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Minnesota Joins Coalition To Combat Climate Change
10 June 2017 - In the wake of America’s withdrawal from the Paris Agreement, U.S.
states are moving to combat climate change without the help of the federal government.
This week, Minnesota joined a growing list of states committed to the United States
Climate Alliance, an agreement between individual states to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions at least 26 percent below their 2005 levels. To achieve these emissions
reductions, the states will follow the framework laid out by the Clean Power Plan, the set
of environmental protections that President Trump has pledged to abolish.
Washington, California, and New York founded the alliance on the very day the president
announced that the U.S. would leave the historic climate deal. In a statement on the
creation of the alliance, Washington State governor Jay Inslee (D) said, "I am proud to
stand with other governors as we make sure that the inaction in D.C. is met by an equal
force of action from the states. Today’s announcement by the president leaves the full
responsibility of climate action on states and cities throughout our nation. While the
president’s actions are a shameful rebuke to the work needed to protect our planet for
our children and grandchildren, states have been and will continue to step up."
Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Oregon, Rhode Island,
Vermont, and Virginia joined shortly thereafter. In his announcement that Minnesota
would join the alliance, Governor Mark Dayton said, "President Trump’s withdrawal will
cause serious damage to our environment and our economy. Nevertheless, Minnesota
and other states will show the world what we can achieve by working together to
conserve energy, to use cleaner and renewable energy, and to leave a livable planet to
our children and grandchildren.”
Upon pledging her support for the Climate Alliance, Oregon Governor Kate Brown
(D) tweeted, “Oregon has led the fight against climate change. I’m glad states and cities
are stepping up regardless of decision by White House to retreat.”
Hawaii, notably, became the first state to enact legislation that complies with the Paris
Agreement. Hawaii’s governor, David Ige, signed two laws Tuesday that aim to reduce
carbon emissions and encourage sustainable agriculture in the state. Hawaii’s climate
plan is the most ambitious in the country, and aims to make the state completely carbonneutral by 2045.
California is another leader in the fight against climate change. Last year, the state
enacted legislation that would push its emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
Governor Jerry Brown (D) met with Chinese officials in Beijing Wednesday to
collaborate on clean energy development and discuss ways to mitigate the negative
effects of climate change.

The Climate Alliance member states represent about 102 million people, or about onethird of the U.S. population. Their state treasuries total around $6.83 trillion, or
about one-third of the U.S. GDP.
Many other state governors have expressed support for the Paris Agreement, but have not
formally joined the Climate Alliance. In fact, as the Washington Post reported:
“By now, 34 states have a climate action plan, which identifies ways the state can pursue
climate change mitigation, while 29 states have enacted a renewable portfolio standard,
a regulation that mandates utilities increase the percentage of energy they sell from
renewable sources by a specified amount and date. … In fact, all 50 states have at least
one climate change mitigation law in place. Many have 10 or more."
The Climate Alliance also garnered support from over 200 mayors, including those of
New York City, Los Angeles, Chicago, Phoenix, San Diego, and Washington, D.C.
Back to Environment
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Congress Demands Trump Turn Over Recordings Of Conversations
With Comey

12 June 2017 - As part of its ongoing Russia investigation, the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence sent a letter to White House counsel Don McGahn
Friday, insisting that the White House provide any audio documentation of conversations
between Trump and Comey.
It remains an open question as to whether any recordings actually exist. The possibility
that there were tapes of conversations between the president and Comey was
first suggested by Trump himself last month.
It’s doubtful that such tapes exist. Far more likely is that the president’s penchant for
drama, bullying, and mendacity inspired him to threaten Comey with the possibility that
their conversations had been recorded. Even White House spokesperson Sarah Huckabee
Sanders cast doubt on the existence of tapes.
Asked about a secret recording system in a press conference Thursday, she was
dismissive, saying, “Sure, I’ll try to look under the couches.”
Pressed again Friday as to whether such tapes exist, Trump was cagey. “I’ll tell you
about that maybe sometime in the near future," he said. "You’re going to be very
disappointed when you hear the answer, don’t worry.”
Comey, for his part, has welcomed the potential existence of tapes. He says that they
would only serve to vindicate him. Testifying before the Senate Intelligence Committee

on Thursday, Comey exclaimed, “Lordy, I hope there are tapes.” Tapes of conversations
between Comey and Trump could corroborate or, in a less likely scenario, disprove
Comey’s testimony.
If Trump has tapes and doesn’t turn them over to the House committee by June 23,
Congress could subpoena them. Even some Republicans have agreed that a subpoena
would be appropriate. In a CNN interview Sunday, Sen. Susan Collins (R-Maine) said:
“[Trump] should give a straight yes or no to the question of whether or not the tapes
exist, and he should voluntarily turn them over not only to the Senate Intelligence
Committee but to the special counsel. I don’t think a subpoena should be necessary, and I
don’t understand why the President just doesn’t clear this matter up once and for all.
“I would be fine with issuing a subpoena, but that most likely would come from the
special counsel’s office.”
Sen. Chuck Schumer (D-N.Y.) agreed that the president should immediately clarify
whether he has tapes. “There is a cloud over the presidency, the president said, and
that’s rightly so. There two ways to clear up that cloud. One: if there are tapes … he
should make them public right away. If there aren’t tapes, he should let that be known.
No more game playing.”
Back to Other Topics
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Even Trump Admits The AHCA Is Garbage
14 June 2017 - President Donald Trump has reversed himself on his party’s healthcare
bill this week, calling it “mean” and emphasizing the need for something “more
generous.”
At a lunch meeting with Republican senators at the White House Tuesday, Trump
suggested the Senate needed to “add more money” to the American Health Care Act
(AHCA) in order to better protect people in the marketplace. He also reportedly called
the bill a “son of a bitch.”
It’s not entirely clear why Trump has decided to backpedal from the health bill now.
After it passed the House last month, he congratulated House Republicans and lauded the
bill, saying:
“I will say this: that as far as I'm concerned, your premiums—they're going to start to
come down. We're going to get this passed through the Senate. I feel so confident. Your
deductibles, when it comes to deductibles, they were so ridiculous that nobody got to use
their current plan, this nonexistent plan that I heard so many wonderful things about over
the last three or four days after that, I mean it's—I don't think you're going to hear so
much right now. The insurance companies are fleeing. It's been a catastrophe.
“And this is a great plan. I actually think it will get even better and this is, make no
mistake, this is a repeal and replace of Obamacare. Make no mistake about it. Make no
mistake. And I think most importantly, yes, premiums will be coming down. Yes,
deductibles will be coming down, but very importantly, it's a great plan, and ultimately
that's what it's all about.”
Elsewhere, Trump said the bill was “very, very, incredibly well-crafted.”
A slightly different version of the AHCA was unable to muster significant support from
either the left or right wings of the Republican Party. Moderates were concerned that the
bill would raise insurance premiums and cause some 24 million people to lose their
health insurance over the coming decade. Conservatives, on the other hand, were
primarily concerned that the bill left too many patient protections in place and did not
give enough flexibility to state governments.
The revised version of the bill was more attractive for conservative House members, and
enabled states to choose whether they wanted to allow states to waive patient protections
guaranteed under Obamacare. The revised CBO score, which came out after the bill had
passed the House, determined that the AHCA could leave 23 million without health
coverage by 2026. This reduction in coverage would be effected by slashing $880 billion
from Medicaid over 10 years.

Edina’s representative, Erik Paulsen (R), has long been a vocal critic of Obamacare.
When the original version of the AHCA was on the table, Paulsen said, “Here’s the
situation: Obamacare continues to hurt more people than it’s helping. A lot of the
promises that have been made have been broken … the plan that’s moving forward is a
better alternative.”
Some people would consider the progress made under Obamacare – the roughly 20
million people who gained health insurance, the fact that the percentage of Americans
with health coverage swelled to a record high – as cause for celebration. But not Erik
Paulsen.
There was never a vote on the original version of the AHCA. But the amended version of
the bill came to the House floor last month, where it passed without a single Democrat
voting in favor of it and 20 Republicans voting against it.
Rep. Paulsen, unfortunately, was not brave enough to stand up to Trump and his party.
Even though Obamacare approval ratings rose to 61 percent in the days and weeks prior
to the House vote, Paulsen maintained that a repeal was necessary. “This is just the latest
step in reforming our health care system to be more patient-centered,” he said. “My focus
remains on finding solutions that will make sure Americans have access to high quality,
affordable health care.”
Paulsen’s comments are strange, since the AHCA is estimated to broadly reduce the
quality of care people receive and cause premiums to explode for most people. After the
bill passed, Dan McGrath, executive director of TakeAction Minnesota, said, “[Rep.
Tom] Emmer, [Rep. Jason] Lewis, and Paulsen could have defeated this horrific bill.
Instead of listening to their districts, they voted to make a nightmare into reality. They
voted to kick millions of people off health care to finance tax cuts for the rich. This goes
against every value we have. Minnesotans won’t forget.”
The AHCA is now in the Senate for markup. Like their counterparts in the House, Senate
Republicans are divided over whether to completely repeal Obamacare or to extend some
limited protections to the millions of Americans who benefited from the protections and
subsidies provided by Obamacare. Trump’s condemnation of the current text could lend
moderate Republican Senators the imprimatur they need to revise the bill to their liking.
After the Senate completes its amendments, the AHCA will go to a conference committee
where both bodies of Congress will decide whether to approve it, reject it, or send it back
to the House for further revision and review. No Democrats are expected to express
support for the Senate’s revisions of the Obamacare rollback.
Back to Health Care
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Trump Begins Returning The CIA Torture Report To The Senate

17 June 2017 - Earlier this month, the Trump administration began returning copies of
the Senate’s shocking 2014 report on the CIA’s torture program. The decision could
mean that the report will be locked away for an indefinite period or destroyed altogether,
leaving future generations unable to learn the lessons of one of the darkest periods in
modern U.S. history.
Shortly after 9/11, the CIA began abducting suspected terrorists from around the world
and imprisoning them in extralegal “black sites.” Then, CIA agents – or agents of the
foreign nations that hosted them – tortured them to obtain information about terror plots.
Prisoners were waterboarded, deprived of sleep and medical treatment, and subjected to
extreme temperatures. These techniques – collectively referred to as “enhanced
interrogation” by the CIA – were adopted and modified by the Defense Intelligence
Agency and some branches of the U.S. military, too.
The torture program continued until 2006. In 2009, the Senate Intelligence Committee
opened an investigation into the program. The committee reviewed over 6 million
relevant documents, and its final report – released in 2012 – spanned over 6,000 pages.
Seven copies were distributed to relevant government agencies. One went to the FBI, two
went to the CIA, and another went to the Director of National Intelligence. The
departments of Defense, State, and Justice also each received a copy.

But the four copies that went to the intelligence agencies are now being returned to the
Republican-controlled Senate. Democrats fear that the GOP will erase digital copies and
destroy the hard copies. Sen. Richard Burr (R-N.C.), the current chairman of the Senate
Intelligence Committee, called the report a “footnote in history.”
Democrats and civil liberties advocates expressed dismay at the Republicans’ decision. In
a statement, Sen. Mark Warner (D-Va.) said, “This study must be preserved for history,
and the Senate intelligence committee will continue to conduct vigorous oversight of our
nation’s intelligence agencies to ensure that they abide by both the spirit and the letter of
the law that bans the practices outlined in the report.”
Sen. Ron Wyden (D) of Oregon accused the White House and Burr of making it more
likely that another “illegal and dangerous torture program” would develop. “For the sake
of future generations of Americans, this report should be immediately returned to the
government agencies who gave it up, disseminated widely within the government and
most importantly, declassified for the American people.”
The ACLU also condemned the administration’s decision, saying, “It would be a travesty
for agencies to return the CIA torture report instead of reading and learning from it, as
senators intended. This critically important investigation should have been made public.”
A declassified version of the report containing about 10 percent of the original material
was released in 2014. But since the full report is a congressional document, it is not
subject to Freedom of Information Act requests for public access.
Fortunately, there are at least three copies that are safe (for now). One is in President
Obama’s records at the National Archives and inaccessible until 2029. Another is
being held at the Pentagon after a federal judge deemed it potentially relevant to a
military commission prosecution of five Guantanamo Bay detainees.
The third belongs to the Justice Department but is being kept at the Federal District Court
for the District of Columbia, where two judges demanded a copy for lawyers who are
defending Guantanamo Bay prisoners.
Our own representative, Erik Paulsen, has not issued a statement regarding the
administration’s decision. But late last year, the National Religious Campaign Against
Torture released a Congressional scorecard ranking House members on their stances
toward torture. Paulsen’s score? Zero, meaning he failed to oppose torture in each of the
seven instances of torture-related legislation that came before him.
Paulsen’s tacit support for torture and his refusal to speak out against the Trump
administration’s decision to return the CIA report bring shame upon him, upon Edina,
and upon our nation.
Back to Other Topics
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Paulsen Limits The Transparency And Efficiency Of Public Land
Management
20 June 2017 - Rep. Erik Paulsen likes to present himself as a good steward of American
lands. Back in 2013, he introduced legislation that authorized the U.S. Treasury to mint
commemorative coins to celebrate the foundation of the National Park Service.
It's a nice gesture. But Paulsen’s voting record tells a different story about how much he
values public lands.
Take, for instance, his vote in favor of H.J.Res. 44, a bill that reversed an Obama-era
Bureau of Land Management rule that streamlined the Bureau's rulemaking process,
increased public input and access to BLM decisions, and strengthened partnerships
between affected states, local governments, and Indian tribes. According to the text of the
rule:
“Resource management plans [will be] better able to deal with modern pressures on the
public lands and to adapt to changes to conditions on the land. This will be done in part
by gathering high quality information, including the best available scientific information,
from all relevant sources to inform land management, and by retaining flexibility to plan
at the appropriate scale to deal with changing resource issues.”
The BLM oversees about 245 million acres – about 10 percent of all American land. An
efficient and transparent BLM, therefore, is crucial for the continued protection of
American public lands.
Conservation groups offered strong support for the new BLM rulemaking process. Just
prior to the Senate’s vote on the nullification of the rule, the National Parks Conservation
Association said in a statement, “National parks throughout the West are surrounded by
BLM lands, [and] this rule helps ensure that benefits and impacts to these national park
landscapes are considered when the BLM prepares its management plans.”
Another conservation group, the Outdoor Alliance, also fought to maintain the new
rulemaking process. In a statement, the group said, “[The new BLM rule] opened up a
whole new level of public participation, creating a more transparent process that gives
lots of opportunities for the people who love public lands to shape how those lands are
managed. It also does a much better job of recognizing the importance of recreation,
including for local economies, and greatly improves the agency’s ability to handle data.
Right now, some members of Congress are upset because they see that this new initiative
could undercut the privileged position of extractive interests on public lands.” The
statement also warned that undoing the BLM rule would “roll back important
environmental safeguards.”

The Pew Charitable Trusts, a nonprofit dedicated to improving public policy and serving
the public interest, also opposed H.J.Res. 44. Ken Rait, director of the America’s Western
Lands initiative at the Trusts, wrote to the Senate in defense of the BLM rulemaking
process. “Increased public participation will ensure that the BLM has the best available
information at the start of the planning process, before issuing draft management plans,”
he wrote. “The broad consideration of issues at this earlier stage is expected to reduce
controversy later in the planning process, and reduce litigation after the plan is issued.
[The BLM rule] also includes steps to ensure that important fish and wildlife habitats,
such as migration corridors and intact habitats, are identified early in the planning
process so these important areas can be managed and conserved as the agency makes
decisions about development, recreation and other public land uses.”
The updated BLM rule was precisely the sort of commonsense modernization that
responsible governments should implement. But one of the first acts of the current
Congress was to abolish it.
Republicans, including our own Rep. Paulsen, led the charge to nullify the rule. Rep. Liz
Cheney (R-Wyoming) criticized the rule for being “rushed through in the waning days of
the Obama administration,” despite the fact that it spent over 18 months in development.
The fossil fuel industry, as it usually does when issues regarding land use and
environmental protection are at stake, joined Republicans in opposition. Industry
representatives actively opposed the rule, suggesting that it would make planning more
difficult – a strange argument, since its express purpose was exactly the opposite.
Rep. Paulsen himself was silent about the legislation. But looking at his donor record, it’s
obvious why he voted to keep power over public lands out of public hands. His largest
donor in the 2015-2016 campaign cycle was Xcel Energy, a company that runs coal and
natural gas-fired power plants in eight states.
After H.J.Res. 44 passed the House and Senate, President Trump signed it into law on
March 27.
By supporting the passage of H.J. Res. 44, Rep. Paulsen has further diminished federal
protection of public lands and minimized meaningful public involvement over how those
lands are used.
Back to Environment
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Erik Paulsen Fails Yet Again To Push For Trump’s Tax Returns

24 June 2017 - Wednesday marked the tenth time that the House has voted on resolutions
requesting President Trump’s tax returns. And for Rep. Erik Paulsen, it marked yet
another missed opportunity to stand up for government transparency.
Before being elected last year, Donald Trump broke with the longstanding tradition of
presidential candidates releasing their tax returns. Because he was under an IRS audit,
Trump insisted, he could not make his tax returns public. In fact, there’s nothing
preventing anyone from releasing their tax returns while they’re being audited – even
Richard Nixon did it.
Trump’s Democratic opponent Hillary Clinton, on the other hand, had released 38 years
of prior tax returns by election day last year.
Initially, Trump promised to publish his tax returns when the audit was complete. But
since being elected in November, Trump and his surrogates have issued over half a dozen
excuses as to why he has not yet fulfilled that promise.
These excuses range from absurd to insulting, but one of their main motifs is that people
simply don’t care.
According to a January poll conducted by ABC News and The Washington Post,
however, 74 percent of Americans – including 53 percent of Republicans – agreed that
Trump should release his tax returns. Another poll conducted by Quinnipiac University

found that 63 percent of Americans favored legislation requiring all future presidential
candidates to release the previous few years of their tax returns.
In May, Trump reneged completely on the promise to release his tax returns. In an
interview with The Economist, Trump said “I might release them after I’m out of office.”
But our country can’t afford to wait until Trump is out of office to find out what he’s
hiding. Knowing what the president’s tax returns contain is crucial if our democracy is to
function properly. As Conor Friersdorf of The Atlantic wrote earlier this year, “Congress
cannot fulfill its constitutional duty to check and balance [Trump], or provide adequate
oversight of the federal agencies he presides over, without a full, accurate understanding
of his business holdings and debts.”
While Trump’s personal tax returns would not disclose his debts, they would go a ways
toward illuminating many of his business investments.
Back in February, the House had a chance to do just that. Rep. Bill Pascrell (D-N.J.)
invoked an obscure 1924 law that gives congressional committees that deal with tax
policy to examine tax returns. But the move was rejected on a party-line vote. Rep. Erik
Paulsen was among the 23 Republicans who refused to support Pascrell’s amendment.
Paulsen could have chosen to stand up to the president and to his party and voted in favor
of transparency. Indeed, that’s exactly what two of his Republican colleagues – Reps.
Mark Sanford of South Carolina and Walter Jones Jr. of North Carolina – did recently
when they signed a letter calling for the congressional committees that oversee the IRS to
request copies of Trump’s tax returns. Unfortunately, Paulsen put partisan politics before
the good of the country.
Even the Star Tribune, a newspaper that endorsed Paulsen in last year’s election,
criticized him in an editorial when he voted against the February resolution. “Sadly,” the
Tribune editorial read, “Minnesota Rep. Erik Paulsen was among those voting with the
majority on the Ways and Means Committee to shield Trump’s tax returns. We expect
more independence from Paulsen than this. When the Editorial Board endorsed him in
November over a strong Democratic challenger, it was with the expectation that he
would take a stronger leadership role in Congress. This is an instance where leadership
is needed.”
But Paulsen continues to decline every opportunity to demonstrate that leadership. When
a similar resolution made it to markup in the House Ways and Means Committee in
March, he again voted it down along with the rest of his party. And he was silent this
week when another resolution designed to drag Trump’s personal and business tax filings
into the light came to the House floor.

To date, there are only four years of publicly available data on the president’s tax returns.
In 1978 and 1979, Trump reportedly lost almost $4 million and paid no taxes. In 1995, he
reported losing $916 million. And in 2005, he earned $150 million and paid $38 million
in taxes.
The American people have a right to know what the president is hiding and why. What
will it take for Erik Paulsen to stand up for us and demand the truth?
Back to Taxes
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Erik Paulsen Wants To Give Himself Even More Power

29 June 2017 - After convening in January, one of the first acts the new House adopted
was the Regulations from the Executive in Need of Scrutiny (REINS) Act of 2017. The
act would require any regulation that has a “significant economic impact” — defined as
regulatory compliance costs of $100 million or more — to gain approval by the House
and Senate before entering into effect.
The REINS Act has long been a pet project of the GOP. It was first floated in 2011 by
Rep. Geoff Davis of Kentucky. It passed the House late in the year, but was not taken up
by the Senate.
Rep. Erik Paulsen was a strong advocate of this earlier version of the REINS Act. He
suggested that the bill was aimed at supporting small businesses. “Duplicative, expensive
and overreaching regulations have stifled economic growth and job creation, costing our
economy $1.75 trillion each year,” Paulsen said in a press release. “This common-sense
bill allows Congress to act like a Board of Directors that has the ability to approve or
reject regulations to ensure that future federal regulations are both cost-effective and
necessary.”
Paulsen’s Republican colleagues touted a similar job-creation line. But as Elizabeth
Kolbert explained in a recent piece for The New Yorker, the REINS Act has little to do
with supporting main street. “No agency," she wrote, "imposes a regulation with ‘an
annual effect on the economy of $100,000,000 or more’ lightly. Such regulations take
years to draft and finalize. They’re subject to multiple levels of review, not to mention
months of public comment. These regulations also tend to be the sort that have an impact

on big corporations, in areas such as energy production, workers’ safety, and lending
practices, and, not surprisingly, big corporations often don’t like them.”
Steve Horn of the DeSmogBlog found that one of the earliest and most vocal supporters
of the REINS Act was Koch Industries, the energy and manufacturing multinational.
Koch Industries is one of the largest privately held companies in the U.S. and one of the
country’s biggest polluters. The company’s co-owners, David and Charles Koch, have
poured millions into political candidates, think tanks, and nonprofits to promote their
radical right-wing agenda.
The Kochs and their allies in the fossil fuel industry lobbied on behalf of the REINS Act
in 2010, 2012, and 2015. Other fossil fuel industry organizations like the Western Energy
Alliance and the American Petroleum Institute have also come out in strong support of
the act.
Rep. Paulsen — who took campaign donations of $12,000 from Koch Industries in 2012,
$20,000 from them in 2014, and another $20,000 from them in 2016 — was equally
supportive of the 2015 iteration of the REINS Act. In fact, in a video (ostensibly in reply
to a letter from a resident of Wayzata, MN), he bragged that he was a coauthor of the act
and reiterated his belief that federal regulations negatively impact small businesses.
But this time, the bill met with stronger pushback. President Obama’s Office of
Management and Budget condemned the 2015 edition of the bill, arguing that robust
restrictions on the regulatory system – including public commenting periods and the
federal courts – were already in place. An OMB statement read, “This radical departure
from the longstanding separation of powers between the Executive and Legislative
branches would delay and, in many cases, thwart implementation of statutory mandates
and execution of duly-enacted laws, create business uncertainty, undermine much-needed
protections of the American public, and cause unnecessary confusion.”
The latest version of the REINS Act, H.R. 26, passed the House in January. Rep. Paulsen,
as he had before, voted in favor of it.
Environmental groups were quick to condemn Paulsen and the GOP. Clean Water
Action, an environmental advocacy group, slammed Paulsen’s decision in two pithy
sentences. “The pro-environment vote [was] NO,” they wrote. “Rep. Erik Paulsen voted
YES.”
The Sierra Club released a statement condemning Congress for attempting to usurp
executive authority. “This Republican Congress,” the statement read, “seems to have
forgotten that there are three co-equal branches in our government; and two of them are
elected by the people.” The group also pointed out that the REINS Act would only
exacerbate gridlock in Washington. “Sending every agency rule to Congress would
simply serve to slow the legislative process, and would undermine the ability of agencies

to use their field-specific expertise to set forth effective regulations. Highly technical
rules that have been belabored over for years by the relevant agency specialists would all
be open for debate and scrutiny from Congressmen who lack the necessary knowledge to
review them, and who would be attempting to do so in overlapping 70-day periods.”
Environmental regulations aren’t the only ones threatened by the REINS Act. The
watchdog organization Public Citizen pointed out in January that “The bill will delay or
shut down the implementation of critical new public health and safety protections,
thereby making big business and industry even less accountable to the public.” Plus, they
argued, the bill is totally redundant, since “Congress already has the first and last word
when it comes to agency rulemaking ... Under the current decades-old framework,
agencies can only exercise their authority if first delegated by Congress in authorizing
legislation. Any agency attempt to overstep these bounds will result in judicial scrutiny
and risk reversal of the agency action.”
The REINS Act is yet another attempt by Erik Paulsen and his Republican colleagues to
devolve power from the federal government to the states. And why? Because they do the
bidding of Koch Industries and other major corporations that want to see our country
return to the days before public health, safety, and the environment were protected.
It’s sad that Paulsen has chosen to serve moneyed interests rather than the people of
Minnesota. But we have a choice, too. And next year, we’ll choose someone else to
represent Edina.
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Everything You Need To Know About Erik Paulsen’s Environmental
Record Is In One Bill

30 June 2017 - Rep. Erik Paulsen’s environmental record, as I’ve written before, leaves a
lot to be desired. But just how bad is it?
The short answer: it’s pretty bad. Take, for instance, a single appropriations bill from
2016, H.R. 5538. The bill itself was a mixed bag. It decreased funding for the EPA, the
Forest Service, and the Bureau of Land Management, but increased funding for the
National Parks Service, the U.S. Geological Survey, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs and
Indian Education.
H.R. 5538 passed the House in July of last year. The Senate took no action on it. But a
close reading of the bill's amendments is useful for understanding where Erik Paulsen
stands on important environmental issues.
One amendment allowed the inclusion of three proposed Arctic Ocean lease sales in the
2017-2022 offshore drilling lease plan. The amendment would open the Arctic up to the
fossil fuel industry for oil and gas exploration and -- through the sale of 10 billion barrels
of oil -- dramatically accelerate climate change. An oil spill in the Arctic -- an everpresent danger where oil extraction is concerned -- would be difficult or impossible to
contain. And Native American communities -- the communities that would be most
affected by an oil spill in the region -- have expressed grave concerns about just such a
possibility. Despite all this, Paulsen voted in favor of the amendment.

Another significant amendment would have offered additional protections for the gray
wolf, the greater sage-grouse, and the lesser prairie-chicken -- all species protected by the
Endangered Species Act. Paulsen -- apparently eager to get Minnesota’s gray wolves
moved from the “threatened” to the “endangered” list -- voted against the amendment.
Paulsen’s irresponsible vote on the amendment is especially troubling given the
precarious position of gray wolves. As Rep. Don Beyer (D-Va.), the amendment’s
sponsor, said, “The scientific experts have shown, and courts have confirmed, that the
best available science does not justify the removal of all ESA protections for gray wolves
at this time.” In the Rocky Mountains, where such protections had been removed, Beyer
explained, the gray wolves are “continually persecuted by hunters and ranchers despite
the positive impacts they have had on the ecosystem and the minimal toll they take on
livestock.”
The third amendment to H.R. 5538 that defines Paulsen’s record on the environment is
House Amendment 1307. Introduced by California's Democratic Representative Scott
Peters, the amendment would have required federal rulemakers to include the social cost
of carbon -- the added health, economic, environmental, and public safety costs due to
fossil fuel use -- into their rulemaking process. As Peters explained: “If we continue on
our current path, by 2050, between $66 billion and $106 billion worth of existing coastal
property will likely be below sea level nationwide. ... Greenhouse gas-driven changes in
temperature by burning fossil fuels will necessitate construction of new power [plants
that are estimated to] cost residential and commercial ratepayers as much as $12 billion
per year. That is $12 billion that could be spent by families to put their kids through
school or to buy a home. It could be spent by businesses to hire more employees or give
annual bonuses.”
Including the social cost of carbon in the rulemaking process would be a big step toward
combating climate change. But Rep. Paulsen, predictably, opposed the amendment.
These amendments are case studies within a single bill, but they’re consistent with Erik
Paulsen’s overall environmental record. Votes like these are why he earned a lifetime
rating of just 16 percent from the League of Conservation Voters, and an abysmal zero
percent rating from Clean Water Action.
Paulsen isn’t going to fight to protect us from climate change. He’s not going to fight to
protect our nation’s endangered species or the coastal communities of the Arctic. In fact,
there's only one group he seems interested in fighting for: the fossil fuel industry.
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Paulsen's Vote For The AHCA Will Only Accelerate America's Drug
Problem

3 July 2017 - One of the most significant impacts of the The American Health Care Act –
the GOP’s long-promised effort to do away with Obamacare – would be its effect on drug
treatment centers and drug addicts. If the Senate passes the AHCA, drug treatment
centers and substance abuse programs across the country would see widespread budget
cuts.
Responsibility for such an outcome will – at least in part – rest with Rep. Erik Paulsen, a
longtime supporter of the bill.
Under Obamacare, drug abuse treatment became more widely available. According to
one report, the percentage of people without insurance who suffered from addiction or
mental health issues dropped by about a quarter between 2011 and 2014. Progress toward
getting more addicts into treatment centers was slow but steady.
The Republicans’ rollback of Obamacare puts those gains at risk. In an op-ed published
on The Hill last month, Tom McLellan and Paul Samuels – former Deputy Director of the
White House Office on National Drug Control Policy and the President and Director of
the Legal Action Center, respectively – wrote, “Should the [House version of the AHCA]
become law, it would cripple the national response to the opioid epidemic by ending the
Medicaid expansion, cutting $880 billion in federal Medicaid funds, and radically

changing the structure of the program through federal funding caps. The impact would
be widespread and devastating.”
The AHCA underwent few significant changes after passing to the Senate for revision.
According to Richard Frank, a Harvard health economist, it would cost $183 billion over
10 years to effectively fight America’s opioid epidemic and the secondary health impacts
(like HIV and hepatitis C) that it entails. But the Senate bill pledges just $2 billion for one
year, 2018, to support mental health and substance abuse treatment. Frank called the
funding pledge “a joke.”
Not only would the AHCA cut Medicaid and allocate only the most paltry of sums to
drug abuse treatment, it would also eliminate the “essential health benefits” that
Obamacare uses to define what qualifies as health insurance. Substance abuse treatment
was one of these essential health benefits. But both the House and Senate versions of the
bill allow states to waive essential health benefits.
Rep. Erik Paulsen was one of the Republicans who voted in favor of the AHCA. Despite
all the evidence to the contrary, he's argued forcefully that the bill is "the latest step in
reforming our health care system to be more patient-centered."
Paulsen's vote is even more shameful, though, because he acknowledges the damage
drugs are doing in our community and across the nation. At a Joint Economic Committee
hearing last month, he pointed out that even Prince, the pop star and Minnesota native,
died of a drug overdose last year. "This is a problem that affects many different types of
people: old and young, rich and poor, your neighbor down the street as well as an
international celebrity," Paulsen said. "This is certainly a problem ... that is everywhere."
Paulsen is right. Drug abuse and overdose deaths (especially those linked to opiates) have
been climbing rapidly for years. Between 2002 and 2015, the number of drug overdose
deaths doubled. From 2007 to 2011, the number of Americans addicted to heroin nearly
doubled, and from 2009 to 2014, the number of heroin-related deaths tripled. Last year,
more Americans died of drug overdoses than were killed during the Vietnam War.
Why, then, is Paulsen backing a bill that will do nothing to help the problem and, by all
accounts, will reverse the modest gains that have been made since Obamacare was
implemented?
Like his Republican colleagues, Paulsen has spent eight years promising to “repeal and
replace” Obamacare. Now that he actually has the chance to do so, he doesn't know how
to step back from the cliff.
The Senate is expected to vote on the bill sometime after the Independence Day holiday
break.
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Why Won't Erik Paulsen Host A Town Hall?

5 July 2017 - Over 200 Republican lawmakers have skipped their traditional town hall
meetings this year. By mid-February, Republicans in Congress had scheduled about 90
in-person town hall events in 2017. More than a third of those events were scheduled by a
single member of Congress, Rep. Jim Sensenbrenner of Wisconsin. During that same
period in 2015, Republicans held 222 in-person town hall events.
For most Republican legislators, the decision to limit in-person town hall meetings began
after a number of embarrassing confrontations with concerned constituents. Rep. Jason
Chaffetz (R-Utah.) was criticized at a town hall early in the year for refusing to
investigate President Trump’s business conflicts, ties to Russia, and unreleased tax
returns. Rep. Tom Reed (R-N.Y.) pledged to repeal and replace Obamacare at a town hall
in February and met with equally vocal condemnation. Republican Reps. Dave Reichert
(Wash.), Leonard Lance (N.J.), Louie Gohmert (Texas), and many of their counterparts
across the country had similar experiences.
For Rep. Erik Paulsen, though, the decision to forego town hall events has a longer
history. In March, Minnesota's Star Tribune reported that "Paulsen’s critics insist the
congressman has not held a formal town hall in several years. His office did not respond
to repeated requests for clarification about when the last such event was held."
According to one group critical of Paulsen, "Rep. Paulsen hasn't held a true town hall
meeting in seven years."
But Paulsen's refusal to hold town halls hasn't prevented activists from airing grievances.
At a February meeting, an estimated 400 people gathered to discuss their concerns about
Rep. Paulsen, President Donald Trump, and the Republican agenda. Last month, Dean
Phillips – the Democratic-Farmer-Labor candidate for Minnesota's 3rd Congressional

District – held a town hall event of his own. "Representation first and foremost starts
with listening," Phillips said in an interview prior to the event. "Rep. Paulsen refuses to
host town hall meetings and it’s one of the reasons I’m running."
Instead of holding town halls or ducking their obligations completely, some
Congressional Republicans are scheduling Facebook Live events or “tele-town halls” as a
kind of compromise. In digital town halls, elected officials have more control over the
proceedings. This helps them avoid the embarrassment and inevitable viral videos that
follow after they're booed by a room full of people.
Some Republicans have criticized their colleagues’ cowardice. Rep. Mark Sanford of
South Carolina, for instance, said, "What happens in politics is that over time, you can get
increasingly insulated from people that have a strongly held point of view that’s different
[from yours]." In tele-town halls, he explained, Representatives can screen the calls and
questions, which makes the entire enterprise open to manipulation.
This is exactly what happens during Rep. Paulsen's Correspondence Corner, the semiweekly video series he produces. During the videos, Paulsen takes softball questions from
supposedly concerned citizens. This approach eliminates the spontaneity and
unpredictability of town halls, and allows Paulsen to script his answers well in advance of
reading the questions.
At the height of Tea Party activism, Congressional Democrats demonstrated a similar
reluctance for town halls. Instead, they limited outreach activities to touring local
businesses, participating in community service projects, or holding events in controlled
settings.
Today, the situation is flipped, with Republicans operating all levers of government but
facing a broad-based grassroots opposition.
Some on the Right have been dismissive of the town hall activists, calling them paid
protesters – an ironic accusation considering that the Tea Party movement that swept
many Republicans into office was one of the most successful Astroturfing campaigns in
history.
Others have been more conciliatory. Senator Majority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.)
– who was recently blasted by angry constituents at his own town hall event – said: “I’m
not afraid of protesters. This is an open country; people have an opportunity to come
express themselves. As long as they do it peacefully I’ve got no problem with it.”
It's unfortunate that Rep. Paulsen doesn't feel the same way.
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Erik Paulsen Voted To End The Stream Protection Rule
12 July 2017 - Back in February, Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) voted in favor of H.J. Res.
38, a resolution of disapproval of the Stream Protection Rule.
The Stream Protection Rule regulated the impact of coal mining on surface water and
groundwater. As Bob Cesca of Salon explained shortly after the vote went through:
“Simply put, the rule banned the dumping of mountaintop removal mining waste into
nearby waterways by creating a 100-foot buffer around streams and the like, ultimately
protecting an estimated 6,000 miles of rivers. Many of those rivers provide drinking
water for neighboring towns — for now. The new rule also mandated the restoration of
polluted waterways and the replanting of trees.”
According to the League of Conservation Voters, the rule also protected 52,000 acres of
forests and established “new requirements for water quality monitoring.”
Paulsen and his Republican colleagues were joined in their opposition to the rule by
conservative policy advocacy groups like Heritage Action, which argued that the rule
threatened jobs – even though the Department of the Interior’s economic analysis found
that “The final rule is projected to have a negligible impact on the coal industry overall.”
Other opposition was premised on the idea that the rule was – as Rep. Rob Bishop (RUtah) charged – “[jammed] through in the eleventh hour” with minimal public input. In
fact, the rule began development in 2009, and over the course of its development cycle
the DOI office that drafted the rule “received more than 150,000 written comments and
statements from 15 open houses and public meetings, and extensive outreach efforts with
stakeholders nationwide.”
Despite the obvious risk posed to America’s precious water resources, Congress
rescinded the rule in early February following a vote along party lines. Later in the
month, President Trump signed the bill into law.
Rep. Paulsen, as usual, offered no comment on why he voted the way he did. But then, he
didn’t have to; as I’ve written elsewhere, Paulsen is bought and paid for by the dirty
energy industry.
The National Parks Conservation Association blasted H.J Res. 38 for killing “common
sense requirements” and “[rolling] back by decades protections for our waterways.” On
the whole, the NPCA said, the bill was “extreme.”
Paulsen has previously pledged to “pass on a clean environment to the next generation.”
But his vote to repeal the Stream Protection Rule has done just the opposite.
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Paulsen Votes To Roll Back Financial Protections
13 July 2017 - In the wake of the Great Recession, the Dodd-Frank regulations were
devised to prevent another financial meltdown. The regulations prevented big banks from
offering risky loans and required them to maintain higher levels of capital. They also
imposed new regulations on credit default swaps and other Wall Street trading practices
that had led to the financial crisis of 2007.
Dodd-Frank authorized the creation of several new agencies and committees to keep
banks and financial institutions in check. The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, for
instance, eventually recovered over $11 billion for consumers who were cheated by large
financial institutions. The Financial Stability Oversight Council and the Federal
Insurance Office were created to monitor banks and insurance companies, respectively,
that were considered “too big to fail.”
But last month, the House passed the Financial CHOICE Act of 2017 — a big step
toward ensuring those financial institutions will fail yet again. If enacted, the act would
gut key provisions of the Dodd-Frank regulations.
The bill passed largely along party lines, with most Congressional Republicans and no
Democrats voting for it. Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) was among those who voted in
favor of this reckless and irresponsible act.
According to The Atlantic’s Jeremy Venook, the act "would significantly weaken the
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, which Dodd-Frank established in 2011, and the
Federal Housing Finance Agency, which oversees the government-controlled mortgage
giants Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, by allowing the president to fire their heads at will."
The act would also eliminate the Department of Labor’s fiduciary rule, which requires
financial advisors and brokers to act in the best interests of their clients when proffering
investment advice.
Finally, the CHOICE Act would repeal the Volcker Rule, which prevents governmentinsured banks from making risky investments. Without this rule, American taxpayers
might again be expected to bail out the big banks for their own mistakes.
Speaker of the House Paul Ryan (R-Wis.) lauded the bill as a move to empower small
businesses and crack down on big banks — a truly Orwellian manipulation of the facts.
"This is a jobs bill for Main Street," he said. "It will rein in the overreach of Dodd-Frank
that has allowed the big banks to get bigger while small businesses have been unable to
get the loans they need to succeed."

Rep. Paulsen took a similar tack. He tweeted that the act "put [the] interests of small
businesses/Main St. first" and would "end ‘Too Big to Fail’ bailouts for Wall Street."
Later, Paulsen touted the CHOICE Act in his weekly video address. Dodd-Frank, Paulsen
explained, was well-intended. But, he argued, the regulatory "overreach" has caused a
sharp decline in loans from local banks and financial institutions to small businesses.
Paulsen also said the Dodd-Frank regulations have caused local banks and credit unions
to collapse. "We’ve literally lost one community bank or credit union each and every
single day," he said.
Paulsen’s math badly misses the mark. According to the FDIC, just six banks have closed
this year. Last year, five banks closed. And in Minnesota, no banks have closed since
2014.
As for credit unions, the National Credit Union Administration reports that this year, two
credit unions were purchased or assumed by another entity, or liquidated entirely. Six
more have been conserved by the NCUA. Last year, 11 credit unions were liquidated,
purchased, or assumed.
So while his one-closing-per-day estimate is way off, Paulsen is right that community
banks and credit unions have been declining. But that trend goes back to at least the mid1980s. In other words, don't blame Dodd-Frank for community bank failures; bank
consolidation has been underway for decades.
Still, some adjustment to financial regulations might be useful. Relaxing standards on
capital reserve requirements, for instance, could increase the number of loans to small
businesses. But that doesn’t mean Congress should throw out the entirety of Dodd-Frank.
Democrats and advocates for financial reform criticized the CHOICE Act. Lisa Donner,
executive director of Americans for Financial Reform, said she was discouraged by the
bill. "It is bad for consumers, it is bad for investors, and it's bad for the stability of the
American economy — which is bad for all of us. People believe there should be more —
not less — regulation of Wall Street. They're worried about regulators being too weak
and being too afraid to take on the big guys. Not about their being tough."
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Thanks To Erik Paulsen, More People Could Face The Death Penalty

14 July 2017 - Earlier this year, Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) voted for H.R. 115, the
Thin Blue Line Act. If it becomes law, prosecutors could more easily seek the death
penalty against people who kill or attempt to kill police, firefighters, and other first
responders.
Paulsen’s vote is misguided for a number of reasons. First, the justice system is
imperfect, and sometimes innocent people are put on death row. According to one study,
one in every 25 people sentenced to death is innocent. In an interview with Newsweek,
Samuel R. Gross, the study’s lead author, said “...A surprising number of innocent people
are sentenced to death. ... Some of them no doubt have been executed." And execution is
final. But when someone is sentenced to prison, there’s always the possibility that new
evidence could later exonerate them.
Second, there’s no apparent impetus for such a law. As Eugene Kiely of FactCheck.org
reported last year, “...The number of law enforcement fatalities has declined substantially
in recent years.” Comparing the period from 2009 to 2015 to the previous seven years
(2002 to 2008), Kiely found a 17 percent decrease in law enforcement fatalities. “In fact,”
he wrote, “the 109 total law enforcement fatalities in 2013 was the fewest since 1956.”
(The number of Americans killed by police, on the other hand, hovers somewhere around
1,000 people per year.)
On top of that, the death penalty is incredibly expensive. According to Donald McCartin,
a California judge who has sent nine men to death row, "It's 10 times more expensive to
kill them than to keep them alive.” As Kelly Erb of Forbes wrote in 2014:

“...Capital cases (those where the death penalty is a potential punishment) are more
expensive and take much more time to resolve than non-capital cases. According to a
study by the Kansas Judicial Council, defending a death penalty case costs about four
times as much as defending a case where the death penalty is not considered. In terms of
costs, a report of the Washington State Bar Association found that death penalty cases are
estimated to generate roughly $470,000 in additional costs to the prosecution and defense
versus a similar case without the death penalty; that doesn't take into account the cost of
court personnel. Even when a trial wasn't necessary (because of a guilty plea), those cases
where the death penalty was sought still cost about twice as much as those where death
was not sought.”
Combined with all the money spent on housing and appeals, death penalty cases are by
far the most expensive court cases in the country. So it’s more than a bit ironic that Rep.
Paulsen and his Republican colleagues (only four of whom voted against H.R. 115), who
pride themselves on fiscal responsibility, would support a bill that place an even greater
financial burden on American taxpayers.
Plus, all 50 states already have laws that increase sentencing for those who target police.
This was the point that most critics of the bill pointed to in their analyses. The American
Civil Liberties Union, for instance, expressed strong opposition to the act, saying in a
statement, “...Expanding the number of aggravating factors that would subject a person to
the death penalty is unnecessary and duplicative, counterproductive to improving law
enforcement and community relations, and unlikely to prevent future violence against
police.”
The NAACP Legal Defense Fund agreed. In a statement, the LDF said, “While LDF
supports efforts to advance responsible policing practices that ensure the safety and
wellness of both law enforcement and the communities they serve, H.B. 115 is an illadvised and duplicative proposal that will not accomplish this goal."
Rep. Paulsen’s vote on the Thin Blue Line Act offers nothing but more lives lost and
more financial waste.
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America Doesn't Need More HSAs

20 July 2017 - Most of the conversation surrounding the healthcare legislation currently
under debate in the Senate focuses on how it will leave over 20 million people without
insurance over the next decade. Less attention has been paid to what the bill will add -namely, an inducement to invest more in health savings accounts, or HSAs.
HSAs are a special class of savings account that can be used to pay for medical bills.
Republicans love them because, as CNBC’s Tom Anderson explained last month, they
offer generous tax discounts: “First, contributions are tax-deductible. Second, those
contributions can be invested and grow tax-free. Third, withdrawals aren't taxed as long
as you use them for qualified medical expenses, such as doctor's visits, prescription drugs
and dental care.”
Republicans have long proposed HSAs as a solution to perceived inefficiency and waste
in American healthcare. After their introduction in 2003, President George W.
Bush said, “Health Savings Accounts all aim at empowering people to make decisions for
themselves, owning their own health-care plan, and at the same time bringing some
demand control into the cost of health care.”
Before winning the presidency, then-candidate Donald Trump touted the benefits of
HSAs as he railed against Obamacare.
And last year, Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) pushed legislation that would expand access
to HSAs through the House Ways and Means Committee. At the time, Paulsen wrote,
“Twenty million people are using HSA-eligible health plans because they want more

choice and flexibility when it comes to health care decisions. It's important to streamline
and expand access to these popular accounts so that we can further empower patients as
consumers."
While Paulsen’s bill never got a vote in the House, the Republican healthcare bill
currently stalled in the Senate would fulfill at least one of its central goals -- raising HSA
contribution limits. The Senate bill encourages investment in HSAs by raising
contribution limits from $3,450 for individuals and $6,900 for families to at least $6,650
for individuals and $13,300 for families.
But there are a number of problems with HSAs. First, they mostly benefit the rich. The
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities found that 70 percent of all HSA contributions
came from households with annual incomes of over $100,000.
Second, HSAs don’t actually expand access to healthcare. The uninsured are typically
uninsured because they can’t afford health insurance, not because they don’t want it. If
they can’t afford health insurance, they certainly won’t be able to sock much away in an
HSA. And, as the CBPP explains, “Even if they can contribute, their tax benefit is
minimal: at least 90 percent of the uninsured before the ACA were in the 15 percent tax
bracket or lower, so at most they would save 15 cents in taxes for each dollar put into an
HSA.”
Plus, if you have a prolonged illness or chronic medical condition, all that stands between
you and bankruptcy is the money in your HSA and other savings accounts. And if that
money runs out? Well, then you’re in a world of trouble. Indeed, before full
implementation of the Affordable Care Act in 2014, medical bills were the largest cause
of bankruptcy in the U.S. As the ACA went into effect, however, bankruptcy filings fell
by 50 percent. HSAs would do nothing to prevent a new wave of medical bankruptcies.
Finally, HSAs are only available to people who have high-deductible health plans -- a
plan with a deductible of at least $1,300 for a single person or $2,600 for a family.
Paulsen and his Republican colleagues have had years to come up with a better
alternative to Obamacare -- and there are better alternatives. But health savings accounts
are not one of them.
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Erik Paulsen's Spending Priorities Make No Sense
21 July 2017 - Back in May, the House passed the Consolidated Appropriations Act of
2017, an omnibus appropriations bill. The legislation provided discretionary funding for
the federal government through the 2017 fiscal year, which ends in October.
Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) welcomed the bill. “Funding our government and keeping it
running,” Paulsen explained, “is an essential duty of Congress.”
The omnibus agreement funded a variety of programs, agencies, and initiatives. But
Paulsen premised his support for the bill, in part, on two elements (military and border
security funding) that are hard to justify as priorities and a third (drug abuse treatment)
that makes him seem disingenuous at best.
The bill handed the military $25 billion in supplemental defense spending. This
additional funding hardly seems “smart,” as Paulsen described it, considering that the
U.S. already spends more on its military than China, Saudi Arabia, Russia, the United
Kingdom, India, France, and Japan combined.
Another of the bill’s major priorities was border security. While it didn’t allocate funds
for Trump’s Mexican border wall or his proposed deportation force, the bill did provide
$1.5 billion for border security efforts. The money will be used for new technology and
improving existing border infrastructure.
Yet border security is already excessive. As Leigh Ann Caldwell of NBC News reported
last year: “Over the past 24 years, the amount of money spent on border security has
increased 14 times; the number of border patrol agents have increased 500 percent; the
amount of border wall has grown from 77 miles to 700 miles since 2000; and the number
of people being apprehended trying to cross the border have decreased by four-fifths.”
Data from the Pew Research Center shows that the number of unauthorized immigrants
living and working in the U.S. is lower today than it was ten years ago. Since 2009, only
six states have seen their unauthorized immigrant populations grow. And, as multiple
studies have shown, unauthorized immigrants commit crimes at a lower rate than nativeborn Americans.
And what of the investment in “fighting the nation’s opioid epidemic” that Paulsen was
so enthusiastic about? He was referring, presumably, to the $112 million added to CDC
funds to combat prescription drug abuse and the $3.6 billion in funding to the Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Administration.
But while Paulsen and his colleagues were too generous with defense and border security
spending, they were too stingy with the money provided for fighting drug addiction in

America. As I’ve written elsewhere, it would cost $183 billion over 10 years to
effectively fight America’s opioid epidemic and the secondary health impacts (like HIV
and hepatitis C) that it entails. The funding provided by this appropriations bill doesn’t
even approach the adequate amount.
Paulsen’s posturing as a champion for addiction treatment is especially galling given his
support for the American Health Care Act back in May. Under Obamacare, some 2.8
million Americans benefited from access to drug abuse treatment. But if the AHCA
became law, those people would lose their health insurance and access to treatment -- and
the GOP, including Erik Paulsen, would shoulder the blame.
Paulsen -- a mathematics major in college -- is often characterized as a wonky numbers
guy. And while he rightly celebrated the increase in NIH funding the omnibus bill
offered, his math on America’s other spending priorities just doesn’t add up.
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Who Owns Erik Paulsen?
23 July 2017 - Erik Paulsen’s donors are generous. Over the course of his career as a
Representative, he’s taken over $17 million, most of it from the medical, energy, and
financial industries.
The financial industry -- including the insurance, banking, and financial services sectors - is especially generous with Paulsen. Over the last decade, the industry has donated more
than $1.7 million to his campaign committee and PAC.
Wells Fargo, for instance, has given Paulsen more than $131,000 over the course of his
career. The financial giant regularly ranks among Paulsen’s largest contributors.
TCF Financial, a bank holding company, is another major donor. During the 2009-2010
election cycle, they funded his campaign to the tune of nearly $25,000.
The medical industry is also a big Paulsen supporter. Since taking office, Paulsen has
received almost $1.8 million from health professionals, pharmaceutical companies, and
other companies making health products.
In last year’s election, Medtronic, a medical device company headquartered in Dublin
and operating out of Minnesota, was the second-largest donor to Paulsen’s campaign
committee. One of the top donors in Pauslen’s 2014 election effort was the Center for
Diagnostic Imaging, a medical imaging chain. And in the 2012 election, the American
College of Radiology kicked in $10,000 to Paulsen’s PAC.
Around 2014, the fossil fuel industry began to make up a larger portion of Paulsen’s
donor base. Koch Industries, for instance, was the third-highest donor to Paulsen’s
leadership PAC during the 2014 election, chipping in $10,000.
The trend continued into the most recent election, when the largest overall donor to
Paulsen’s campaign was Xcel Energy, a utility holding company that operates natural gas
and coal-powered plants in eight states, including Minnesota.
Combing through the data, one thing is clear: Paulsen is no Bernie Sanders. Most of his
donations are from large companies, banks, and other moneyed interests. In the 20112012 election cycle, Paulsen received just 6 percent of his campaign donations from
small individual contributions. In the 2013-2014 cycle, the number was 5 percent; and in
last year’s election, it was down to 4 percent.

And in return for these donations, what does Paulsen offer? In the case of the energy
industry, at least, we already know. He’s deeply in the pocket of energy companies and
working hard to totally devastate our natural resources. It’s not hard to imagine that he’s
doing all he can to serve his other corporate overlords.
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Erik Paulsen Just Supported Income-Share Agreements. Here’s What
That Means.

26 July 2017 - This week, Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) threw his weight behind incomeshare agreements, or ISAs. An ISA is an agreement between a student and a private
investor. The investor -- a private individual or an institution, usually -- agrees to pay off
the student’s loan in exchange for a percentage of the student’s future earnings within a
fixed period. As Paulsen explained:
“Through ISAs, students pay back a small portion of their loan depending on their
income only if they are employed and receiving an income that meets a certain threshold.
Rather than have to keep up with fixed, high-interest payments, which can be particularly
stressful amid job uncertainty for recent graduates and pressure them to take jobs just to
repay their loans, the freedom and flexibility that ISAs provide students allows them to
pursue careers that put their degrees into practice.”
In other words, ISAs can help reduce risk to students by shielding them from costly loan
payments immediately after graduation. In that sense, they’re similar to pay-as-you-earn
or income-driven repayment plans currently available for federal student loans.
Income-share agreements are also popular because they could increase access to
education. Entangled Solutions, an education think tank, found that:
“Private student loans require a substantial credit and work history, which has shown to
disproportionately rule out low-income and minority students—those who need the
financial support the most. To date, ISA models favor a student’s future earning potential

over her past and take into account how education will change her ability to pay her
obligation. This means that more students will be able to access financing, which should
result in more equal access to credit and good providers.”
Plus, even if a student does get financial aid and loans, the skyrocketing cost of higher
education means that traditional financing options might not cover all of the student’s
costs. ISAs can help fill in the funding gaps.
Additionally, ISAs could spur educational innovation, since investors will have an
incentive to support creative approaches and high standards in higher education that
could increase their return on investment.
ISAs have received bipartisan support and many colleges and universities -- including
Purdue, MIT, and University of Illinois at Chicago -- now offer ISA programs. But
income-share agreements have a number of significant downsides that Paulsen neglected
to mention.
Like any investment, ISAs put the investor at risk. Colleges that act as investors, for
instance, might never see a return on the ISA. Even if an investor does receive
repayment, it could take seven to 10 years. While big banks and financial institutions
have the money to cover their operating expenses in the interim, schools might not.
Investors will also cluster around students in programs that are most likely to produce
high incomes -- business, management, computer science, engineering, and so on. This
could disadvantage students interested in equally necessary but less lucrative liberal arts
or education programs.
Another concern is that by privatizing a social good, ISAs will only lead to further
reductions in public spending on colleges and universities. Since access to higher
education has important positive impacts on the whole fabric of society, taxpayers and
government agencies should remain invested in ensuring affordable, quality education.
Thomas Harnisch, assistant director of state relations and policy analysis at the American
Association of State Colleges and Universities, has further argued that in the final
analysis, ISAs don’t necessarily save students money. In a report on Pay It Forward (PIF)
plans, a type of ISA, Harnisch wrote:
“Even assuming that state lawmakers maintain investments in higher education, PIF’s
financial obligations could far exceed the cost of a traditional student loan simply
because of the longer repayment terms. One PIF analysis revealed that graduates earning
a median salary ($55,000) with annual 2 percent salary increases would pay $3,000 more
than the standard 10-year loan repayment plan at 6.8 percent interest.”

Speaking before Congress on ISAs, Rep. Paulsen said, "We need to explore new ways to
ensure every student has the opportunity to go to school, to develop their [skills], and
then pursue their dreams without feeling deterred by the price tag. I think we need to look
at a new approach."
No argument there. But ISAs are not the only alternative approach worthy of
consideration. Across much of the developed world, university education is publicly
funded, making it free (or nearly free) for students. If Paulsen is looking for new ideas for
expanding access to higher education, he might start the search there.
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Erik Paulsen Is Making Our Nation Less Safe

30 July 2017 - We live in a dangerous country. Six of the 10 deadliest mass shootings in
American history have happened in the past decade. Research from the Harvard School
of Public Health has found that mass shootings are becoming more frequent. And nobody
is safe from gun violence -- it was just last month that Rep. Steve Scalise (R-La.) and five
others were shot during a practice session for the Republican baseball team.
Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) expressed his sympathy for Scalise after the shooting. He
offered similar bromides last year after 49 were killed last at an Orlando nightclub. But
like the rest of his party, he never calls these shootings what they are: the product of a
uniquely American gun ownership problem.
It’s not hard to see why. Paulsen has taken around $20,000 in donations from the
National Rifle Association. In return, he’s voted 13 times to block gun safety legislation - including one time last year when he even voted to prevent debate on a bill to ban
firearms sales to suspected terrorists.
The NRA awarded him with a coveted “A” rating in 2006 and 2009, and an “A-” in 2010.
The Brady Campaign to Prevent Gun Violence, conversely, gave him the worst possible
rating -- zero -- in their 2013-14 congressional survey.
At one point, Paulsen did claim at least some responsible standards. Back in 2013, he
favored keeping guns out of “the hands of individuals who are mentally ill or mentally
unstable.” But earlier this year, he voted against a provision that did just that.
We elect men and women to Congress to improve our community, to make it safer.
Paulsen’s love affair with the gun lobby only empowers criminals and terrorists, and puts
us all at risk.
Back to Rights & Crime
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This Conservative Super PAC Is Already Fighting To Get Erik Paulsen
Re-elected
5 August 2017 - Last month, the Congressional Leadership Fund opened an office in
Bloomington, Minnesota. While next year’s midterm election is 15 months away, the
conservative super PAC has already begun enlisting volunteers to work unofficially on
his behalf.
From now until election day, CLF volunteers will to make calls and go door-to-door.
While the group hasn’t yet begun airing ads in support of Paulsen, the Star Tribune
reported that “CLF attack ads — featuring ominous, grainy footage of Nancy Pelosi and
comedian Kathy Griffin posing with a gory severed Trump head — have been popping
up online, hitting Democratic candidates in targeted districts across the country.”
CLF has gained a substantial influence in recent elections. In the recent special election
for Montana’s at-large congressional district, the group was the biggest Republican
outside spender, raising $2.5 million. In the Georgia special election, they spent $2.94
million against Democrat Jon Ossof.
But in a way, CLF’s presence is also a good sign. The organization has, so far, only
established campaign offices in districts that are termed “at-risk.” In other words, CLF is
only intervening here in the 3rd Congressional District because they know Paulsen will
be on shaky ground in 2018.
Indeed, the 3rd Congressional District is sharply divided. It was one of the only districts
in the country that went to Hillary Clinton but also elected a Republican to Congress in
last year’s elections.
Dean Phillips, widely considered the DFL candidate with the best shot at taking Paulsen
down next year, has been stumping across the 3rd Congressional District in an effort to
drum up support.
But Phillips -- who has never held public office -- faces an uphill battle. Not only is he up
against the likes of CLF, but Paulsen himself is a prolific fundraiser with well-heeled
donors in the energy and financial industries. Plus, Paulsen will retain his incumbent’s
advantage into next year.
While the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee has begun running digital ads
attacking Paulsen for his vote in favor of repealing Obamacare, we need to continue
doing our part by speaking out against Paulsen and mobilizing our friends and neighbors
to oppose his right-wing agenda.
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Erik Paulsen Usually Votes Against Funding Education

6 August 2017 - Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) has voted in favor of funding education less
than 25 percent of the time he had the opportunity to do so. That’s according to an
analysis by Politics That Work, a political data site.
In 2016, for instance, Paulsen voted in favor of the SOAR Reauthorization Act. The
Scholarships for Opportunity and Results Act (SOAR) was a Washington, D.C.-based
program intended to provide scholarships for students who wanted to enroll in private
schools. SOAR also provided funding to public charter schools and traditional public
schools in D.C.
The SOAR Reauthorization Act would have limited the focus of eligible students to only
the lowest-performing elementary and secondary school students.
In 2015, Paulsen voted against an amendment to prevent the Student Success Act from
cutting funding to high poverty schools.
Paulsen also opposed a 2015 amendment to authorize the STEM Gateways program,
which would have provided grants for students interested in STEM (science, technology,
engineering, and math) at the elementary and secondary school level. The program also
promoted the study of STEM in the classroom, with a special emphasis on encouraging
the participation of women, girls, and underrepresented minorities in STEM. The
amendment failed by a close vote of 217 against and 204 in favor.

In another amendment vote, Paulsen voted in favor of converting federal education
funding to block grants. As Politics That Work explained, “Converting federal education
dollars to block grants would result in some states transferring the funds over to vouchers
and subsidies to existing private schools, both of which would partially offset current
private expenditures, resulting in less total educational spending.”
In a series of roll call votes attached in July 2015, Paulsen opposed key amendments
attached to the Student Success Act. One of these amendments provided for high school
dropout prevention. Another expanded digital learning and access to technological
resources in rural schools. Paulsen cast his third vote against an amendment designed to
offer grants fo early-childhood education scholarships.
Overall, Paulsen tends to vote against supporting students and education -- but he has no
problem spending on the military and border security.
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The Racial Politics of Erik Paulsen

10 August 2017 - An analysis of Erik Paulsen’s voting record reveals that he’s only voted
in favor of legislation that promotes racial equality less than 12 percent of the
time. That’s according to Politics That Work, a political data site.
In 2013, for instance, Paulsen voted in favor of an amendment to the Violence Against
Women Act that stripped protections from Native Americans and LGBT women. The
amendment ultimately failed 166-257.
In 2015, Paulsen voted in favor of two amendments to H.R. 2577, an appropriations bill,
that negatively impacted racial minorities. The first amendment, offered by Rep. Paul
Gosar (R.-Ariz.) prohibited the use of funds to enforce the Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing rule. The AFFH rule was issued by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development in 2015 to “[promote] housing choice and [foster] inclusive communities
free from housing discrimination” in communities supported by HUD funds. But
conservatives -- including Paulsen, presumably -- saw the effort to fight housing
discrimination as another instance of “massive government overreach.” (“Presumably”
because he has never offered a public explanation as to why he voted for the
amendment.)
The second amendment Paulsen supported was intended to prohibit spending on
administration or enforcement of HUD’s Implementation of the Fair Housing Act's
Discriminatory Effects Standard, a 2013 regulation that formalized HUD’s interpretation
of discriminatory effects in housing. The Discriminatory Effects Standard allowed the
department to apply a consistent standard nationwide when evaluating what passed as

discrimination in housing. The Clearinghouse Review Journal of Poverty Law and Policy
described the standard as “a long-awaited confirmation of core civil rights principles.”
Yet Rep. Paulsen opposed it by voting for the amendment.
That same year, Paulsen voted against an amendment that would have authorized the
STEM Gateways program, an initiative designed to increase participation of minority
students in STEM. Minorities are dramatically underrepresented in STEM occupations
and university majors. According to The Hill, “In 2011, 11 percent of the workforce was
black, but only 6 percent of the STEM workforce. Similarly, Latinos comprise 15 percent
of the workforce but only 7 precent of STEM workers.”
Last year, Paulsen voted against an amendment designed -- as Politics That Work
explains -- to “protect the viability of civil rights class actions.” The bill (H.R. 1927)
would have made it made it harder for people to file class action lawsuits. In class
actions, one group of people with broadly similar interests sues for damages caused by a
certain product or action -- like, for instance, institutionalized racial discrimination in
housing, employment, or wages. John Conyers (D-Mich.) introduced an amendment to
ensure that such civil rights suits would be unaffected by H.R. 1927. Unfortunately -thanks in part to Rep. Paulsen -- Conyers’ amendment failed and the bill passed, further
eroding America’s civil rights protections.
It’s unsurprising that Paulsen is reluctant to embrace an agenda that supports racial and
ethnic minorities. His party, after all, has proven perfectly willing to activate and pander
to the most racist elements of our society in order to maintain power.
The Third Congressional District is almost 90 percent white, but inequality and racial
discrimination affects us all. Paulsen should not be allowed to continue scuttling efforts
to improve the lives of our fellow citizens.
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Just To Clarify, Erik Paulsen Was Not At The Islamic Center Solidarity
Rally

12 August 2017 - After the Dar Al Farooq Youth and Family Center was bombed last
weekend, community members quickly organized a rally to show their support. Over
1,000 people attended the Tuesday rally. Community leaders and local politicians,
including former Minneapolis Mayor R.T. Rybak and Sen. Al Franken (D-Minn.) turned
out to show their support.
Rep. Erik Paulsen, whose Third Congressional District includes Bloomington, did not
attend. He was on vacation with his family. But looking at his tweets, one would never
know that.
On the day of the event, he tweeted an image from the rally with the caption,
“Outpouring of support for Dar Al-Farooq in Bloomington this evening shows a
community is there for them. They are not alone. We are united.”

The image was actually taken by his district director, John-Paul Yates. Paulsen's
misleading tweet garnered a swift and critical reaction on Twitter:

The solidarity rally was the second major recent event that Paulsen has skipped. Last
month, he was absent from an Independence Day parade. Protesters critical of Paulsen’s
support for the Republican healthcare bill marched in his place.
The FBI is still investigating who planted the improvised bomb at the Dar Al Farooq
Center and why.
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Why You Don't Want To Be Poor In The Third Congressional District
15 August 2017 - We’re pretty lucky here in Minnesota’s Third Congressional District.
The median household income here is over $81,000 per year, while the average annual
household income is $111,845.
But the Third District isn’t free of poverty and hardship. Many households in the district
fell below or barely above the poverty threshold of $24,257 per year for a family of four.
In Coon Rapids, for instance, almost 6 percent of the population -- some 1,376
households -- earn less than $15,000 per year. Another 6.54 percent of households earn
between $15,000 and $24,999.
Many towns are sharply divided along socioeconomic lines. In Bloomington, the average
household income is between $75,000 and $100,000 per year. But in some
neighborhoods, the poverty rate is nearly 20 percent.
In Edina, 4.6 percent of the population lives in poverty. That's about 2,362 people. And
almost two percent of Edinans are living on incomes more than 50 percent below the
national poverty rate as defined in 2015.
The most recent data show that overall, 3.5 percent of households in the Third
Congressional District are below the poverty level. That figure rises to 7.8 percent when
considering only families with children younger than five years old.
These people are our fellow citizens, neighbors, and coworkers. Yet according to an
analysis by Politics That Work, a political data site, Rep. Erik Paulsen has never voted in
favor of a single measure that would ease the burden on these impoverished Minnesotans.
In fact, Paulsen has consistently voted against improving conditions for our most
vulnerable citizens. PTW writes that in 2015, for instance, Paulsen voted in favor of a
budget that would have “greatly reduced or eliminated a wide variety of poverty
amelioration programs.”
Later in the year, Paulsen voted against an amendment to the Student Success Act
intended to reduce the high-school dropout rate. In a press release, the office of Rep.
Frederica Wilson (D-Fla.), who sponsored the amendment, noted that “The failure to
graduate adversely impacts future earning potential and deprives the nation of $300
million in worker income each year.”
Paulsen voted against another amendment to the same bill that would have ensured that
teachers and educational services in high-poverty schools were on par with those of
average schools. That amendment and the Wilson amendment ultimately failed.

Edina and the rest of the Third Congressional District need a Representative who will be
responsive and attentive to our poorest citizens. Dismissing them as lost causes -- or
worse, throwing up additional roadblocks to their financial success and stability -- is
unacceptable. We need someone who will offer mercy, empathy, and understanding -- the
values that make our community stronger. Erik Paulsen is clearly not that person.
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Erik Paulsen: Totally Hostile To Women’s Rights
19 August 2017 - Five thousand six hundred twenty-six. That’s the number of people who
stand to lose access to healthcare through Planned Parenthood if Rep. Erik Paulsen’s
efforts to defund the organization prove successful.
The Planned Parenthood Action Fund and creative citizens here in the Third
Congressional Distinct expressed their disapproval of Paulsen’s position by creating a
chain with 5,626 paper links. They delivered the paper chain to Paulsen’s office in Eden
Prairie earlier this month.
But Paulsen’s hostility to women’s rights and family planning isn’t limited to opposing
Planned Parenthood.
Back in April, EMILY’s List, the pro-choice Democratic women’s organization, blasted
Paulsen in a damning editorial. “Congressman Paulsen has consistently supported an
extreme Republican agenda that ignores the needs of women and families,” said
Stephanie Schriock, president of EMILY’s List.
As Schirock pointed out, he’s voted to defund Planned Parenthood five times -- despite
the fact that most of the Third Congressional District opposes efforts to defund the
organization.
Paulsen has also opposed legislation that would close the gender pay gap and promote
fair pay for women. He voted against both the Paycheck Fairness Act and the Lilly
Ledbetter Fair Pay Act, two bills designed to address wage discrimination. In 2012,
Paulsen called the fair pay lawsuits that inspired these acts “frivolous.”
Last year, Sacha Haworth of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee said,
“By opposing legislation that ensures equal pay for equal work, Erik Paulsen is
perpetuating the gender pay gap, which is hurting women, their families, and Minnesota’s
economy.”
As if that wasn’t bad enough, Paulsen has also twice supported an abortion ban.
According to EMILY’s List, “ In May 2015, Paulsen voted for a bill that would prohibit
abortions in cases where the probable age of the fetus is 20 weeks or later and would
impose criminal penalties on doctors who violate the ban.” He previously voted for a
similar bill in 2013.
Paulsen’s constant opposition to women’s rights and gender equality is fundamentally
un-American. Next year’s midterm elections can’t come quickly enough.
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The War In Afghanistan Needs To End

22 August 2017 - President Donald Trump recommitted America to the war in
Afghanistan this week, promising that the U.S. would no longer be “nation-building.”
Instead, Trump said, U.S. forces will focus more narrowly on training Afghanistan’s
military and targeting the Taliban and other terrorist groups.
While the President gave the Pentagon authority to raise troop levels in Afghanistan, he
also said that he would no longer announce how many troops are stationed there. “We
will not talk about numbers of troops or our plans for further military activities," Trump
said. "Conditions on the ground, not arbitrary timetables, will guide our strategy from
now on. America's enemies must never know our plans or believe they can wait us out."
There are currently about 8,400 troops currently serving in Afghanistan. American
military generals have suggested that a few thousand more troops are needed to push
back against the Taliban.
America’s ultimate goal, Trump said, is to force the Taliban to negotiate for peace. In that
sense, the plan is no different than former President Barack Obama’s. But unlike Obama,
Trump has abandoned the timetables that regulated U.S. troop withdrawals.
Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) has been characteristically silent on the subject. But his
record reveals what he might say if he were willing to speak out.
One of Paulsen’s key issue statements -- dramatically entitled “Defending Our
Homeland” -- argues forcefully in favor of protecting the U.S. from its “enemies” and

“those who want to harm us.” Though it stops short of actually condemning terrorists or
terrorism, Paulsen clearly favors a strong military -- he’s voted to increase military
spending in 97.8 percent of the opportunities he had to do so. And in 2011, Paulsen voted
against removing American armed forces from Afghanistan.
The result, thanks to Paulsen and the other hawks in Congress, is that America is still in
Afghanistan 16 years after invading in 2001.
Following the president’s announcement, Wesley Morgan and Bryan Bender of Politico
reported that “some of the Pentagon's own experts expect to see few dramatic changes
despite the president’s soaring promises about America's longest-ever war.”
Afghani leaders have expressed similar doubts. Jamaluddin Badr, a member of the
Afghan High Peace Council, said, “That’s the same strategy going on the last two
decades. He said we’re going to win, but he didn’t make it clear how we’re going to
win.”
Part of Paulsen’s “Defending Our Homeland” statement reads, “A strong national defense
paired with a clear and concise foreign policy is critical to meeting the security
challenges we face both internationally and domestically.” If Paulsen truly wants a "clear
and concise" American foreign policy, he must stand up and oppose the president’s
renewed war in Afghanistan.
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Will Someone Please Tell Erik Paulsen That Reaganomics Is Dumb?
24 August 2017 - Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) and his Republican colleagues have begun
work on a tax reform bill that they hope to pass by the end of the year. But the reforms
threaten to grow the federal deficit and lighten the tax burden on corporations and the
upper class.
Tax reform -- like all major legislative initiatives these days -- is a touchy and highly
polarized subject. In addition to partisan political opposition, tax reform faces pushback
from business and corporate lobbyists who will fight for additional credits, exemptions,
and deductions. Earlier this year, Paulsen backed off a proposed tax on imported goods
after Target -- Paulsen’s former employer -- and Best Buy, both of which are major
Minnesota-based companies, opposed it. The companies argued that the tax would hurt
their bottom line.
And as a GOP-led effort, President Donald Trump’s dismal poll numbers, distractable
personality, and self-inflicted wounds will also surely slow the legislative process.
The development of a tax reform bill follows several high-profile legislative failures for
President Trump and the Republican Party. Despite holding a majority in both houses of
Congress, the Republicans failed to reach a consensus last month on their long-running
project to repeal and replace Obamacare. While they badly need a win on tax reform, it’s
possible that they'll face the same infighting they did on healthcare.
Paulsen’s goals for tax reform legislation are ambitious. In a recent interview with the
Star Tribune, Paulsen said, "The key principles are building for growth. New jobs, higher
wages.” In an address before the House Ways and Means Committee earlier this year,
Paulsen outlined additional goals. “I continuously hear from Minnesota companies about
the importance of having major tax reform that is permanent, that promotes investment,
that lowers rates,” Paulsen said. “It will boost paychecks, it will increase jobs, and it will
grow the economy. Regardless of whether it’s a large or small company, these
businesses, and the men and women working there, will benefit from fixing a broken tax
code.”
The plan anticipates economic growth as a result of lower taxes to result in additional
revenue to pay down the federal deficit. But J. Patrick Coolican of the Star Tribune noted
that this approach is worryingly familiar: “This idea undergirded the economic policy of
President Ronald Reagan, who promised that lower taxes would stimulate economic
activity, leading to higher wages and more income tax revenue. After cutting taxes in
1981, the deficit ballooned, and Reagan signed a significant tax increase in 1982.” Unless
the major budget cuts are also enacted, the current tax reform project will yield the same
outcome. Today, only about one-third of economists agree that cutting taxes leads to
economic growth.

Reactions to Paulsen’s plan have been critical. Brigid Sozik of Bloomington wrote,
“Lowering taxes on businesses and the wealthy is proven to do nothing but make the rich
richer. It has not and never has created jobs.”
Wesley Sisson of Hermantown suggested that Paulsen’s tax plan lacked crucial citizen
input, saying “When he starts holding town halls to listen to his constituents, that's when I
will start paying attention.”
Erik Paulsen’s tax reform project is based on kowtowing to powerful corporate interests
and clinging desperately to outmoded economic theories. Is this really the best our wonky
“numbers guy” can come up with?
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Comic Brian Santa Maria Gets Serious About Taking On Erik Paulsen
3 September 2017 - “Erik Paulsen does nothing for me.” That’s the slogan plastered
across Brian Santa Maria’s new shirts promoting his candidacy for Rep. Erik Paulsen’s
House seat in Minnesota’s Third Congressional District.
Santa Maria, a New York City transplant, moved to Minnesota to get treatment for an
undiagnosed illness at the Mayo Clinic in Rochester. “My nervous system was shutting
down,” he says. His previous doctor believed Santa Maria had Lou Gherig’s Disease, a
fatal neurodegenerative condition that gradually causes people to lose the ability to speak,
move, eat, and breathe.
The doctors at the Mayo Clinic, though, arrived at a different diagnosis: Santa Maria had
polyneuropathy, a disease that causes numbness, weakness, and burning pain on roughly
the same spots on opposite sides of the body.
The experience left Santa Maria with a deep appreciation for the shortcomings of
American healthcare. A statement on his campaign site reads, “I care about the uninsured
because I was uninsured. I take sides with the sick because I was sick. I will protect the
dying because I was dying. I spent many months thinking they were my last ones on this
planet, and I believe, deeply, in the soul my God gave me, in not-for-profit medicine
because the Mayo Clinic saved my life.”
After getting help, Santa Maria settled in Eden Prairie. He left behind a career as an
improv actor and writer with credits at The Onion. In that respect, he’s not so different
from another Minnesota comic-turned-politician, Al Franken, who starred on Saturday
Night Live before becoming Senator in 2008. Santa Maria clearly hopes to capitalize on
that resonance. “I’m Al Franken, 30 years ago,” he writes on his campaign website. “I
know what's funny and I know that what’s happening in our government right now isn’t.”
Apart from strong support for family healthcare, Santa Maria’s platform encourages
family leave and wage increases. And, as his shirts illustrate, he’s also taking the fight to
Rep. Paulsen, who has come under fire for refusing to hold town halls for years.
He says Paulsen’s platform is “whatever Grover Norquist sends him in an email in the
morning. We have to get out the message Erik Paulsen doesn't care about you guys. He
cares about his donors."
He hopes to change the narrative that previous candidates have used against Paulsen.
"Candidates against him in the past," he explains, "would run ads that would say 'Erik
Paulsen might be a nice guy, but....' You would never see a Coke ad ending with saying
'Pepsi might be refreshing, but...'

"It's terrible. It's just terrible messaging and it's not true, to let him own the message he's a
nice guy because he shakes a lot of hands, that he can pop up a table up in Cub Foods for
10 minutes and act like he's talking to people thing. Erik Paulsen still wants to take
55,000 people's healthcare away. He's still doing nothing to check an out-of-control
person in the executive. Those are not 'nice,' things so there's no way I will resign to him
an inch on that."
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Demonstrators To Paulsen: Protect Robert Mueller

3 September 2017 - A group of about 50 demonstrators called on Rep. Erik Palsen (RMinn.) last month to support special counsel Robert Mueller. Gathered near Paulsen’s
Eden Prairie office on Aug. 23, the demonstrators carried signs asking Paulsen to protect
the Mueller investigation and encouraging hims to withdraw his support from “Don the
Con.”
The protest was organized by Denise Knights of Mound. Raised in a conservative
household, she now identifies as a Democrat. “[The investigation] is a bipartisan issue,”
she said in a Sun Current interview. “I’ve been knocking on doors in my district since
April, about three days a week, two hours a night, just talking to neighbors, because I felt
like we were so divisive.
"We’re all neighbors, and we all want the same things, and one of the things I kept
hearing over and over again from people was that they’re scared," Knights added. "The
Mueller investigation is the most important thing we need to keep our eye on."
Paulsen has previously expressed support for Mueller’s investigation, calling it a “step
forward in restoring public confidence.”
But Paulsen has not voiced opposition to a recent amendment to a government spending
package that limits the scope of the investigation and ends funding for the probe six
months after the legislation’s passage. Nor has Paulsen spoken out against President
Trump’s suggestion that he might dismiss Mueller.

Deputy Attorney General Rod Rosenstein named Mueller as the special counsel in May.
Mueller is investigating ties between President Donald Trump’s campaign and Russian
interference into last year’s presidential election.
According to a recent NPR poll, most Americans believe that Trump acted either
unethically or illegally with Russia. The same holds true of American opinions on
Trump’s campaign associates.
If Paulsen allows Mueller’s investigation to be shut down or constricted, demonstrations
like the one in Eden Prairie will likely grow. Knights said she found last month's turnout
heartening. “Obviously, this is important to other people, because we’re here.”
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Erik Paulsen Has Totally Reversed Himself On DACA
9 September 2017 - Earlier this week, President Donald Trump pledged to end Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA). The Obama-era program provided greater
protections and rights for “Dreamers,” undocumented immigrants who were brought into
the country as children. The president argued that DACA was an over-extension of
executive power and likely unlawful.
The announcement upended life for the roughly 750,000 DACA recipients who now fear
they could be deported to countries they know little to nothing about. An array of
business leaders, mayors, governors, and Democrats condemned the decision. Perhaps in
response to the criticism, Trump later wobbled, acceding to House Minority Leader
Nancy Pelosi’s request to tell the Dreamers that they don’t need to fear deportation.
Erik Paulsen (R.-Minn.) was uncharacteristically voluble about Trump’s DACA decision.
In a video address, he said it was “important for a legislative fix to happen.”
Elsewhere, Paulsen said, “Our broken immigration system needs to be fixed, because it's
harming our economy and locking out the next generation of innovators.” He emphasized
that Dreamers should have the opportunity to “be valuable contributors to our country."
It’s a great message. It’s also totally inconsistent with Paulsen’s voting record.
According to Politics That Work, a political data organization, Erik Paulsen has never
voted for “humane” immigration policies. The Federation for American Immigration
Reform, a nonprofit that advocates for lower levels of immigration, gave Paulsen a 100
percent rating last year, indicating the strongest possible alignment with FAIR views.
For instance, Paulsen voted for HR 5759, the Preventing Executive Overreach on
Immigration Act of 2014. The act, which passed the House along a party line vote, was
intended to prevent then-president Obama from softening the federal government’s
approach toward undocumented workers.
He voted in favor of a 2015 amendment that prohibited undocumented immigrants from
obtaining housing assistance. The following month, Paulsen voted against an amendment
that would have provided for recognition of academic achievement in languages other
than English.
Paulsen also opposes the rights of sanctuary cities, urban areas where local authorities
limit their cooperation with federal immigration enforcement officials.
Most importantly, in 2015, he voted in favor of an amendment that struck language from
a bill requesting the DOD to admit immigrants covered under DACA. The following

year, he voted in favor of an amendment that filed a brief with then-President Obama that
opposed DACA.
The only reason Paulsen has suddenly reversed himself on DACA and the Dreamers is to
distance himself from Donald Trump. Trump said that no work permits would be revoked
for at least six months. Between now and then, however, Trump said he expects Congress
to “legalize DACA” or else he will “revisit the issue.” This might mean that he’ll begin
deportations or, in a less likely scenario, he might use his executive authority to extend
DACA, blaming Congress for the failure to rescind it.
But voters in the Third Congressional District that Paulsen represents are politically
moderate. If deportations begin next year, images and stories of families being torn apart
will inspire their sympathy.
Protesters in Minneapolis have already expressed their anger at Trump’s decision, and
protested in support of DACA recipients Tuesday. Demonstrations of this sort will likely
multiply if Trump moves to deport people, and Paulsen – who is up for reelection next
year – wants to be out of their crosshairs.
While it’s great that Paulsen is finally standing up for DACA recipients, it remains
unclear what he really believes. If a Democratic president is elected in 2020, will he
target DACA again? With any luck, we’ll never find out – and elect someone else to
represent the Third Congressional District next year.
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Erik Paulsen’s Chances In 2018 Look Slim
13 September 2017 - In a recent piece for Alpha News, conservative writer John Gilmore
argues that Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) is vulnerable in next year’s midterm elections.
Paulsen, Gimore says, is in “a permanent, defensive crouch.” As evidence, he points to
the fact that Paulsen bailed on a Fourth of July appearance and hasn’t held a town hall for
years. (He might also have mentioned the fact that Paulsen didn’t appear at a recent
fundraiser for a bombed Islamic center.)
Gilmore says that Paulsen will seek his fifth term next year “with little accomplished to
show for it.” To be fair, the The Lawmakers project – the University of Virginia’s
scoreboard of political efficacy – has ranked Paulsen’s legislative performance from
2009-2014 as either meeting or exceeding expectations. Still, the causes Paulsen has
championed (tax reform, especially) are hard to get excited about. Gilmore suggests that
Rep. Jason Lewis, Paulsen’s Republican counterpart in the Second Congressional
District, has spent more time “detailing what he hopes to accomplish in Congress, even if
that necessarily will take time.”
Paulsen has several other challenges ahead of him. He’ll probably face Dean Phillips,
who looks to be a strong opponent in 2018. And Paulsen’s Third Congressional District is
moderate in the extreme. Last year, voters preferred Hillary Clinton over Donald Trump,
but still sent Paulsen to Washington.
The last word must go to Gilmore, who neatly sums up the central problem with Paulsen
and the thing that could lead to his downfall in 2018: “Paulsen seems beset by
inauthenticity, an almost tangible phoniness, unable to show to constituents that he stands
with them rather than with the assemblage of special interests who have funded him his
entire political career.”
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Will Paulsen Stand Up For Government Transparency?

The 15 September 2017 - White House has refused to fully comply with a Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) request for the visitor logs at President Trump’s Mar-a-Lago
resort, releasing only a few names on the visitor logs Friday.
The Justice Department turned over names of just 22 staff who accompanied Japanese
prime minister Shinzo Abe during his trip to the Florida resort in February.
The Third Congressional District’s Representative, Erik Paulsen (R), hasn’t spoken out
about the FOIA decision. But he seems to have at least some understanding of the
importance of government transparency.
Back in 2013 introduced legislation to increase transparency and accountability in
spending on federal agency conferences. The Transparency Requirements for Agency
Conferences and Events (TRACE) Act was a rare bipartisan effort developed with
Wisconin Democract Ron Kind.
“All taxpayers have a right to know where their hard-earned dollars are going,” Paulsen
said. “Through the TRACE act, we will ensure federal agencies spend taxpayer dollars as
wisely as Minnesota families do. As part of the larger effort to rein in wasteful
government spending and address our national deficit, this bill plays an important role in
bringing much needed accountability and transparency to government.”

Despite Paulsen’s support for financial transparency, his leadership on issues of
information access remain poor. GovTrack found that on issues of government
transparency, Paulsen tied with the Second Congressional Distrit’s John Kline for the title
of least supportive House member from Minnesota during the most recent (114th)
Congressional session. During that period, Paulsen did not sponsor or cosponsor any of
the government transparency bills.
In other words, we shouldn’t expect Paulsen to support any efforts aimed at revealing
who Trump has been meeting with and why.
Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington (CREW), the left-leaning
government watchdog and ethics group that filed the FOIA request, has said it will
challenge the Justice Department’s decision. Noah Bookbinder, CREW’s executive
director, said, “The government does not believe that they need to release any further
Mar-a-Lago visitor records. We vehemently disagree. The government seriously
misrepresented their intentions to both us and the court. This was spitting in the eye of
transparency. We will be fighting this in court.”
It is lamentable that Rep. Paulsen will not be fighting alongside them.
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Erik Paulsen Is A Friend To Business, Not Working People
15 September 2017 - Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) has never supported taxing businesses.
Since 2014, Paulsen has had four major opportunities to do so, but has declined every
time.
In 2014, for instance, he voted in favor of H.R. 4457. The act was designed to amend the
IRS code to allow businesses to make more expenses tax-deductible.
On the same day, he voted for the S Corporation Permanent Tax Relief Act of 2014. The
act amended the IRS code to reduce the period during which S corporations are subject to
taxation. (S corporations are a type of corporation that passes corporate income, losses,
deductions, and credit to their shareholders.)
Sen. Carl Levin (D-Mich.) criticized both pieces of legislation for making permanent tax
breaks that had not been paid for or offset elsewhere. He argued that together, they bills
would add $75 billion in deficit increases to the federal budget.
For the same reasons, President Obama indicated that he would veto both bills if they
made it to his desk.
Obama was also critical of another Paulsen-backed bill, the American Research and
Competitiveness Act of 2015. The premise of the bill sounded innocuous enough: to
adjust the IRS code to simplify and make permanent research credit.
But the White House released a statement “strongly” opposing the act, saying it “would
permanently extend and expand the R&D credit without offsetting the cost, adding to
long-run deficits.”
“By making the R&D credit permanent without offsets, H.R. 880 would add $180 billion
to the deficit over the next 10 years. H.R. 880 violates the very standard that House and
Senate Republicans approved less than a month ago in their concurrent budget resolution,
which requires offsetting the cost of any tax extenders that are made permanent with
other revenue measures. If the House passes H.R. 880, it will have approved nearly $600
billion in deficit-increasing tax cuts mainly for corporations and wealthy estates this year
– none of which are provided for in the Republicans' own budget.”
Finally, Paulsen voted for another piece of legislation designed, ostensibly, to grow small
businesses. America's Small Business Tax Relief Act of 2015 was a barely modified
version of H.R. 4457 that the House had passed the year before, and extended additional
tax allowances to businesses.

Americans for Tax Fairness, a nonprofit that promotes a progressive taxation system,
opposed the act, saying in a statement, “America’s Small Business Tax Relief Act of
2015 … will cost $77 billion over 10 years, according to the Joint Committee on
Taxation.” The organization criticized the fact that the act made business tax breaks
permanent without also making permanent “other long-standing tax provisions that
benefit working families” – including tax relief for people who are underwater on their
mortgages and tax deductions for teachers who provide materials for students.
Erik Paulsen’s record shows that he’s a friend to the rich business class and moneyed
interests, not the working people of Edina and the rest of the Third Congressional
District.
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This Is What Hypocrisy Looks Like

23 September 2017 - Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) published an editorial last month in
support of David Stras, President Donald Trump's nominee to the U.S. Circuit Court of
Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. Paulsen condemned his fellow Minnesotans, Sens. Al
Franken and Amy Klobuchar, for holding up the confirmation process.
As Paulsen explains in his editorial, “Neither senator has returned the “blue slip”
necessary for the nomination to move forward. Under Senate tradition, any senator can
delay or halt a nominee from the senator’s home state by refusing to return the blue slip
to the Senate Judiciary Committee. Thus, as long as the Senate follows the blue-slip
tradition, Klobuchar and Franken can block Stras from receiving a confirmation hearing
simply by refusing to return their blue slips.”
Klobuchar later clarified that she believes Stras deserves a hearing, arguing that “for the
vast majority of the cases he has respected precedent and sided with the majority, which
has included both Democratic- and Republican-appointed judges.”
Klobuchar also expressed concern that the position might go to a “less independent judge
from another 8th Circuit state” like Iowa, North Dakota, South Dakota, Arkansas,
Nebraska, or Missouri.
Franken, on the other hand, has stood firm in his opposition to Stras. He is especially
wary of Stras’ idolization of Justice Clarence Thomas and Antonin Scalia, two of the

most conservative Supreme Court justices in modern history. Early in his career, Stras
clerked under Thomas, and he’s spoken reverently about Scalia.
“Justice Stras’ professional background and record strongly suggest that, if confirmed, he
would embrace the legacy of his role models and reliably rule in favor of powerful
corporate interests over working people, and that he would place a high bar before
plaintiffs seeking justice at work, at school, and at the ballot box,” Franken said in a
statement. “The president should be seeking out judges who bridge the issues that divide
us, but I fear that Justice Stras’s views and philosophy would lead him to reinforce those
divisions and steer the already conservative Eighth Circuit even further to the right.”
But Stras, Paulsen argues, is eminently qualified for the position. “He received a wellqualified rating from the American Bar Association, which is the highest
recommendation possible,” Paulsen wrote. “He is a renowned expert on federal courts —
before joining the Minnesota Supreme Court, Stras was a scholar on federal courts at the
University of Minnesota Law School.”
Paulsen further argued that Stras enjoys bipartisan support, citing an open letter penned
by 12 former members of Congress who believe Stras is a qualified nominee.
To sum up, a qualified and popular judge isn’t being given a hearing due to what Paulsen
has termed “partisan game-playing.”
Sound familiar? It should. Last year, Senate Republicans refused to even consider the
appointment of Merrick Garland, President Obama’s nominee to the Supreme Court. The
GOP senators argued that it would violate tradition to confirm a Supreme Court nominee
in an election year, despite the fact that 14 Supreme Court justices have been confirmed
during election years.
Paulsen, for his part, remained silent throughout the Republican stonewalling effort. The
bald hypocrisy of his position has not gone unnoticed. After tweeting that the Democrats
are “putting partisanship ahead of an opportunity to put one of Minnesota’s strongest
legal minds on the 8th Circuit Court of Appeals,” Paulsen’s critics descended to remind
him about last year’s Supreme Court kerfuffle.

Does Rep. Paulsen really think the people of Minnesota have such short memories? Or is
it that he believes that Minnesotans are so uninformed that they would fail to connect the
recent events with the Senate’s rejection of Merrick Garland?
Whatever the case, Paulsen better be ready for disappointment. We remember his silence
on the Garland nomination and we certainly won’t forget his hypocrisy on the Stras
appointment when we head to the ballot box next year.
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The Paulsen Tax Reform Plan Is A Tax Cut For Corporations And The
Super-rich

30 September 2017 - In a recent interview, Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) said that the new
GOP tax plan will be “geared absolutely toward middle-income folks. ” But independent
analyses suggest that the big winners are the super-rich, not the middle class.
The nonpartisan Tax Policy Center found this week that the biggest beneficiaries would
be the richest 1 percent of Americans, who would reap half of all the tax benefits offered
by the plan. (By 2027, this figure would increase to 80 percent of all benefits earned
under the plan.) People in this tax bracket would enjoy a boost to their after-tax incomes
by 8.5 percent. And the richest 0.1 percent of Americans－who earn upwards of $5
million each year－would do even better, and see their after-tax incomes increase by 10
percent.
Middle-income Americans, on the other hand, would see only a miserly 0.5 to 1.2 percent
average increase in their after-tax income. In 2018, some people－including 13.5 percent
of middle-income earners－would actually end up paying around $1,800 more in taxes
under the Republican plan.
The taxes owed by people at different income levels would also change over time. As
Politico reported:
”By 2027, about 30 percent of those earning between $50,000 and $150,000 and 60
percent of those taking home between $150,000 and $300,000, would pay more under the
Republican plan.”

Mark Mazur, who leads the Tax Policy Center and served as the assistant secretary for
tax policy in the Obama administration, criticized the GOP plan. He was especially
alarmed by the elimination of the estate tax (which only affects estates worth $5.5 million
or more) and the alternative minimum tax, as well as the Republicans’ plans to cut the top
income tax rate and the levy on pass-through businesses. “All of those things benefit
high-income individuals either exclusively or largely, and so it’s hard to see how, if you
continue to have those provisions in a tax reform proposal, that doesn’t benefit highincome individuals and high-income households disproportionately," said Mazur.
Daniel Hemel, an assistant professor of law at the University of Chicago, was also critical
of the GOP plan. "Based on the details of the plan that have been released, a married
couple with two kids earning [under] $79,583 a year would pay more under the Trump
plan than under existing law," Hemel said.
Yet Rep. Paulsen has insisted that the tax plan is good for “middle-income folks” and
“small businesses.” A member of the House Ways and Means committee, Paulsen has a
key role in developing the plan. He also emphasized that “the United States is No. 1 in
the world for highest corporate tax rate.” While this is technically true, big corporations
have armies of accountants that push their effective tax rate down to about half of their
official (statutory) rate.
While Paulsen has reluctantly admitted that several elements of his tax plan “may be a
benefit to a high earner,” his Republican colleagues have offered even more exaggerated
defenses. National Economic Council Director Gary Cohn has said "the wealthy are not
getting a tax cut under our plan."
In a speech Wednesday, President Trump himself said, “It's not good for me, believe
me." But evidence points to the contrary. Pass-through businesses like those that Trump
has built his business empire on would see their effective tax rates fall from almost 40
percent to 25 percent.
Other types of businesses would also benefit. The corporate tax rate, for instance, will fall
from 35 to 20 percent.
The plan is estimated to add $2.4 trillion to the federal deficit over 10 years, and an
additional $3.2 trillion to the federal deficit in its second decade. As the Washington Post
reported:
“Len Burman, a fellow at the Urban Institute who formerly worked at the nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office, said, ‘One thing I find troubling about big, deficit-financed
tax cuts is it kind of looks like a free lunch.’ Burman pointed out that the burden of the
postponed taxes could fall on lower- and middle-income people in the future, through tax
increases or cuts to programs that benefit those groups.”

The GOP has pushed back against the Tax Policy Center’s report. White House
spokeswoman Sarah H. Sanders said, "The Tax Policy Center analysis is useless and
misleading because the unified framework does not include details that are necessary to
determine either the cost or distributional effects of the framework. They either ignore —
or use inaccurate assumptions — about important proposals like the size and availability
of the child tax credit and other provisions."
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There Is No ‘Democrat Party’

1 October 2017 - When Sen. Thurston Ballard Morton became chairman of the
Republican National Committee in 1959, he made a strange pledge: to refer to the party
of his political opponents as the Democratic Party. This was, on the one hand,
unremarkable; the party was, after all, called the Democratic Party.
But in calling the Democratic Party by its name, Morton was contrasting himself with his
predecessor, who instead referred to the Democrats as the “Democrat Party.” Sen. Barry
Goldwater also used “Democrat Party” instead of “Democratic Party.”
While it may seem like a simple slipup, Alcorn and Goldwater were actually engaging in
a kind of linguistic joust with their political counterparts. As Oxford Dictionaries
explains, dropping the -ic from “Democratic” allows Republicans to refer to the
Democrats while “[maintaining] a distinction from the broader, positive associations of
the adjective democratic with democracy and egalitarianism.”
Alcorn and Goldwater weren’t the first Republicans to use this derogatory form. In fact,
by the late 1950s, the tradition was well established in the Republican Party.Writing in
2006 for the Washington Post, Ruth Marcus found that “William Safire traced an early
usage to Harold Stassen, who was managing Wendell Willkie's 1940 campaign against
Franklin D. Roosevelt.” Stassen said that a party run by political bosses “should be called
the ‘Democrat party,’ not the ‘Democratic Party.’”

The Columbia Guide to Standard American English notes that “Democrat as an
adjective ... was used with particular virulence by the late senator Joseph McCarthy of
Wisconsin, a Republican who sought by repeatedly calling it the Democrat party to deny
it any possible benefit of the suggestion that it might be democratic.”
In 1984, Rep. Jack Kemp, a New York Republican, opposed an amendment to the
Republican Party’s platform that would have referred to the “Democrat Party” rather than
the “Democratic Party.” Kemp said that such a change would be “an insult to our
Democratic friends.”
George W. Bush was one of the most notorious abusers of the adjective-to-noun
formulation. Marcus, the Post reporter, recounted a series of such uses:
“‘There are people in the Democrat Party who think they can spend your money far
better than you can,’ [Bush] would say in his stump speech, or, ‘Raising taxes is a
Democrat idea of growing the economy,’ or, ‘However they put it, the Democrat
approach in Iraq comes down to this: The terrorists win and America loses.’”
According to Marcus, Bush used ‘Democrat’ as an adjective five times in the day after
his 2004 election victory.
In a 2009 interview on Hardball with Chris Matthews, Rep. Darrel Issa (R.-Calif.)
complained about the spending habits of the “Democrat congress.” But Matthews wasn’t
having it. “I think the Democratic Party calls itself the Democratic Party, not the
Democrat Party. Do we have to do this every night? Why do people talk like this?” he
asked. “They call themselves the Democratic Party. Let’s just call people what they call
themselves and stop the Mickey Mouse here. Save that for the stump.”
This brings us to Rep. Erik Paulsen, who recently published an editorial criticizing
Minnesota Democratic Sens. Franken and Klobuchar for blocking the appointment of
David Stras to the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. And in that editorial, Paulsen
writes, “The reason for the delay is that Stras’ nomination is being held up by
Minnesota’s Democrat U.S. senators — Amy Klobuchar and Al Franken.”
Here is Rep. Erik Paulsen, who not so long ago previously called for “civility and respect
in our political discourse,” deploying what amounts to a schoolyard taunt. The issue gets
at the heart of who Paulsen really is. While Jack Kemp refused to support the rest of his
party as they sought to play petty name games, Rep. Paulsen clearly lacks both the
maturity and the leadership qualities necessary to treat his counterparts across the aisle as
equals.
Perhaps if we start calling him Erika Pauleson he’d get the message.
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‘A Certain Hypocrisy’: Erik Paulsen And Disaster Relief Funding

7 Oct. 2017 - In the wake of three major hurricanes－Harvey, Irma, and Maria－
America’s disaster relief management (or mismanagement) mechanisms are being closely
scrutinized. How does Minnesota Rep. Erik Paulsen’s own voting record on disaster
relief and funding measure up?
In 2009, Paulsen voted in support of H.R. 1746, the Predisaster Hazard Mitigation Act of
2010. The bill reauthorized FEMA’s pre-disaster mitigation program. It passed the House
339-56 with broad bipartisan support.
Paulsen also voted in favor of the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of 2012. That bill
made appropriations for disaster relief to the Department of Defense and offered
supplemental appropriations for FEMA’s Disaster Relief Fund.
And a few months prior to this year’s recent spate of hurricanes, Paulsen voted in favor
of the FEMA Accountability, Modernization and Transparency Act of 2017. The bill was
designed to make it easier for FEMA to award grants and provide greater access to grant
applicants, and passed with unanimous support.
"So Paulsen, it seems, can be generous with disaster relief legislation, at least in the
abstract. But when it came to actually funding disaster relief efforts during the Obama
era, he was an absolute miser. In the aftermath of Hurricane Sandy, for instance, he voted
against supplemental appropriations that would have improved and streamlined disaster
assistance for its victims. Paulsen also opposed an amendment to the bill that increased
relief funding to Sandy victims by over $33 billion."

But in the aftermath of Hurricane Harvey, he voted with the majority of his colleagues in
supporting nearly $8 billion in disaster relief (the total was later increased to about $15
billion). Has Paulsen turned over a new leaf?
Not quite. The big difference is that when Hurricane Sandy struck, Barack Obama was
president. Now that a Republican president is in the White House, Paulsen and his
Republican colleagues are doing all they can to ensure they and their party look effective
－especially after the failure to make good on their signature promise to repeal and
replace Obamacare.
As Rep. Bill Pascrell (D-N.J.) pointed out last month during the debate over additional
disaster relief for victims of Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria, “Congress, until
[Hurricane Sandy], had routinely provided tax relief to communities in the wake of the
worst storms. Victims of Hurricane Sandy did not receive the same treatment. … This
whole debate smacks of a certain hypocrisy.”
Featured image via Fortune.
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Erik Paulsen Puts The Lives Of Disabled Kids At Risk
11 Oct. 2017 - A powerful article published this week in City Pages takes aim at Rep.
Erik Paulsen’s healthcare record, and the portrait it paints is troubling.
The article, written by Cory Zurowski, describes the plight of Hilary and Lemar
Gilbreath, whose son Logan was born six weeks early and weighed less than three
pounds. As he grew, he was diagnosed with host of medical conditions－spina bifidia,
sensory processing disorder, and autism. The combined effect meant that Logan had
trouble walking, communicating, and learning.
Though both Hilary and Lemar had decent jobs, Logan’s treatment and medical expenses
added up quickly. As Zurowski writes, “One MRI can cost $31,000. Logan’s autism day
school runs $800 per week. Twice-weekly therapy sessions ring in at $200 a pop.”
The Gilbreaths had insurance, too, but they quickly hit their coverage limits. “We were
paying out-of-pocket,” Hilary says. “Our coverage for things like occupational and
speech therapy and programs within his day treatment didn’t last very long. When it
comes to a child like Logan who needs intensive therapy, there were these big gaps of
what is covered by insurance and what is patient responsibility…. We knew there was no
way we were going to be able to make this work.”
Fortunately, the Gilbreaths discovered TEFRA, a medical assistance program
administered by the Minnesota Department of Human Services. The program allows kids
with disabilities to get the care they need when their parents earn too much to qualify for
other state medical programs, but still can’t afford the necessary care.
TEFRA was made possible by Obamacare, but if Paulsen has his way, the program could
be abolished along with the rest of Obamacare. That scares Hilary Glibreath, a five-time
Paulsen voter. “I’m afraid the whole program would be gone,” she said. “My biggest
fears are his spinal surgery wouldn’t be covered. His autism treatment wouldn’t be
covered. That we wouldn’t be able to afford therapy and his special ed programs. It’s the
most terrifying thought to think your child won’t get the help they need.
“If I could meet Congressman Paulsen in person, I would have him look into Logan’s
eyes and have him tell him, ‘You’re not worth it.’”
Head over to City Pages to read the full piece.
Back to Health Care

Back to Top

What Does Erik Paulsen Think Of The Iran Deal?

13 Oct. 2017 - President Donald Trump vowed this week to decertify the international
deal that froze Iran’s nuclear weapons program.
”As I have said many times, the Iran deal was one of the worst and most one-sided
transactions the United States has ever entered into,” Trump said at the White House
Friday. “We will not continue down a path whose predictable conclusion is more
violence, more terror, and the very real threat of Iran’s nuclear breakout.”
Trump’s position is at odds with the opinions of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, America’s European allies, and even some members of the Trump
administration, who contend that Tehran is honoring its end of the deal. Congress now
has 60 days to decide whether to reinstate sanctions on Iran, thereby withdrawing
America from the deal entirely.
The deal was initially established under a UN Security Council resolution in 2015 and
signed by Iran, the US, UK, China, Russia, and the EU. It eased sanctions on Iran in
exchange for a temporary end to Iranian nuclear weapons development.
Since it wasn’t a treaty, the Iran Deal didn’t actually require Congressional approval or
ratification, but it did feature a suite of legislation intended to ensure that Congress would
have a voice in the way the new relationship with Iran proceeded. Most Democrats
approved of the deal while most Republicans, including Minnesota Republican Rep. Erik
Paulsen, opposed it.

On 11 September 2015, Paulsen joined his Republican colleagues in voting
against H.R.3461, a resolution to approve the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (the
Iran deal’s official name). The same day, he voted to suspend sanctions relief for Iran.
Both resolutions passed the House along mostly party lines. In a statement explaining his
vote, Paulsen said:
“The nuclear agreement with Iran falls far short of what is acceptable when measured
with the objectives laid out by both Congress and the Administration at the beginning of
this process. The laundry list of problems with the deal – no ‘anytime, anywhere’
inspections, the lifting of the arms embargo, and continued Iranian enrichment
capabilities – have made it impossible for me to support this agreement and is the reason
why I voted against it today.
“Iran is the largest state sponsor of terrorism and a destabilizing force in the Middle East.
Because of this, any deal should be verifiable, enforceable, and accountable – principles
that this agreement does not include.”
Experts, however, disagreed with Paulsen’s analysis. According to Aaron Stein, an arms
control expert with the Royal United Services Institute, said that if Iran did violate the
terms of the agreement, “The likelihood of getting caught is near 100 percent.”
Paulsen also claimed erroneously that “nearly four out of every five Americans think that
this deal is not the right path for us to take.” In fact, polls at the time showed that a bare
majority (56 percent) of Americans disapproved of the deal. Today, the exact opposite is
true.
Earlier this year, Paulsen reiterated his opposition to the deal, calling it “neither prudent
nor transparent” in a speech on the House floor.”
Iranian President Hassan Rouhani said that America will pay a “high cost” if the U.S.
withdraws from the deal. The EU’s foreign policy chief Federica Mogherini emphasized
that the deal will remain in effect regardless of whether the U.S. withdraws.
Featured image via YouTube.
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Erik Paulsen’s Long War Against The Medical Device Tax
October 22, 2017 - Rep. Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) has made a name for himself in
Congress by working on two big legislative areas: health and taxes. More than half of all
the bills he’s sponsored have dealt with taxation, and 28 percent of the bills he’s
sponsored have dealt with health.
One of his biggest policy projects in both areas is the repeal of the medical device tax.
The tax imposes a 2.3 percent sales tax on X-ray machines, MRI equipment, pacemakers,
and surgical equipment, but doesn’t apply to hearing aids, contact lenses, and other
medical equipment that the general public might buy. The tax was bundled into
Obamacare and was estimated to bring in $29 billion over 10 years.
Proponents of the tax argued that medical device makers shouldered at least some of the
blame for rising healthcare costs. As Cory Zurowski of City Pages recently wrote:
“Hospitals paid as much as $13,000 for hip implants that cost $350 to manufacture. Other
companies didn’t hesitate to mark up prices at double, triple, quadruple their costs. Still
others had been fined for paying kickbacks to surgeons. The industry had sketched a
blueprint for price-gouging that would later be adopted by drugmakers.”
But the 3rd Congressional District that Paulsen represents is home to many medical
device manufacturers, and they’ve lobbied aggressively to keep Paulsen in their pocket.
In the 2009-2010 congressional fundraising cycle, he took almost $40,000 from the
medical device and supplies industry. In the run-up to last year’s election, he became the
industry’s top recipient in the House, snagging over $145,000 from industry donors.
In exchange, Paulsen became one of the tax’s earliest critics, calling it a “jobkilling” measure. “Once it takes effect, this tax will harm job growth, slow innovation
and raise costs,” he said in 2010. “The right thing to do is stop this tax now, before its
negative impact takes hold.”
In 2013, Paulsen and other congressional Republicans successfully instituted a two-year
moratorium on the tax, effective from December 2015. Yet that same year, the medical
device industry added 24,000 jobs and grew their profits by almost $3 billion.
Yet analysts found scant evidence that the tax had led to economic hardship. Prior to the
moratorium in 2015, the Congressional Research Service found that the medical device
tax had changed employment payrolls by no more than two-tenths of 1 percent. And in a
separate survey that same year, most of the executives in the U.S. medical device
industry said their companies did not make significant business changes in 2014 in
response to the tax.

Yet the war against the medical device tax rages on. It was Paulsen’s hope in 2015 that
the moratorium would spell the end of the medical device tax. After winning reelection
last year, he said his “first initiative” in 2017 was to permanently repeal the tax.
And what have Paulsen’s allies in the medical device industry done with the savings they
reaped due to the moratorium on the tax? Increased their executive pay, of course! City
Pages reports that between 2012 and 2014, executive pay at medical device manufacturer
Zimmer Biomet averaged $8.6 million. But last year, the company’s CEO pulled
in nearly $11.5 million.
This is what Rep. Paulsen’s efforts to repeal the law are really about: making money for
corporate leaders who, in turn, kick at least some of that money back to him for his
reelection bids. Paulsen has been captured by the special interests. He is the swamp that
the titular head of his party, Donald Trump, pledged to drain.
How long he is allowed to remain there is not up to Trump, though－it’s up to the voters
of the 3rd Congressional District.
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Paulsen Supports Draconian Budget Cuts
29 Oct. 2017 - In a new piece for City Pages, Susan Du takes aim at Minnesota’s
Republican Representatives and their concerted attack on our nation’s already threadbare
social safety net. According to Du, Paulsen and his GOP counterparts are poised to enact
tax reform legislation that enriches the wealthiest Americans while leaving the middle
class with little or no tax relief.
Republican Reps. Erik Paulsen, Tom Emmer, and Jason Lewis are firmly united in their
opposition to government spending. Paying down the debt is so important to both Lewis
and Emmer that both voted against spending on hurricane relief (something Paulsen, too,
has done before).
Given their ideological commitments, it’s unsurprising that the trio voted Thursday in
favor of a budget resolution that cuts Medicaid by over $1 trillion, Medicare by about
$473 billion, food stamps by $140 billion, and student loan assistance by $200 billion.
These budget cuts will enable the GOP to cut taxes. As Du writes, “The 1 percent gets
served first, of course. The wealthiest Minnesotans will receive 62 percent of the state's
tax cuts next year for an average of $66,000, according to the nonpartisan Institute on
Taxation and Economic Policy. Middle-class Minnesotans get 7 percent of cuts, or an
average of $370.”
This is the America that Rep. Paulsen and his Republican counterparts want, one in
which the rich get richer and the middle class is left behind.
The budget resolution is also significant because it changed the rules for passing
legislation in the Senate. Republicans will now be able to pass their tax cut bill with a
bare majority of 51 votes.
While the budget resolution is not law and functions only as a series of recommendations,
it does operate as a useful statement of purpose for congressional Republicans. The
House and Senate Appropriations subcommittees will now markup appropriations bills to
determine the shape of the final budget.
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