before the midnight dead-
line. The text of the bill was not available, yet it passed both
houses in less than 15 minutes despite loud objections from
the minority. This is not the first time an immense, multi-
subject bill has been rammed through in the final hours of a
session. Both major parties have used this tactic to skirt the
constitution’s rules. But this bill pushed the envelope. The
lack of transparency, accountability, and constitutional pro-
cess for the GTO bill should alarm every voter. Legislation
like this makes elected legislators puppets of a system out of
control.

State Land Grab

Signs of a state land grab are in the environmental omni-
bus bill (SF2904) that makes it easier for state agencies to
acquire land they want to control. This year’s legacy bill for
the environment (HF4124) appropriates $193 million in-
cluding provisions that allow agencies to use these funds for
land acquisition. Independent farmers are worried that this
war chest enables the state to outbid them at land auctions
under the pretense of protecting the environment, displac-
ing them, and centralizing land ownership.

Minnesota owns 8.4 of its 51 million acres (17 percent).
Of this, 2.8 million acres (33 percent) came from tax-for-
feited land. In Tyler v. Hennepin County (2023), the US
Supreme Court ruled that this violates the takings clause of
the Sth Amendment to the US Constitution, and that prop-
erty owners should be given funds remaining after the taxes,
bank loans, and fees are paid. The Legislature allocated $109
million (HF5246) for two class-action suits to repay owners
of stolen property. However, the state will keep any prop-
erty it considers in service to the environment. The state did
not change the law, which was determined to be a takings
violation, indicating its reluctance to stop seizing private
property, and enabling counties to continue the unconsti-
tutional practice. In addition, state taxpayers are also giving
local governments $36 million per year as payments in lieu
of taxes (PILT) to offset tax losses on forfeited properties
used for tax exempt purposes.

LEA is concerned that the property acquisition made
possible by all these bills may be in preparation for the World
Economic Forum’s “15-minute cities.” Private ownership is a
key feature of personal sovereignty and our constitutional
framework.
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Notes on Figure 1:
o Legislators approved a 34% increase in MN Other Fund spending and a 36% increase in General Fund spending for the 2024-25 budget vs
the 2022-23 actual spending.
e Minnesota Other Funds include the Transportation, Agriculture, Environmental, and Energy Resources Funds.

o Typically, 80-85% of federal spending is directed to the Department of Health & Human Services, the largest department in  the state.

GDP graph: Growing both the cost and the intrusiveness of government that limits freedom and liberty has not been good for
Minnesota’s economy based on Minnesota’s GDP performance since 2017 compared to the U.S. in total, as seen in the graph
below:

Real Gross Domestic Product Indices (2017=100): 2017-2023
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Figure 2. Data: Regional Product Division, BEA (4-22-2024)

Figure 2 portrays Minnesota’s real gross domestic product growth in a broader context by offering direct comparisons across time with the
United States. The growth indices shown here express each region’s real gross domestic product in 2017 as a base figure of 100, and the real gross
domestic products in later years as a percentage of the 2017 base figure. This method allows for more direct comparison of differences in real gross
domestic product growth between regions that may differ vastly in size.

Minnesota’s overall real GDP growth was 8.15% over 2017-2023, trailing the United States’ increase of 14.10%.
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Identity Group Politics and Money Laundering

The compassion language of identity and racial politics was
used to prioritize protected classes in nearly every bill that
allocated funds to state agencies—from education to so-
cial welfare, to the enjoyment of state park lands. Even the
human rights bill (HF4109), which should be consistent
with the First Amendment, emphasized protected groups.
In one outlier, the Minnesota African American Family
Preservation Act (SF716) discriminated against abused
and neglected African American Children. This indicates
the rationing of state funds to individuals of any identity,
including African Americans, is being replaced by distribu-
tion to state agencies and politically motivated nonprof-
its. Particularly suspicious is the widespread distribution
of funds to non-profits that claim to provide services to
minority groups. Such bills are ripe for money laundering
and fraud. The federal government charged 70 people in
Minnesota in the scheme to embezzle more than $250 mil-
lion meant to feed hungry children during the pandemic.
However, the state of Minnesota increased the distribution
of money to such organizations with little transparency or
accountability.

1. Election Omnibus Bill
HFA4772. Rep. Freiberg. [SF4729. Sen. Carlson.]

Summary: HF4772 changes to current election laws include
a fix that makes publicly-funded recounts for ballot ques-
tions occur upon request based on being within a narrow
margin required for Ppassage, instead of a mere narrow margin
between “yes” and “no” votes. The major party status thresh-
old for automatic 2024 ballot access was retroactively raised
to eight percent, which made a party previously qualified
based on receiving five percent in a statewide election ineligi-
ble. School boards with vacancies for terms that have less than
two years remaining, except for vacancies linked to school
board members being removed for cause by a vote of fellow
members, will be able to appoint members without holding
special elections. A description of where a voter resides if no
physical address exists must be included on voter registration
applications. Felons will now be counted in the census not
where they are incarcerated but at their address before incar-
ceration, except that incarcerated felons in Minnesota prisons
whose last known address was outside of Minnesota will still
be counted as part of Minnesota’s overall population total.
“Decep fakes” (digitally manipulated images or recordings
without consent) would be prohibited within 90 days before
a nominating convention, or after the start of absentee voting
periods, with severe penalties for candidates that use them.
Among the entirely new portions of statute will be a re-
quirement that, effective in 2025, upon request of some col-
lege or student-government official, local jurisdictions must

establish temporary polling places on or near a college campus
that houses 100 or more students. Reimbursements for the ex-
tra costs can be submitted to the Secretary of State. Article 3
of the bill, entitled the Minnesota Voting Rights Act, empow-
ers the attorney general, county attorneys or individual mem-
bers or groups of protected classes to challenge “vote dilution”
and “voter suppression” by legal avenues unavailable to other
citizens. A section of the Act, entitled Legislative Findings,
concludes that socioeconomic inequities and a history of per-
sistent discrimination in Minnesota against racial, color, lan-
guage minorities as well as Tribal members have impaired their
effective political participation, and therefore as protected
classes they should have a means to secure effective participa-
tion. Courts are explicitly required to act on these challenges
in an “expedited manner.” Factors that can be used as evidence
of violations include “overt or subtle racial appeals” by cam-
paigns or officials, the “lack of responsiveness to the particular-
ized needs of protected-class members,” and “polarized voting”
patterns, defined as the extent to which the electoral choices
of a protected class deviate from the electoral choices of vot-
ers in general. The courts are barred from considering election
fraud-prevention as a justification for laws that have voter-sup-
pression or vote-dilution effects, absent substantial evidence
of such fraud. Suggested remedies include alternative polling
places more accessible by protected classes, alternate methods
of elections such as proportional-cumulative or ranked-choice
voting, and overturning redistricting.

Analysis: On balance, the new election policies contained in
this bill emphasize proportional representation of protected
classes and registering more people to vote, but not election
integrity. Certain classes of voters are awarded special treat-
ment: college students, absentee voters, the homeless, non-
English speakers, and the “historically underrepresented.”
People will be registered to vote without listing a physical
address. The election office will decide in what precinct they
will vote, and election judges will be prohibited from find-
ing such an “address” deficient. The only protections against
illegal immigrant voting specifically made in this wave of new
MN election laws are the honesty of the immigrant to not fill
out a ballot and to opt out of being automatically registered.
The MN Voting Rights Act could make a mockery of
Minnesota’s other election laws by giving district courts the
power to authorize local remedies “notwithstanding the ap-
plicable law or authority to the contrary.” Remedies can be
imposed based on subjective judgments. It is not necessary
to show that members of the protected class comprise a ma-
jority of the voting-eligible-population in the affected area.
In short, “polarized voting” boils down to the belief that the
preferences and interests of some protected-class member are
being undervalued in the electoral outcomes. Creating legal
expectations and remedies for equal influence and results for
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“historically underrepresented” groups amounts to elevating
litigation of elections and enshrining cultural Marxism as the
basis of election-law legitimacy. This bill could be used to in-
validate proposed voter ID measures. A law granting protect-
ed-class citizens more electoral rights and remedies than the
general electorate is begging for the courts to overturn it as
unconstitutional.

The prohibition against deep fakes is a recipe for confusion
and abuse since the exact definition of the term is a matter
of controversy. A crime carrying prison sentences, hefty fines,
and loss of the right to hold elective office should be based
on a standard that is clearly defined and easily measured. The
change in the major party status threshold benefits incumbents
at the expense of third-parties. Using census information to
count felons at their previous address rather than where they
are in prison will certainly cost rural areas congressional rep-
resentation by adding citizens to the urban areas of the state.

Recommendation: LEA supported a NO vote. The bill
passed the House 70-63, the Senate 34-33 and was signed into

law.

2. Omnibus Education Policy Bill
SF3567. Sen. Cwodzinski. [HF3782. Rep. Pryor.]

Summary: This 119-page bill modifies, creates, or repeals over
80 different statutes relating to education policies. Among
the new statutes created is a requirement for each school dis-
trict to adopt a policy on students” possession and use of cell
phones in school. Principals must collaborate to make best
practices available for minimizing negative impacts of cell
phones. There is a new prohibition on placing in a teaching
assignment any teacher charged with certain criminal offenses
or required to register as a predatory offender. Also, public
libraries (including those in K-12 schools, but excluding spe-
cialized medical or law libraries) are prohibited from restrict-
ing access to materials based solely on viewpoints conveyed.
Collection management may only be done by licensed, cre-
dentialed, or trained library professionals. Another new stat-
ute would also expressly permit freedom of expression in stu-
dent journalism, though the protected expression would not
include profanity or conduct deemed “harassing, threatening,
or intimidating” A 19-member Special Education Licensure
Reciprocity Working Group, including two representa-
tives from Education Minnesota, is temporarily established
to make recommendations for reviewing and streamlining
requirements for people with special-ed licenses from other
states to qualify for licensure in Minnesota. Teacher prepara-
tion and staft development programs will be encouraged to
include “ableism and disability justice” training led by a per-
son with a disability. And every school board must now adopt
and publish a “language access plan” for rendering “language

assistance to students and adults who communicate in a lan-
guage other than English”

Besides these new policies, the bill makes changes to other
policies, some of which just became law last year. Schools not
receiving Indian-mascot exemptions are allowed one more
year to convert to alternatives. Voluntary pre-kindergarten
programs are being consolidated and expanded, with stu-
dents from various groups granted free eligibility in partici-
pating districts, while those not meeting the specified criteria
are to be charged by participating school districts and charter
schools on a sliding-fee schedule, based upon family income.
Twenty-two pages of the bill are devoted to modifying or ex-
panding regulation of charter schools. The 2023 READ Act
is being significantly modified to include a requirement that
evidence-based literacy intervention models be reviewed by
the MN Department of Education, the U of MN’s Center for
Applied Research and Educational Improvement, and a con-
tracted third party for “cultural responsiveness.” The Depart-
ment may also partner with one or more institutions of higher
education to conduct independent reviews of various literacy-
intervention models whose approval will rest upon them be-
ing evidence based and reflective of diverse populations.

Analysis: Despite spending $19 billion worth of state bud-
get surplus in 2023 and the state spending record amounts on
E-12 education, many legislators testified that local districts
are experiencing severe budget crises, in part due to 65 top-
down mandates imposed on them from last year’s bills. This
bill gives them almost no relief from those mandates and adds
new ones, such as the new library policies and the “language
access plan” requirements, even for resource-poor districts
that are not experiencing English-as-Second-Language issues.
Literacy rates have declined in this state, but the READ Act
is being changed to disqualify evidence-based instructional
models if certain experts decide they are insufhiciently cultur-
ally responsive or reflective of diverse populations. The good
parts of this bill, such as the prohibition on giving teaching
assignments to registered or charged offenders, or the effort to
rein in students’ disruptive cell phone use, should have been
passed as stand-alone bills.

Recommendation: LEA favored a NO vote on the bill that
passed the Senate 35-31, the House 68-59, and was signed

into law.

Be an Informed Citizen
W LEA-MN.org

Legislative Evaluation Assembly of Minnesota
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SENATE
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R | 19 | Jasinski, John + A -+ + |+ + | - -+ + |+ -+ |+ 70 | 52
R | 1 Johnson, Mark + 0+ -+ |+ -+ -+ - -+ 69 | 53
D | 53 | Klein, Matt I I R I R I T e e e e B B A A 13 | 20
R | 28 | Koran, Mark +  + |+ |+ |+ |+ |+ -+ |+ O+ 94 56
R | 32 | Kreun, Michael I R S e O e I I S I S A I R O 81 85
D | 39 | Kunesh, Mary e e e T s o T U T e e S e R e e 13 | 20
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R | 16 | Lang, Andrew + |+ - |+ A+ + |-+ A -+ -]+ 4+ 58 50
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R | 37 | Limmer, Warren o e 50 73
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3. Minnesota African American Family Preservation
Act

SF716. Sen. Champion. [HF912. Rep. Agbaje.]

Summary: The bill provides that a court shall not terminate
the parental rights of a parent of an African American or a
disproportionately-represented child based solely on the par-
ent’s failure to complete case plan requirements. Furthermore,
unless the court finds by clear and convincing evidence that
the child would be at risk of serious emotional damage or seri-
ous physical damage if the child were to remain in the child’s
home, a court shall not order a foster care or permanent out-of-
home placement of an African American or a disproportion-
ately-represented child alleged to be in need of protection or
services. It mandates African American cultural competency
training for workers in social services, which must be provided
by members of that race. It creates an African American Child
Well-Being Advisory Council to review reports and offer rec-
ommendations and unit to review cases, compile data, and
assist the commissioner with recommendations and imple-
ments systems to deal with non-compliance. It also provides
grants for court advocacy, culture-specific counseling, and
family-based reunification therapy, and reunification services
and cultural training for social services.

The bill appropriates to the Commissioner of Human Ser-
vices, from the general fund, $5 million for grants to Hen-
nepin and Ramsey Counties to implement the Minnesota
African American Family Preservation and Child Welfare
Disproportionality Act phase-in program, $1 million for the
African American and disproportionately represented family
preservation grant program, and $2.4 million to Human Ser-
vices to implement the African American Family Preservation

and Child Welfare Disproportionality Act.

Analysis: This bill explicitly discriminates by race protecting
vulnerable, abused, or neglected White children more than
Black children. Proponents cited a disproportionate number
of Black children from being removed homes as justification
for this law. The bill establishes a different standard for pro-
tecting a Black child from neglect than for removing children
of other races, effectively creating two sets of laws based on
race, violating the 14th Amendment (equality under the law).

Ideally, families not marred with abuse should be preserved.
Government responsibility for children often fails to improve
child welfare. However, if there is a problem with the way ne-
glect is being handled or defined and children are being taken
from home based on need, the definition should be rewritten
across the board and applied equally to all races. This bill also
creates a new bureaucracy around protecting neglectful Black
families exclusively, which is another 14th amendment viola-
tion. The mandate that cultural competency training be deliv-
ered by a specific racial group violates employment law. The

bill also expands the bureaucratic state by further empowering
the Commissioner of Human Services.

Recommendation: LEA favored a NO vote. The bill passed
the Senate 44-23, the House 117-5, and was signed into law.

4. Education Supplemental Bill
HF5237. Rep. Youakim. [SF5252. Sen. Kunesh.]

Summary: This 306-page bill builds upon last year’s
Education Omnibus Bill. A host of changes are related to
last year’s READ Act and the transfer of responsibilities
to the new Department of Children, Youth and Families.
Most of the $43 million of appropriations are related to the
READ Act, with $31.4 million going to the school districts
for teacher compensation and $1 million allocated for “cul-
turally and linguistically responsive materials and guidance”.
A substantial portion of the bill deals with American Indian
child welfare and the implementation of Indigenous educa-
tion for all students. The bill also orders a rulemaking process
for adding “health” as a content area of the statewide academic
standards and graduation requirements. The new content area
must include the topics of mental health, vaping/cannabis/
substance use, and sexually transmitted infection education,
and may include “safe and supportive schools” antibullying
education. A licensed state librarian position is established to
provide technical assistance and professional development to
librarians from public schools.

Teacher/staff pay is addressed in multiple sections of the
bill. It establishes a Student Teacher Stipend Pilot Program
linked to eight specific teacher-preparation program provid-
ers, and a Teacher and Paraprofessional Compensation Work-
ing Group. The requirement that all school employees be paid
full wages and benefits for e-learning days was expanded to
cover full pay on partial-day school closures, including for clo-
sures of before-and-after-school programs.

The bill includes multiple programs to combat the truancy
problem that exploded starting with the COVID lockdowns
and virtual learning. The MN Department of Education’s In-
spector General oversight is enhanced through subpoena and
evidence-gathering powers, reporting directly to the depart-
ment commissioner to combat fraud and abuse of state pro-
grams. Procedures are established for the commissioner to im-
pose sanctions for fraud on non-school grant recipients, along
with processes for appealing sanctions.

There are sections in the bill impacting child-care providers.
Standardized stairway requirements are created for licensed
family child-care providers. Also, the conscientious objection
exemption to scheduled vaccinations can be disregarded by
any licensed provider that adopts a policy to do so.

Several other miscellaneous actions are taken by the bill.
The framework for a Supreme Court-led Council on Child

Protection is created. Money is allocated to begin updating
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the Social Services Info System. The YMCA and the Wilder
Foundation are two nonprofits receiving appropriations in
this bill. Also, money is appropriated to Propel Nonprofits to
do a needs analysis and plan for building an emergency shelter
for homeless transgender adults.

Analysis: While some of the bill’s provisions are laudable,
the overall top-down approach further expands state-level
bureaucracy (and associated entrenched budget expansion)
and imposes new mandates on districts (such as more paid
leave for school closures). Provisions such as creating a state
librarian position, repealing the conscientious objector provi-
sion related to vaccinations in the early childcare law, creating
yet more State-level councils and task forces, and funneling
money into various non-profit organizations were all men-
tioned by dissenters. To those objections LEA would add that
many other new policies (such as adding a content area to the
state graduation standards, immunization exemption changes,
and a grant to plan a homeless shelter for transgender adults)
having nothing to do with the listed description of an “educa-
tion supplemental budget bill.”

Recommendation: LEA favored a NO vote. The bill passed
the House 70-58, the Senate 34-33 and was signed into law.

5. School Resource Officer Standards Revised
HF3489. Rep. Frazier. [SF3534. Sen. Westlin.]

Summary: This bill removes School Resource Ofhicers
(SROs) from the definition of “employee or agent of a school
district” so as to allow them to use prone restraints and certain
other physical holds. “Prone restraint” means placing a stu-
dent in a face-down position. The bill spells out the duties of
an SRO, which include the enforcement of criminal laws and
the protection of staft and students from criminal behavior,
as well as fostering a positive school climate through relation-
ship building and open communication. The bill mandates
training requirements for SROs. Specified learning objec-
tives include legal standards for use of force, de-escalation
techniques, working with students with disabilities, detecting
juvenile exploitation, and investigating crimes committed in
schools. The Board of Peace Officer Standards and Training
(POST Board), with advice and direction from designated
interest groups, is tasked with developing a model SRO pol-
icy. Any law enforcement agency with an SRO program that
fails to develop and implement a policy at least substantially
similar to the model policy may result in the POST Board
imposing licensing sanctions and/or seeking injunctive relief.
Funds are appropriated to the Department of Public Safety
to implement the provisions of this act. This bill also removes
the word “imminent” from the phrase “to prevent imminent
bodily harm or death” in the reasonable-force legal standard
for schools.

Analysis: HF3489 addresses the downside of legislation
passed in 2023, which inserted the word “imminent” into the
reasonable-force standard for schools, and barred “employ-
ces or agents of a school district” (including SROs) from
using certain holds, including prone restraints. The intent
of the 2023 legislation was to protect students from the use
of excessive force, but it had the consequence of prompting
law enforcement agencies to pull their resource officers out of
schools and prompting teachers to refrain from breaking up
fights. Ambiguity in the law caused teachers and ofhicers to
tear civil or criminal penalties if they used physical contact of
any kind in restraining a student’s violent behavior.

HF3489 directs and provides the framework for the POST
Board to establish the model for SROs to return to the schools
that need them and to use restraint techniques to stop violent
behavior. It also frees teachers to take physical action to halt
a dangerous situation before harm and death become “immi-
nent.” At the same time, this bill protects students from exces-
sive force by restricting the use of prone restraint to school
resource officers who will be trained according to the new,
detailed standards, though the model policy may be skewed
by the interest groups involved. This bill is a compromise be-
tween the need to restrain dangerous behavior by students
and the need to ensure that the restrainers do not behave reck-
lessly or abusively.

Recommendation: LEA favored a YES vote. The bill passed
the House 119-9, the Senate 61-3, and was signed into law.

6. Regulating Online Content Creators’ Payments to
Minors

HF3488. Rep. Stephenson. [SF3496. Sen. Maye Quade.]

Summary: HF3488 adds new regulations, compensation
requirements, and enforcement provisions for minor-aged
internet influencers whose content is monetized. Children
under 14 are prohibited from being content creators. If a
child under 14 is featured in at least 30% of monetized con-
tent within a 30-day period and the content creator (age 14 or
above) is paid at least one penny per view, the child or children
who appeared in the content must receive 100% of all revenue
received. For children aged 14-18, a trust account is required to
be established to retain 100% of the gross income they generate
as content creators, minus what is paid to children under 14.
There are extensive record requirements for maintaining videos
and documenting minutes of time minors appear on screen,
which must all be kept until the minor reaches the age of 21.
The attorney general, or persons who are/were under 18 when
the content was created, may pursue civil actions for violations.

This bill also exempts minors above age 14 from being fined
for violating several child labor laws, including a $1,000 fine
for employing children under age 14 “in occupations hazard-
ous or detrimental to their well-being.”
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Analysis: Viral videos generate revenue with a loose agree-
ment between online persona and social media companies.
The MN Legislature has authorized a new level of regula-
tory bureaucracy to police viral videos that were physically
recorded in Minnesota. Because the law is triggered at a child’s
appearance in more than 30% of a video’s timeframe, a con-
tent creator may simply edit the video to keep the limit at 29%
without paying any compensation. Otherwise, this law is so
complex, creators may need a lawyer to help with compliance.
It cannot be enforced without the government requiring the
names, ages, state of residency, and banking information of
all persons appearing in monetized content online. The law is
not limited to situations above a reasonable income threshold.
It requires a trust account be established with one penny of
revenue.

Minnesota child labor laws provide a long list of prohibited
occupations as hazardous or detrimental to the well-being of
workers under the age of 16, such as welding or meat process-
ing. The law exempts all cases where one or both parents own
the business. No exemption exists in HF3488, further allow-
ing the State to expand its interference in parenting decisions.

This law grows government while also enabling content
creators to exploit children by providing a simple “29%” loop-
hole for child abusers. As with many laws, the government as-
sumes parents will not act in the best interest of their children.

Recommendation: The LEA favored a NO vote. The bill
passed the House 103-26, the Senate 37-30, and was signed

into law.

7. Human Rights Law Modifications
HF4109. Rep. Frederick. [SF4201. Sen. Westlin.]

Summary: This bill provides changes to 2022 statutes related
to freedom from discrimination. It expands religious free-
dom exemptions for not-for-profit religious organizations,
to ensure consistency with the First Amendment of the US
Constitution. It adds language related to rights to a jury trial,
and civil penalties paid to the state in addition to the dam-
ages paid to the aggrieved party. It also limits the exposure of
political subdivisions that discriminate to $25,000.

Analysis: This bill addresses concerns by non-profit religious
organizations to ensure they were free to hire clergy and edu-
cators that were approved by the organization. It also provides
financial protection for government entities that discrimi-
nate, by limiting damages. These protections are discrimina-
tory, because in human-rights civil actions there are no caps on
damages that can be imposed by juries on other defendants.
Governments are also to profit from discrimination lawsuits
by adding civil penalties. This provides a financial motive for
governments to encourage discrimination lawsuits.

Further, LEA is concerned that this legislation does not ad-

dress political discrimination, which has become compelling
since the Federal Government holding of political prisoners
and displaying of a two-tiered legal system that discriminates
against political afhiliation, or censorship of speech opposed
to official political policies. Political rights and freedoms have
severely eroded in this century. The freedom of individuals,
not just organizations, to conduct their business pursuits in a
manner consistent with their religious and political values has
also been eroded.

Recommendation: LEA believes that this legislation was
necessary to protect the religious freedom of religious orga-
nizations, but this came at the price of enabling the govern-
ment to profit from discrimination lawsuits. It is an improve-
ment over previous legislation but fails to provide necessary
checks against government and political discrimination. LEA
favored a YES vote, with this reservation. The bill passed the
House 127-0, the Senate 66-0, and was signed into law.

8. Requirement for “Plain Language” in Driver’s
Manuals and Tests

HF3071. Rep. Tabke. [SF3094. Sen. Oumou Verbeten.]

Summary: HF3071 puts into statute the requirement for
“plain language” in driver’s license examinations, and provides
funding for the Department of Public Safety (DPS) to con-
tract with a third-party to rewrite the driver’s manual accord-
ing to the same standard. It implies but does not explicitly
state that the plain language standard applies to all languages
that the commissioner undertakes. A DPS test maintenance
committee must meet at least four times prior to the publica-
tion of the rewritten driver’s exam. The bill requires a report to
the legislature on Feb 1, 2026.

Analysis: This bill comes at a time when DPS is experiencing an
influx of previously undocumented people with limited com-
prehension skills suddenly made eligible for driver’s licenses.
HF3071 expands and adds detail to executive order 14-07
which also requires that all Executive Branch agencies must:

e Use language commonly understood by the public

e Write in short and complete sentences

e Present information in a format that is easy-to-find

and easy-to-understand

To this list, HF3071 adds seventeen “grammatical stan-
dards”. Some of these are very specific (“omit double nega-
tives”), while others are highly subjective (“omit excess and
unnecessary words”), and some are downright confusing (“put
exceptions at the end of a question”). The executive branch
is responsible for ensuring that all departments perform their
duties effectively and reasonably. The governor had already
instituted a Plain Language policy. This type of micromanage-
ment is not the job of the legislature.

The 2024 legislature found time to dictate the writing style
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of DVS publications, yet that same legislature was willing to
pass a 1400-page omnibus bill sight-unseen at the very last
hour.

Recommendation: LEA favored a NO vote. The bill passed
the House 107-24, the Senate 62-5, and was signed into law.

9. Omnibus Environment Policy Bill
SF2904. Sen. Hawj. [HF2774. Rep. Hansen.]

Summary: This omnibus environment bill covers licensing
and regulations regarding wildlife, natural resources, land,
water, and state acquisition of property. Much of the licens-
ing language relates to technical updates and data practices for
an electronic license system related to hunting, fishing, park
passes, and other permits displayed on electronic devices. The
bill also updates regulations and fees on environment-related
activities like fish hatcheries, wild rice selling, and soil and
water conservation policy. There are also many statutes regard-
ing instances enabling state land acquisition, and preservation
of prairies, wetlands, and water drainage areas.

Analysis: Many of the items related to updating licensing to
include purchase and display on smartphones are necessary to
keep up with technical developments in society. Regulations
related to individuals engaged in hunting, fishing, and farming
are required to ensure natural resources are used sustainably
and do not produce pollution that harms others. However,
LEA does not favor provisions enabling increased govern-
ment ownership of land, because the government does not
regulate itself well, and monopolistic control often displaces
opportunities for citizens to use the resources more produc-
tively and sustainably.

Recommendation: LEA supports many of the licensing stat-
utes in which the government is legitimately acting a as referee,
but believes that legislation related to government ownership
of land should be considered separately as a matter of ethics.
For this reason, LEA supported a NO vote. The bill passed the
Senate 40-24, the House 72-58, and was signed into law.

10. Environment and Natural Resources Trust Fund
Appropriations

HF3377. Rep. Hansen. [SF3507. Sen. Hawj.]

Summary: This bill ratifies the recommendations of
the Legislative-Citizen Commission on MN Resources
(LCCMR) for parks, trails, wildlife management, and envi-
ronmental research and education. No amendments were
made to the bill from the time it was introduced.

Analysis: There is a state constitutional amendment that
requires a portion of state lottery proceeds be dedicated to
this trust fund; the portion appropriated in this bill was $79.6

million. Project recommendations come from a commission

of 10 legislators and 7 appointed citizens. Nothing in the
MN Constitution mandates that the legislature must defer
to all the recommendations, but that is what is happening
lately. Here are some recommendations that ought to have
been challenged: $200K to Native Skywatchers Inc to collect
images and acoustic data from turtles and other “culturally sig-
nificant” animals; $375K to the U of M to determine carbon-
sequestration and nitrogen-credit potential for sustainable
cropping; $199K to Prairie Woods Environmental Learning
Center to empower youth to reduce their carbon footprints;
$657K to Dakota County to establish linear native plant-
ings and install electric-vehicle charging stations along the
Mississippi River Greenway; $1.5M to Wilderness Inquiry to
promote equity in outdoor activities; $697K to the Loppet
Foundation to promote urban nature connections for north
Minneapolis residents through nature storytelling and envi-
ronmental justice programs. Expect more cultural-identity
emphasis in future appropriations, especially if the environ-
mental trust fund constitutional amendment is extended with
new policy language building cultural set-asides right into the
funding formula.
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Other policy language shaping these appropriations in-
clude requirements that all structural and nonstructural fa-
cilities be compliant with the Disabilities Act, that any capital
improvement project must observe Minnesota’s latest energy-
conservation and sustainable-building guidelines, and that
fund recipients must consider contracting with Conservation
Corps Minnesota for enhancement/restoration services.

Recommendation: LEA has consistently opposed constitu-
tionally dedicated funds such as this fund that circumvent
the normal cost-benefit discussions of the budgeting process.
Constitutions ought to provide a framework for a govern-
ment with checks and balances, and clearly-stated principles
for protection of citizens’ liberties from being violated by
their government. It is wrong to use a constitution to man-
date spending decisions independent of an elected legislature.
Though currently lottery proceeds must be appropriated,
there should have been some opposition to LCCMR recom-
mendations that strayed far from common-sense environ-
mental protection. Therefore, LEA favored a NO vote on the
bill that passed the House 94-35, the Senate 41-25, and was
signed by the governor.

11. Legacy Finance Bill
HF4124. Rep. Lillie. [SF5116. Sen. Hawj.]

Summary: This bill appropriates $192.7 million of sales tax
proceeds to the outdoor heritage fund, $25 million to the
Clean Water Fund. $73 million to parks and trails (of which
$44 million goes to greater Minnesota and $29 Million goes
to the Metropolitan Council) and $12 million to the Arts
and Cultural Heritage Fund. The parks appropriation speci-
fies spending money on programs “designed to provide under-
served youth and youth who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, and queer the opportunity to experience the out-
doors with similar peers” A competitive arts program is pro-
vided for cultural development of minority groups including

the LGBTQIA+ community.

Analysis: The legacy appropriations to the various funds
put into this one bill reveal the dangers of creating dedicated
funds outside of the general fund that LEA warned against
when the Legacy Act was created. It is an example of how
administrative agencies, lobbyists, and social activists can
increase the amount of parasitic behavior on the productive
taxpayers of MN. The use of vague terms like “underserved
communities” can open the floodgates for trips, parties, pay-
checks, and money laundering to friends and cronies of the
fund administrators, while denying similar activities to other
citizens. LEA believes the bill lacks the necessary oversight
provisions and penalties for misuse of these funds. It also
lacks “a consensus of the governed” in the expenditures tar-
geted to particular groups.

Recommendation: LEA favored a NO vote. The bill passed
the House 115-13, the Senate 43-24, and was signed by the
governor.

12. Residential Housing Tenant/Landlord
Modifications

SF3492. Sen. Mohamed. [HF3591. Rep. Agbaje.]

Summary: This bill enacts new law governing tenant rights
and landlord obligations, including the following new tenant
provisions: 1) Right to organize, 2) Remedies to delayed occu-
pancy because of construction problems, 3) Clarifies rights
in cases involving domestic/sexual abuse or harassment, 4)
Rights associated with health crises. In addition, the bill also
prevents landlord denial of a rental application solely because
an applicant did not provide a valid social security number.
A right to counsel in public housing evictions is provided for.
Landlords may not deny rental applications based on pending
eviction or expunged past eviction.

Analysis: The provision that allows expungement of evic-
tion related to domestic or sexual abuse victims is a reasonable
modification. However, prohibiting landlords from declining
applicants without SSNs effectively creates housing protec-
tions for non-citizens. Sections of the bill dealing with the
right of multi-unit residential occupants to organize amount
to allowing the formation of residential tenant unions. Valid
reasons given for such action relate to living conditions and
code violations, but abuses could occur with tenants using
power granted by this law to halt a landlord from making
lease modification as renewal is approaching. The bill also
lacks clarity in respect of the landlord obligation to attempt
to re-rent in cases of abandonment. In this sense, the bill may
ultimately diminish landlord control. The bill makes no pro-
vision in favor of landlords in situations where tenants have
caused damage or destroyed the rental unit and then vacated.
As such, it is harmful to people who are small-cale renters in
its bias in favor of tenants.

Recommendation: LEA favored a NO vote and would have
supported returning the bill to Committee so that some
measures respecting landlord rights might be added. The bill
passed the Senate 35-31, the House 69-60, and was signed

into law.

13. MN Cooperative Housing Act
HF3800. Rep. Norris. [SF4053. Sen. Dibble.]

Summary: This 104-page bill creates a new 308C chapter of
Minnesota statutes related to the formation and governance
of housing cooperatives. Currently, statutes related to resi-
dent-established housing cooperatives also apply to agricul-
tural or utility cooperatives or common-interest homeowners’
associations.
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Housing cooperatives could continue to form under those
statutes, none of which are repealed in this bill, but if they
opt into organizing or reorganizing under this new chapter of
statutes they must comply with its various sections pertaining
to budget and reserve requirements, bylaws, records retention,
elections and meetings of directors, removal of directors and
filling director vacancies, age- and/or income-based member-
ship restrictions, developer obligations, merger or dissolution
processes, etc. If anything in this new chapter of statutes con-
flicts with the Chapter 515B MN Common Interest Owner-
ship Act portion of MN statutes, 515B supersedes this new
chapter, which would become official in August of 2025. Fi-
nally, the bill modifies other chapters of statutes such as speci-
fying that a manufactured home park owner can qualify for
tax credits if selling to a 308C-organized housing cooperative,
and that 308C housing cooperatives could be eligible to re-
ceive workforce or affordable home ownership funding.

Analysis: The chief House author (an attorney that has
worked with organizations trying to facilitate housing coop-
eratives) and the MN State Bar Association were among those
who wanted this bill. The bill includes the right to sue a dis-
solved cooperative and requires any payments to claimants to
be made before distributing the dissolved organization’s assets
to members. A director in a housing cooperative would be
required to act in its best interests and exercise “reasonable”
care, lest that director be liable for not properly perform-
ing duties. As for why a new statute might contain language
that conflicts with another statute, some of the bill’s support-
ers added that they anticipate changes to 515B and will be
working on fixing conflicts before implementation. This may
explain the “state reserves the right to amend or repeal the pro-
visions of this chapter by law” section of the bill. Proponents
argued that while housing cooperatives have been allowed in
this state for 30 years, this bill would establish specific orga-
nizing criteria that could make it easier for such cooperatives
to demonstrate eligibility to obtain funding. There was no
evidence offered that housing shortages are occurring due to
cooperatives not being eligible for funding programs, but that
was the main reason supporters used to ask for a detailed new
chapter of statutes that they are unsure yet of how it will con-
flict with existing statutes.

Recommendation: LEA favored a NO vote. The bill passed
the House 128-1, the Senate 53-12, and was signed into law.

14. Limiting Private Landlord Tenant Contracts
SF4579. Sen. Dibble. [HF4558. Rep. Hollins.]

Summary: SF4579 adds new regulations, compensation
requirements, and enforcement provisions for property own-
ers of residential buildings with shared metering of utilities. It
grants additional rights to tenants including “the cold weather

rule” and allows tenants to require landlords to re-certify sub-
meters and challenge bills. SF4579 injects the authority of the
Public Utilities Commission into dispute resolution between
tenants and landlords. The new law prohibits apportioning
electric bills without submeters and details specific methods
on how to apportion gas, water, and sewer bills across units.

Analysis: The one-size fits all approach of government
removes the legal authority for landlords and tenants to form
a contract in their respective self-interests. For example, this
new law forces tenants to split the gas bill solely on square
footage of the apartments regardless of whether one unit is
underground and the other is heated partially by electricity or
a fireplace. How utilities are split between equal or non-equal
apartments should be left between the parties of the contract.

Another example s that if tenants choose not to pay utilities,
SF4579 forces property owners to pay the utilities throughout
the fall and winter and restricts late fees and penalties charged
to the tenants. SF4579 empowers tenants to challenge the ac-
curacy of any submeter (requiring costly re-certification of the
meter at the property owner’s expense) and injects the PUC
into such disputes, while limiting the costs property owners
may charge for billing and administrative expenses.

Constraining the splitting of utility bills without a sub-
meter will likely result in higher utility usage and therefore
higher rental costs. It also removes the benefits of personal ac-
countability for one’s energy usage.

Recommendation: The LEA favored a NO vote. The bill
passed the House 125-0, the Senate 49-18, and was signed
into law.

15. Regulating the Display of Offered Prices
HF3438. Rep. Greenman. [SF3537. Sen. Port.]

Summary: HF3438 establishes that operators who display or
advertise prices that do not “include all mandatory fees or sur-
charges” may be liable for a “deceptive trade practice”. The bill
lays out a broad definition of a “mandatory fee,” plus provides
exceptions for motor vehicle dealers and realtors, while also
notably excluding any fees or taxes imposed by government, as
well as utilities regulated by the Public Utilities Commission.

Analysis: This legislation attempts to ensure transparent and
clear pricing by prohibiting pricing that does not include
“mandatory” fees and charges. Unfortunately, the real defini-
tion of these so-called “junk fees” is subjectively defined as fees
not “reasonably avoidable.”

The prime reason this legislation is inappropriate is that in a
free society, we depend on buyers and sellers to freely exchange
goods and services, and government is generally not involved.
So-called “junk fees” may not be popular, but they should not
be illegal. The economy is highly competitive, and vendors
who play games lose business. No bureaucrat or government
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official will have the kind of power wielded by unhappy cus-
tomers going elsewhere. Practical problems are also likely to
be encountered. One will be the large enforcement effort that
would be required to police a law that applies to ALL prices in
the economy. The effective and equal enforcement of this law
will require considerable resources and coordination, espe-
cially because “reasonably avoidable” is a phrase with varying
interpretation. It is likely that this bill will lead to increased
real prices, due simply to the burden added to businesses who
will feel the need to consult lawyers when they set their prices,
or stop operating altogether due to high compliance costs.

Recommendation: Laws need not force sellers to present their
prices in a way that is popular. Market competition should
lead to better outcomes without coercion. LEA favored a NO

vote. The bill passed the House 76-57, the Senate 36-31, and

was signed into law.

16. Historical Horse Racing Changes
SF2219. Sen. Klein. [HF2300. Rep. Stephenson.]

Summary: This bill takes Historical Horse Racingonline gam-
ing out of the definition of Pari-Mutual Betting, which is the
definition under which Horse Racing is regulated. This action
means Historical Horse Racing no longer requires Advanced

Deposit Wagering (ADW) to bet. In ADW, you need to have

a funded account prior to placing a wager. Therefore, the bill
bans horse racing tracks from doing Historical Horse Racing
betting games and hands it over to the Tribe-controlled slots
industry, while eliminating the requirement that players have
a fully funded account prior to placinga bet.

Analysis: What is at dispute here is whether Historical Horse
Racing online games should be shifted to the slot machine
industry. By banning Historical Horse Racing from the horse
racing track industry, the bill favors the slot machine indus-
try run by Native Tribes at the expense of horse racing ven-
ues that employ locals. Also, Historical Horse Racing is not
purely a game of chance like slot machines, yet the bill defines
it as such. In Historical Horse Racing, players are given the
information of a Historical Horse Race that occurred, minus
the names of the horses. They bet based on technical knowl-
edge surrounding horse races, which is given in the game like
wind gusts. This bill is crony capitalism, picking winners and
losers through regulation. It also exacerbates the societal ill of
gambling by getting rid of ADW;, allowing players to play with
money they don’t have. It will likely be met with lawsuits from
the horse racing establishments.

Recommendation: LEA Favored a NO vote. The bill passed
the Senate 36-25, the House 71-58, and was signed into law.

-16-



