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April 8, 2026

Common Cause MN is a nonpartisan grassroots organization working to create an open, transparent,
and accountable government. Although we have a C4 arm, it is limited to lobbying activities; we do not
endorse a political party or candidate. We have over 1.5M members nationwide and offices in 28
states. | lead the MN office. Over 26,000 Minnesotans from various party affiliations, or unaffiliated,
have come together to support our work, ensuring our Republic’s democracy is safeguarded and that
everyone’s vote counts.

Chair and Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony in support of Sen. Westlin’s SF4898. This bill
presents an important opportunity for legislative leadership, particularly in the Senate, to affirm a simple
but foundational principle of democratic governance: no one is above the law. That principle must apply
equally to members, leadership, institutions, and legislative processes, especially at a time when public
trust in government is under significant strain.

Over the past several years, Minnesota has experienced a series of well-documented fraud cases
involving the misuse of public funds. Many of these cases remain under investigation, and all have
understandably heightened public concern about oversight, transparency, and accountability across
state government. At the same time, the Legislature itself has faced difficult and highly publicized
questions regarding ethics enforcement, including the Senate’s handling of ethics complaints involving
Senator Mitchell. Taken together, these developments have created a growing perception among
Minnesotans that accountability systems may be uneven, opaque, or inconsistently applied depending
on circumstance or position.

Against that backdrop, the events surrounding the organization of the Minnesota House at the start of
the 2025 session further underscore the need for reform. During the dispute that followed the 67/67
partisan split, the House Rules and Legislative Administration Committee authorized the retention of
outside legal counsel in connection with actions that were later challenged in court. That authorization
occurred without a lawful quorum, raising serious procedural concerns. Subsequent public reporting
revealed additional structural gaps in how ethics, disclosure, and transparency operate when the
Legislature is functioning under extraordinary conditions.

As reported at the time, House leadership permitted the use of a legislative email account by individuals
who were not House members and not part of a legislator’s official staff, for purposes related to legal
strategy and coordination. The House also retained outside counsel from a law firm associated with a
sitting member of House leadership. While these actions may have been taken in good faith and may
have complied with existing legal authorities, they raised reasonable and legitimate questions about
conflicts of interest, guardrails, and institutional norms, questions that current law does not clearly or
consistently address.

Further, disclosures later filed with the Minnesota Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board
revealed that two of the three attorneys authorized by the House were compensated for their services,
while no comparable disclosure exists for the third attorney. This uneven record illustrates a larger
problem: ethics and disclosure obligations depend too heavily on which reporting regime happens to
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apply; campaign finance law, legislative accounting rules, or, in some cases, none at all. That
inconsistency undermines transparency and fuels public skepticism.

This testimony is not offered to relitigate partisan disputes or assign retroactive blame. Rather, it is a
forward-looking acknowledgment that Minnesota’s current legislative ethics framework leaves too much
to informal practice, custom, or workaround at precisely the moment when the public is demanding
clarity, consistency, and accountability.

SF4898 directly addresses this gap. Rather than relying on campaign finance or lobbying laws to
incidentally capture ethical issues within the Legislature, the bill establishes a statutory ethics framework
specifically tailored to legislative operations. It strengthens independent ethics oversight, clarifies
disclosure expectations tied to the use of taxpayer-funded resources, and increases transparency
during internal disputes or other extraordinary legislative circumstances.

Supporting this bill is an opportunity for legislative leadership to demonstrate that accountability is not
something imposed from outside the institution, but a value embraced from within. At a time when
Minnesotans are asking hard questions about fraud, ethics enforcement, and government
accountability, taking proactive steps to strengthen the Legislature’s own ethics infrastructure would
send a powerful and necessary signal that those concerns are being taken seriously.

These provisions provide clear guidelines and enforceable accountability measures that protect the
integrity of Minnesota’s democratic process. They help ensure that decisions are made, and votes are
cast, based on merit and public interest, free from undue influence, undisclosed arrangements, or
uncertainty about the rules.

| appreciate your leadership and your commitment to good government. | urge you to give serious
consideration to SF4898, not as a critique of past actions, but as an essential, forward-looking effort to
restore and strengthen public confidence in the legislative process and in the elected officials entrusted
to uphold it.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask members to vote yes.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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