
4/29/2026 

To: Members of the Senate Finance Committee 

Subject: Strong Opposition to the SF 3655 A19 DE Amendment and SF 4067 

Dear Chair and Members of the Committee, 

I am writing to express my absolute opposition to the legislative maneuver attempting to use S.F. 4067 as a 

vehicle to pass the sweeping gun control mandates originally found in the S.F. 3655 A19 DE amendment. This 

tactic is not only a breach of legislative transparency, but it is also deeply unconstitutional on both state and 

federal levels. 

First, rolling a highly controversial, standalone gun control package into a broader vehicle bill is a direct affront 

to the Minnesota Constitution. Article IV, Section 17 clearly dictates the Single-Subject Rule: "No law shall 

embrace more than one subject, which shall be expressed in its title." The Minnesota Supreme Court has 

historically struck down legislation that uses "logrolling" to pass unpopular or unrelated mandates by burying 

them in larger vehicle or omnibus bills (e.g., Associated Builders and Contractors v. Ventura). Subverting the 

transparent legislative process by sneaking a ban on commonly owned firearms into S.F. 4067 violates the spirit 

and the letter of our state's constitution. 

Second, the substantive language of the S.F. 3655 amendment is a blatant violation of the Second Amendment 

of the United States Constitution. The U.S. Supreme Court has settled this issue in landmark cases: 

• In District of Columbia v. Heller (2008), the Court affirmed that the Second Amendment protects arms 

that are "in common use at the time" for lawful purposes like self-defense. The semiautomatic firearms 

and standard-capacity magazines targeted by this legislation are owned by millions of peaceful, law-

abiding Americans and Minnesotans. They are the very definition of "in common use." 

• In New York State Rifle & Pistol Association, Inc. v. Bruen (2022), the Supreme Court established that 

any regulation on firearms must be consistent with the Nation's historical tradition of firearm regulation. 

There is zero historical tradition in this country of banning the most popular, commonly owned 

defensive firearms and their standard components. 

Legislating via procedural loopholes to strip law-abiding Minnesotans of their fundamental rights is 

unacceptable. This language does not target the criminals committing violence in our streets; it targets peaceful 

citizens and turns them into felons by administrative fiat. 

We must demand policies that hold violent, repeat offenders accountable, not unconstitutional mandates that 

punish the law-abiding. I urge you to reject this procedural maneuver, reject the S.F. 3655 A19 amendment, and 

vote NO on S.F. 4067 if it contains this language. 

Thank you for your time and your service to our state. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Babcock 

Saint Paul, MN 55106 


