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This obscure law can help correct
misinformation in Trump's White
House
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Last week, an advocacy group, the Democracy Forward Foundation, sent a
letter to the Department of the Treasury requesting a correction under the
Information Quality Act. This seemingly obscure action could pave the
way for greater use of another tool that could be useful for groups hoping
to highlight distortions of facts by the Trump administration.

The Information Quality Act (IQA) was passed as a rider to an
appropriations bill in 2000. It, and the regulations implementing it,
require agencies to disseminate only information that is objective and of
high quality, and to set up a process where members of the public can
challenge such information.

Before you get too excited, presidential tweets are not subject to the IQA.
However, many of the statements issued by federal agencies are. When
the IQA was originally passed, the focus was on the effect it would have on
regulation. Many saw it as an attempt to hamstring agencies that used
scientific information to justify regulatory initiatives. By allowing the
public to challenge the underlying scientific basis for regulations, the IQA,
it was thought, would make it harder to regulate.

It hasn’t exactly worked out that way. Courts have generally restricted the
ability of petitioners to use the IQA to sue federal agencies. The law is not
settled on this matter however.

Regardless of the legal implications of filing an IQA complaint, doing so
does accomplishes two things. First, it calls attention to the use of false
information by the government. Second, it forces government agencies to



further defend the use of that false information, potentially weakening
their ability to use that information in political debates or in court cases
on other issues.

The complaint by the Democracy Forward Foundation offers a blueprint of

how this may work in practice. It argues that two claims made by the

Treasury Department are not accurate. The first is that the administration
Related News by tax plan would save the average taxpayer between $4000 and $9000.
The second is that 70 percent of the corporate tax burden falls on
workers. The Foundation backs up their claims that both of these
statements are false in their 10-page letter.

The Trump administration has made itself a particularly target rich
environment for potential IQA requests. In environmental policy, plans to
roll back Obama administration regulations on climate change will likely
rely on arguments like those made by Trump and his cabinet members
that humans do not contribute to or accelerate climate change. In fact
the report recently issued by the Trump administration can even be used
as evidence that the information supporting climate change regulation
rollbacks are not of high quality.

Supreme Court's gay Deregulatory efforts in general by the Trump administration may be ripe
cake case is about a... for IQA challenges. When the administration tries to reverse a recent

~ regulation, that regulation was likely supported by economic analyses and
scientific analyses previously endorsed by the agencies. These earlier
analyses can be used in court to challenge attempts at deregulation, but
they can also be highlighted via use of the IQA.

McConnell doesn’t get When the IQA was passed, its supporters probably could not have

to play Roy Moore’s... envisioned an administration like the current one. While agencies subject
to the IQA tend to be more careful with the truth than the president has
been, when they have to defend policies that don’t have factual support,
they leave themselves open to charges of abusing the truth. The IQA is a
way to highlight those abuses.

Stuart Shapiro is professor and director of the Public Policy Program at the
Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy at Rutgers University, and a
member of the Scholars Strategy Network. Follow him on Twitter

@shapiro_stuart.

America's sexual assault
reckoning is no time to...

GOP tax bill draws fire from AARP,

{NEIDW universities

o SHARES

JustiIn...

GOP tax bill draws fire
from AARP, universities
FINANCE — 10M 55 AGO

Comey shares quote
about freedom of the



press after Trump hits
CNN

BLOG BRIEFING ROOM
—18M 48S AGO

CNN fires back at
Trump: It's your job to
represent the US to the
world

ADMINISTRATION — 25M 558 AGO

Barney Frank slams
Trump's appointment of
Mulvaney at CFPB
FINANCE — 1H 8M AGO

Trump: Fox 'much more
important' than CNN
ADMINISTRATION — 1H 15M AGO

Dem on Flynn: 'Karma
can be very difficult'
HOUSE — 1H 34M AGO

Trump defends decision
to appoint consumer
bureau chief

BLOG BRIEFING ROOM
—1H 46M AGO

Sunday shows preview:
Anticipation builds
ahead of Senate vote on
tax cuts

SUNDAY TALK SHOWS
—1H53M AGO

VIEW ALL

Related News by

Fox News host rips
Trump: You're the...

Ex-Obama adviser:
Trump has done 'more...

The tax bills that Republican leaders have put forward in the House and
Senate have broad support from their members, from conservative
activists and from business groups.

But other stakeholders have been sounding alarm bells over provisions in
the legislation.

Those groups are lobbying furiously for their preferred changes, but
there’s no guarantee their requests will be heard, given that GOP
lawmakers are aiming to move quickly and are hoping to get legislation
enacted by Christmas.

Here’s a rundown on who's pushing back against aspects of the GOP’s tax
plans.

AARP

The AARP has raised concerns about provisions in both the House and
Senate bills, warning they would be harmful to older Americans.

Both bills would increase the deficit and could trigger cuts to Medicare if
Congress doesn’t waive sequestration rules for federal spending. The
AARP is also concerned that many seniors would see their taxes go up
under the bills.

There are also provisions unique to the House and Senate bills that the
group opposes. The AARP opposes the House's push to repeal the
deduction for medical expenses and the Senate’s push to repeal the
ObamacCare individual mandate.

Housing industry

Key groups in the housing industry took issue with the tax bills even
before they were released, warning that they reduce incentives for
homeownership.

Both bills would substantially increase the size of the standard deduction
taxpayers can take. This would reduce the number of people who take the
mortgage interest deduction and concentrate those who do claim the
preference at the upper end of the income scale.

The House bill would cap the mortgage interest deduction for new
mortgages at the first $500,000, down from $1 million under current law,
and would eliminate the deduction for second homes. It also would
eliminate the deduction for state and local income and sales taxes and
would cap the deduction for state and local property taxes at $10,000.

The Senate bill does not curb the mortgage deduction, but it would
completely eliminate the property-tax deduction.
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Municipal bond market

The bills would have a significant impact on the municipal bond market,
which plays a key role in the financing of infrastructure.

A broad array of groups are involved in the market, including state and
local governments that issue the bonds; nonprofit and private parties that
benefit from tax-exempt debt; and individuals, banks and insurance
companies that purchase them bonds.

Both bills would do away with the ability for state and local governments
to sell tax-exempt “advance refunding bonds,” which allow municipalities
to refinance their debt at lower interest rates and realize savings.

The House bill would also eliminate the tax-exemption for new “private-
activity bonds,” which are used to finance projects like facilities for
nonprofit colleges and hospitals, transportation infrastructure, and
affordable housing.

Players in the bond market are also concerned about the bills’ treatment
of the state and local tax deduction. They argue that curbing the
deduction could constrain governments’ ability to have flexibility in
budgeting and to issue new debt for infrastructure.

Charities

Nonprofits have several concerns with the GOP’s legislation.

The increase in the standard deduction in the House and Senate bills
would reduce the number of people who would claim the itemized
deduction for charitable contributions. Charities are concerned that this
change could lead to a decline in charitable giving.

Additionally, the House bill would scale back the “Johnson amendment”
that prevents churches and other organizations with 501(c)(3) tax-exempt
status from endorsing or opposing political candidates. Under the House
bill, nonprofits would be allowed to engage in political speech from 2019
to 2023 as long as the speech is in the ordinary course of business and
expenses related to the speech is minimal.

Nonprofits generally oppose curbing the Johnson amendment because
they think doing so would inject partisan politics into charities.

Universities

Higher education officials are concerned that colleges and their students
would be hurt by a number of provisions in the legislation.

Like other nonprofits, private colleges are concerned that fewer people
would take the charitable contribution deduction, and both the House and
Senate bills would include an excise tax on certain university
endowments.

There are also several provisions that are only in the House bill that worry
colleges. These include the elimination of tax-exempt private-activity
bonds, the elimination of a lifetime learning credit for part-time students
and the elimination of the deduction for student loan interest payments.

Additionally, the House bill would take aim at employer-sponsored
education benefits. For example, it would eliminate the tax exemption for
graduate students’ tuition waivers.

Renewable energy sector

Renewable energy companies, and particularly wind-energy producers,
are troubled by several provisions in the House tax bill.



Congress enacted legislation in 2015 that would phase out credits for
wind and solar over the next few years.

But the House bill changes the terms of that agreement. It would undo
about 25 years worth of inflation adjustments on the value of the wind
credit for new projects. It also would retroactively change how projects
qualify for wind and solar tax credits.

The House bill also would phase out another tax credit for utility-scale
solar projects that is permanent under current law.

The Senate bill does not include the provisions that renewable-energy
groups find particularly objectionable in the House bill.

THE HILL 1625 K STREET, NW SUITE 900 WASHINGTON DC 20006 | 202-628-8500 TEL | 202-628-8503 FAX
THE CONTENTS OF THIS SITE ARE ©2017 CAPITOL HILL PUBLISHING CORP., A SUBSIDIARY OF NEWS COMMUNICATIONS, INC.



