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Introduction                                                                 
This Legislative Report includes:
 

Descriptions of key votes:  Numbered explanations of votes 
taken in the Senate and the House that include the action 
voted on (motion, amendment, passage, etc.), together with 
the Minnesota AFL-CIO’s position, the vote outcome and vote 
totals.
 

Tables showing key 2010 votes:  Grids showing whether 
legislators supported or opposed working families with their 
votes.  The numbered columns in the tables correspond to 
the numbered votes for the appropriate legislative body.  
These grids also contain vote issue, date, and House/Senate 
Journal pages.
 

Definitions of right and wrong votes:  A legislator’s vote is 
recorded as “Right” (R) - supporting the Minnesota AFL-CIO 
position, or “Wrong” (W) - opposing the Minnesota AFL-CIO 
position.  If the legislator was absent or did not vote, “Not 
Voting” (NV) is recorded.
 

Lifetime voting records:  The Minnesota AFL-CIO Lifetime 
Voting Records of current members of the House and 
Senate are included on the House and Senate grids in the far 
right column.  Only actual “R” or “W” votes are counted in 
calculating a legislator’s percentage of “right” votes.  “NV”s 
are not used in calculating the percentage.

Contents

Legislative Priorities		  2

Vote Descriptions:

	 Job Creation 			   4

	 Tax Fairness			   5

	 A Balanced Approach 	 6

	 Worker Protection 		 7

	 Fair Elections			   10

House Voting Record 		  11

Senate Voting Record 		  15

 

Notes on how votes are selected to this report:  Votes have been selected for their accuracy as a gauge of 
legislator’s views.  For this reason, unanimous or wide margin votes are avoided, unless there are no other 
significant votes available on an important issue.  The legislature often makes critical decisions about the content of 
legislation through votes on amendments or procedural motions.  These votes frequently reveal a legislator’s true 
position on an important issue more clearly than lopsided votes on a bill’s final passage.
 
Sources:  Information sources used to compile this record include the journals of the Minnesota House and Senate, 
the text of bills, the publications Session Weekly and Session Briefly, and affiliate websites.
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Legislative Priorities: Jobs & Revenue                   
Jobs

Construction Jobs
•	 Pass a bonding bill of at least $1 billion early in the session to get Minnesotans back to work quickly.

•	 Pass the Construction Jobs Coalition bill.

•	 Put people back to work by leveraging and stimulating private investment in the construction of commercial, 
industrial, energy-efficient retrofit, and residential projects across the state.

Green Jobs
•	 Enact legislation and/or policies to 

encourage private -sector “green” 
manufacturing.

•	 Retrofit public buildings to meet energy 
and environmental standards.

Job Creation Strategies
•	 Create a $12 per hour wage subsidy 

program to help small and medium-
sized public, private and non-profit 
employers cover the cost of hiring new 
workers or rehiring laid-off workers.  A 
state  program – funded with a small 
portion of a progressive revenue-
raising package – is more efficient than 
any other stimulus program because it has a lower cost per job created, addresses short-term job needs, and 
provides benefits over the next several years.

•	 Pass policies to encourage high-wage job creation in Minnesota and the United States.
•	 Enact legislation to remove tax credits for companies that “off-shore” their workers’ jobs and give those 

incentives to companies that create jobs here.
•	 Pass legislation to prohibit state agencies from contracting with companies that outsource work and job 

opportunities to other countries.
•	 Fund a strong public E-12 and higher education system to prepare the high-quality workers that Minnesota 

needs today and tomorrow.
•	 Public school funding must be equitable, sustainable, predictable, and sufficient to provide a strong foundation 

for the next generation of workers and business owners.

Worker Protection
•	 Extend unemployment benefits and COBRA health coverage.
•	 Affirm workers’ rights to join unions by prohibiting public employers from using state funds to influence 

organizing efforts.
•	 Require all employers to remain neutral in organizing campaigns (labor peace).
•	 Support the use of Labor/Management, negotiated Project Labor Agreements on public construction and 

renovation projects.
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Revenue

Balanced Approach
•	 Raise revenue as a part of the solution to the state’s budget deficit.
•	 Enact a balanced solution which is much less harmful to 

Minnesota’s economy than budget cuts alone.   The governor and 
legislature must eliminate “smoke and mirrors” budgeting that uses 
gimmicks, shifts and unallotment.

•	 Stop the cuts and unallotments to E-12 public and higher 
education, health care, and local government – cuts that devastate 
communities.

•	 Stop job loss.  Every time a Minnesotan loses his or her job it 
weakens local communities.  Unemployment increases economic 
stress on social programs, taxpayers and especially working 
families.

Tax Fairness
•	 Ensure all Minnesotans pay taxes in proportion to income.  

Minnesota’s middle class families ($35,000 - $97,000) pay 12.4 
percent of their income in state and local taxes while those in the 
top income brackets ($194,000 and over), pay only 9 percent.

•	 Raise revenue to sustain public schools and other vital public 
services, such as Meals on Wheels for seniors, public safety, and 
services for the disabled.
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Vote Descriptions                                                          
Job Creation

House vote #s 1, 3, 6/Senate vote #s 3, 4, 6:
HF 2700 - Rep. Alice Hausman (DFL-St. Paul)/Sen. Keith Langseth (DFL-Glyndon) – Omnibus Bonding bill.  In the 
beginning, a key difference between house and senate bills was the differing amounts that they gave to the 
University of Minnesota and the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities System. Other differences included 
money for transit corridors and flood mitigation.  Negotiations throughout the conference committee process 
brought the bill to $999.9 million.  The bill would have created and estimated 27,000 jobs statewide.    

The governor line-item vetoed the final bill down to a measly $685 million – eliminating thousands of potential 
jobs.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Support
Correct vote:  Yea (for all)

House vote #1:  92 Yea – 37 Nay			   Senate vote #3:  53 Yea – 13 Nay
(House journal pg. 7795, February 15, 2010)			  (Senate journal pg. 6991, February 16, 2010)

House vote #3:  85 Yea – 46 Nay			   Senate vote #4:  47 Yea – 19 Nay
(House journal pg. 7966, February 22, 2010)			  (Senate journal pg. 7137, February 22, 2010)

House vote #6:  89 Yea – 44 Nay			   Senate vote #6:  49 Yea – 17 Nay
(House journal pgs. 8664-8665, March 11, 2010)		  (Senate journal pg. 7665, March 11, 2010)

Senate vote #7/House vote #9:
HF 2695 – Representative Ann Lenczewski (D-Minneapolis)/
Senator Tom Bakk (D-Cook) Also known as Jobs Bill #2, contained 
many provisions aimed at stimulating the economy through 
business investment and job creation.  Here are some of the 
provisions contained in the bill:  

•	 An investment credit for “angel” type venture capital 
investments

•	 A refundable historic structure rehabilitation credit
•	 Authority for local governments to finance energy 

conservation improvements and collect repayments as special assessments (at the request of the property 
owner)

•	 Authority of the Public Finance Authority to issue revenue bonds for city transportation projects
•	 Compact development tax increment financing districts
•	 Expanded authority to temporarily use TIF for economic development
•	 Expanded authority to use excess TIF revenues for construction of new private development
•	 Provision of modified JOBZ benefits to the Ford Motor Company site in St. Paul, if certain conditions are met
•	 Expanded authority for several cities to use TIF for housing replacement
•	 Additional flexibility for the city of Bloomington to develop the Mall of America site

Bill was passed by both houses and signed by the governor.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Support
Correct vote: Yea

Senate vote: 58 Yea – 3 Nay				    House vote: 112 Yea – 20 Nay
(Senate journal pg. 9254, March, 29, 2010)			   (House journal pg. 9761, March 29, 2010)
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House vote #8:
Proposed by Representative Steve Drazkowski (R-Wabasha) would have deleted the provision allowing for 
Property Assessed Clean Energy financing (PACE).  This optional program is a way to finance solar systems or 
energy efficiency retrofits, where the city offers you a loan and you pay it back through your property tax bills over 
15 to 20 years.  This program has shown great success in other states and has created thousands of direct good-
paying jobs. 

Minnesota AFL-CIO position:  Oppose
Correct vote: Nay

Vote: 57 Yea – 75 Nay (amendment failed)
(House journal pg. 9755, March 29, 2010)

Tax Fairness
House vote #11:
A proposed amendment by Representative Frank Hornstein (D-Minneapolis) would further close what are 
commonly known as corporate tax avoidance schemes or tax ‘loopholes’.  

A little understood provision of Minnesota tax law is allowing some Minnesota corporations to reduce their 
corporate income tax liability by 80% through what is called the “foreign royalty subtraction”.

Multi-national corporations are also shifting their profits to low-tax foreign “tax haven” countries without actually 
locating a substantial portion of their 
business in these countries in order to 
take advantage of low tax rates and to 
avoid federal and state taxes in the U.S.

By some reports, U.S. corporate 
profits reported in tax haven nations 
can exceed the entire gross domestic 
product of these nations by 300 
percent or more. These tax avoidance 
schemes allow big companies and 
wealthy individuals to benefit from 
our onshore benefits of tax – like the 
infrastructure, education, health care, 
and public safety we fight so hard to 
preserve – while using the offshore 
world to escape their responsibilities 
to pay for it.

According to estimates from the 
Minnesota Department of Revenue, 

putting an end to these tax avoidance schemes would generate approximately $400 million over the next three 
years, and would have been used to directly offset the cuts to specific areas within health and human services.  

Amendment prevailed, but the entire Omnibus Health and Human Services bill (HF 2614) was vetoed by the 
governor.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Support
Correct vote: Yea

Vote:  78 Yea – 55 Nay (amendment adopted)
(House journal pgs. 11265-11266, May 4, 2010)
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Senate vote #9/House vote #13:
HF 2037 – Senator Richard Cohen (D-St. Paul)/Representative Loren Solberg (D-Grand Rapids) This bill is also known 
as the ‘Budget Balancing bill.’ Despite all its reductions in appropriations for fiscal years 2010 and 2011, it increased 
revenues by approximately $435.4 million in fiscal year 2011, to address the $2.9 billion budget short fall.  It added 
a new 9.1 percent rate at $200,000 of taxable income for married joint filers, with the threshold adjusted for other 
filing statuses ($100,000 for married separate filers, $113,110 for single filers, and $170,350 for head of household 
filers).  The 9.1 percent rate would sunset after tax year 2013 if the February 2013 forecast showed a general fund 
balance of $500 million or more. 

The bill narrowly passed both houses but was vetoed by the governor.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Support
Correct vote: Yea

Senate vote: 34 Yea – 33 Nay				    House vote: 71 Yea – 63 Nay
(Senate journal pgs. 10867-10868, May 10, 2010)		  (House journal pg. 12091, May 10, 2010)

A Balanced Approach
House vote #2/Senate vote #2:
SF 2168 – Sen. Linda Berglin (D-Minneapolis)/Rep. Erin Murphy (D-St. Paul) This bill established a temporary 
General Assistance Medical Care 
(GAMC) program for the period March 
1, 2010, through June 30, 2011. 
The bill specified eligibility criteria, 
covered services and payment rates, 
allowed counties to provide services 
through a coordinated care delivery 
option, and made changes in the 
delivery of certain mental health 
services. The bill provided funding 
sources for GAMC and suspended 
certain provisions of current GAMC 
law. 

The governor vetoed this bill even 
though it had overwhelming bi-
partisan support.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Support
Correct vote: Yea

House vote: 125 Yea – 9 Nay				    Senate vote: 45 Yea – 20 Nay
(House journal pg. 7865, February 15, 2010)			  (Senate journal pg. 6951, February 11, 2010)
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House vote #4/Senate vote #5:
SF 2168 – Sen. Linda Berglin (D-Minneapolis)/Rep. Erin Murphy (D-St. Paul) Veto override attempt.  As expected, 
not a single Republican supported the attempt in the House, playing party politics rather than helping the most 
vulnerable Minnesotans.  At the very end, House Majority Leader Tony Sertich (D-Chisholm) switched his vote, 
merely for procedural reasons, allowing for another override at a later date.

Override attempt failed.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Support
Correct vote: Yea

House vote: 86 Yea – 47 Nay				    Senate vote: 45 Yea – 21 Nay
(House journal pg. 8052, March 1, 2010)			   (Senate journal pg. 7199, February 25, 2010)

Senate vote #11/House vote #16:
HF 2614 – Senator Linda Berglin 
(D-Minneapolis)/Representative Tom 
Huntley (D-Duluth) The Omnibus Health 
and Human Services bill would have 
reduced General Fund health and human 
services spending by $114 million in the 
current biennium through a combination 
of cuts, transfers and new revenue.  It 
contained proposals to:

•	 broaden eligibility for the state’s 
Medicaid program

•	 extend the expiration date for the state premium subsidy program for COBRA continuation coverage 
from December 31, 2010, to August 31, 2011, and extend the exemption from the four-month uninsured 
requirement to February 28, 2012, to reflect the extension of the federal premium subsidy program for 
continuation coverage. 

•	 increase the provider surcharge on hospitals and HMOs, to the tune of $160 million per year. This money would 
have leveraged an additional $130 million in federal matching dollars

•	 reserved funding for some State Operated Services facilities slated for closure
The governor vetoed the bill.  Much of the health and human services budget bill was later included in Special 
Session (SS) HF1/SS SF 1. 

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Support
Correct vote: Yea

Senate vote:  47 Yea – 18 Nay			   House vote: 82 Yea – 50 Nay
(Senate journal pgs. 11623-11624, May 12, 2010)	 (House journal pgs. 12885-12886, May 12, 2010)
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Worker Protection
Senate vote #10/House vote #14:
SF 2510 – Senator David Tomassoni (D-Chisholm)/Representative Mike Obermueller (D-Eagan) The Omnibus 
Employment and Economic Development policy bill contained several Unemployment Insurance provisions 
including:

•	 Provides continuation of Minnesota’s 13-week extended unemployment benefits and creates a new program 
for those falling through the cracks of federal coverage.

•	 Staffing service.  Defines a staffing service as an employer whose business involves employing individuals 
directly for the purpose of furnishing temporary assignment workers to clients of the staffing service.

•	 Suitable employment.  Specifying that suitable employment does not include employment with a staffing 
service if less than 45 percent of the applicant’s wage credits are from a job assignment with the client of a 
staffing service. 

•	 Employment misconduct defined.  Modifies that standard for employment misconduct by establishing that a 
violation of standards of behavior must be egregious rather than serious.

•	 Telephone number.  Requires that for any unemployment benefit determination, a telephone number must be 
prominently displayed for applicants or employers to contact with questions or to request further information.

•	 Unemployment law judges.  Provides for minimum salary standards for unemployment law judges.
•	 Administrative penalties.  Directs the commissioner to penalize employers who make offers of employment to 

an applicant when in fact, there are no jobs available.
The governor line-item vetoed two provisions from the bill and signed it into law.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Support
Correct vote: Yea

Senate vote: 54 Yea – 13 Nay				    House vote: 91 Yea – 42 Nay
(Senate journal pg. 11025, May 10, 2010)			   (House journal pg. 12281, May 11, 2010)

Senate vote #1/House vote #7:
Proposed by Senator David Hann (R-Eden Prairie) and by Representative 
Steve Gottwalt, would have suspended prevailing wage on bonding 
projects.  Minnesota’s prevailing law dates back to 1973. The last major 
evaluation of its effectiveness was conducted in 1998 by the Department 
of Labor and Industry. A study, during the administration of Republican 
governor Arne Carlson, concluded: “…Not only is the prevailing wage 
legislation doing what it was intended to do, but absent such a provision, 
the effects are harmful to the industry and local economy.”  Prevailing wage 
laws are based on the principle that taxpayer money should not be used to 
undercut the standard of living in a local community.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position:  Oppose
Correct vote: Nay

Senate vote: 17 Yea – 45 Nay (amendment failed)	 House vote: 32 Yea – 102 Nay (amendment failed)
(Senate journal pg. 6862, February 9, 2010)			   (House journal pg. 9185, March 22, 2010)
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Senate vote #8/House vote #12:
Proposed by Senator David Hann (R-Eden Prairie) and by Representative Mark Buesgens (R-Jordan), respectively, 

this amendment would have moved all 
state employees from their defined benefit 
plans to defined contribution plans after 
July 1, 2010.  Defined benefits guarantee 
your retirement income no matter what 
happens in the stock market, how long 
you live, or whether you become disabled. 
Under a contribution plan, workers lose 
the ability to plan ahead for a comfortable 
retirement because savings are subject to 
investment risk and benefits depend on an 
employee’s ability to save.  Here are some 
facts about public pensions in Minnesota:

•	 Public pensions are modest. 
•	 Minnesota’s pension systems pay out 

more than $2.5 billion, add $3.3 billion 
to the state economy, and create 22,500 
additional jobs.

•	 State and local taxes collected on our pensions exceed public employer pension contributions by $80 million a 
year.

•	 90% of retired public workers stay in Minnesota. That benefits our economy and keeps seniors self-sufficient.
•	 More than 20% of senior citizens are living in poverty with only Social Security
•	 Minnesota taxpayers pay for only 15 cents of every dollar in public pension benefits.
•	 Most private pensions are 100% employer paid. Public employees pay for half of theirs.
•	 Defined benefit focuses on how much is paid to the retired worker. Defined contribution focuses on how much 

goes into the plan.
•	 Defined benefit plans cost half of what defined contribution plans cost to deliver the same benefit due to 

superior investment management and pooling of longevity risk.

Both House and Senate amendment attempts failed.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Oppose
Correct vote: Nay

Senate vote:  24 Yea – 36 Nay 				   House vote: 33 Yea – 91 Nay
(Senate journal pgs. 10364-10365, May 5, 2010)		  (House journal pg. 11929, May 7, 2010)

House vote #10:
Proposed by Representative Steve Gottwalt (R-St. Cloud) This amendment, presented as a way to ‘help lower the 
cost of state and local government’, was just an attempt to diminish collective bargaining rights for public sector 
employees.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Oppose
Correct vote: Nay

Vote: 41 Yea – 88 Nay (amendment failed)
(House journal pgs. 10381-10382, April 21, 2010)
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House vote #15:
Proposed by Representative Randy Demmer (R-Hayfield). His proposed amendment, reducing licensing standards 
for teachers, would allow individuals to begin teaching with insufficient training – as little as 200 hours in some 
cases – and with limited classroom experience.  Despite labor’s efforts to express strong opposition to this 
language, it continued to move forward.  Seeing that compromise needed to happen, Education Minnesota agreed 
on language that would (1) allow mid-career professionals to acquire a two-year limited-term license and to 
prepare for a standard entrance license, if a need for teachers exists in a shortage subject area identified by the 
department and: (2) would require a candidate to have a bachelor’s degree and at least ten years of professional 
experience in the licensure area being sought or hold a valid teaching license and have at least five years of 
classroom teaching experience.  Representative Will Morgan (D-Burnsville) amended this language into the bill.  
However, the original language that weakened licensure requirements for our teachers wasn’t removed.  In the end, 
no education bill was passed.

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Oppose
Correct vote:  Nay

Vote: 65 Yea – 68 Nay (amendment failed)
(House journal pg. 12465, May 11, 2010)

House vote #17:
Proposed by Representative Keith Downey (R-Edina).  Language was inserted into the State Government Omnibus 
Policy bill requiring the state’s chief information officer, in consultation with the commissioner of management and 
budget, “to study the feasibility and estimated costs of entering into a lease or lease-purchase agreement with a 
private nonprofit organization, involving a private sector developer, to provide a centralized data center for state 
agencies, using state employees, or to upgrade current facilities for purposes of data center consolidation, using 
state employees.” The study will include a report of a potential schedule for consolidation of existing state agency 
data centers, and an estimate of any savings, increased efficiencies, or performance improvements that would be 
achieved through this consolidation.  The original language to conduct the study was amended to require it is 
staffed with state employees.  This amendment would have eliminated that requirement. 

Minnesota AFL-CIO position: Oppose
Correct vote: Nay

Vote: 41Yea – 91 Nay (amendment failed)
(House journal pgs. 13075-13076, May 14, 2010)

Fair Elections
House vote #5:
Proposed by Representative Tom Emmer (R-Delano) would have required voters to show photo identification 
before receiving a ballot in a polling place.  Requiring voters to show a photo ID before voting on Election Day could 
block thousands of eligible Minnesota voters and substantially increase wait times at polling locations.  Although 
most Minnesotans have a government-issued photo ID, studies show that many eligible voters statewide do not; 
the percentage is highest for seniors, people of color, people with disabilities, low-income voters, and students.  
Allegations of voter fraud generate big headlines, especially around election time.  In fact, nearly all claims of voter 
fraud prove to be unfounded. 

Minnesota AFL-CIO position:  Oppose
Correct vote: Nay

Vote: 59 Yea – 74 Nay (amendment failed)
(House journal pgs. 8332-8333, March 8, 2010) 
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