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Platform Overview

Rehabilitating our Republic

America's system is rigged. Politicians draw their own districts so they can't lose. Billionaires buy policies with unlimited donations. The wealthy get special treatment while working people pay more. Polluters profit while imposing costs on everyone. Nothing ever changes because the people in power benefit from keeping it broken. This platform is designed to rehabilitate our Republic with four fundamental reforms that restore fairness, accountability, and opportunity for all Americans.

The Four Planks:


	
Fair Districts: Shortest split-line algorithmic redistricting ending gerrymandering

	
Secure Retirement: Social Security reform ensuring long-term solvency through progressive revenue and flexible retirement ages

	
Climate Action with Economic Opportunity: Comprehensive carbon tax with worker transitions, agricultural pathways, and family tax relief

	
Constraining Corporate Corruption: Campaign finance reform through corporate donation pooling



I: Shortest Split-Line Districting

This is the most ambitious of the four planks because it necessitates a Constitutional Amendment. Shortest split-line districting would require congressional districts to be drawn using a simple geometric algorithm—the shortest line dividing state populations equally, applied recursively. No human political judgment; completely transparent and verifiable by anyone.

Politicians currently draw their own district lines to predetermine electoral outcomes, choosing their voters instead of voters choosing representatives. This corrupts our republic at its foundation, enabling politicians to ignore voters because they face no real competition. Indeed, over 80% of congressional districts are considered "safe" for one party—meaning general elections don't matter, only primaries, where partisanship is rewarded and pragmatism relegated to the back bench.

Current gerrymandered districts destroy communities. Look at Maryland's 3rd District—it snakes through three counties connecting areas with nothing in common, purely to rig outcomes. The Republicans defend this? Pennsylvania's old 12th District stretched 160 miles along a highway. That's not community representation—that's manipulation.

Shortest split-line districting creates compact, geographically coherent districts. When districts are actually compact, they're more likely to represent real communities than current twisted, manipulated boundaries. Republicans and even our own party’s elite don’t want to preserve 'community representation’ they want to preserve political manipulation, not communities.

Gerrymandering isn't a state right—it's corruption. States don't have the right to predetermine federal elections through manipulation. Fair districts aren't overreach; they will ensure our republic functions as intended. People who don’t support this amendment think states should be free to rig their own elections. That’s not federalism—that's defending corruption. This system of gerrymandering has been tested, tried, and found guilty of destroying our democracy. People who don’t support this amendment want to keep doing what doesn't work and is driving us apart.

Algorithmic districting has worked in simulations and variations exist internationally. But more fundamentally, the principle is simple—no human political judgment, only transparent mathematics. That's less risky than letting politicians draw their own districts. Would you let a company write its own regulations? Would you let criminals investigate themselves? Then why do we let politicians draw the lines that determine whether they keep their jobs?

This amendment doesn’t help one party or another, algorithmic districting depends on where people choose to live, and that changes over time. What we know for certain is that current gerrymandering helps whoever drew the maps—which is the problem.

I'm not proposing this to help any party. I'm proposing this amendment to benefit our republic, because democracy requires fair competition. If we believe in democracy we should welcome fair districts where voters actually choose.

II: Social Security Reform

Social Security is a mess, plain and simple. Without reforms, either it goes bankrupt or our country does. We cannot allow that to happen. Social Security currently faces $22.4 trillion shortfall over 75 years. We should reform Social Security by:


•  Gradually raises payroll tax cap from $168,600 to cover 90% of earnings (approximately $250,000-275,000) over 15-20 years

•  Implement a modest broad-based payroll rate increase of 0.5 percentage points over 10 years

•  Introduce gradual retirement age increases (2 months per birth year) for those born after 1970, with robust worker protections

•  Provide enhanced disability access, career-length credits, wage insurance, and early retirement options



Social Security faces insolvency by 2034. Without reform, benefits will be automatically cut 23%. This reform ensures solvency for 75+ years while protecting current retirees and making the system fairer by having wealthy Americans pay their fair share. By raising the payroll cap to 90% of earnings, we can close 30-35% of the gap. The current system has workers paying 12.4% on every dollar while billionaires pay 12.4% on first $168,600 and 0% on everything above that.

By doing nothing benefits get cut 23% automatically. That's a cut. With this plan? No cuts—we're ensuring full benefits for current retirees and everyone near retirement, and ensuring the system will remain robust and healthy for younger workers when they retire.

Ignoring these funding and fundamental problems, is the Republicans way of governing and by pitting itself in its own crisis forces emergency cuts to Social Security with no time to adjust. We’re preventing cuts by fixing the problem now.

Let's be specific about who pays more. If you make under $168,600—that's 93% of workers—you pay nothing additional from raising the cap. Zero. If you make between $168,600 and $250,000, you pay more gradually over 15-20 years—about $40-60 per month when fully phased in. A modest broad-based increase? About $25 per month for median earners when fully implemented over 10 years. That's $6 per week—less than some cups of coffee—to ensure Social Security is there for you when you retire. You've paid in your whole life. Is $6 per week worth knowing you'll actually receive benefits? Or should we risk cutting Social Security because we didn't want to pay for a coffee?

Nobody currently over 50 faces any retirement age changes—zero. For younger workers, retirement age increases two months per birth year. So someone born in 1975 might retire at 68 instead of 67. Someone born in 1985 might retire at 69. These are gradual changes with 30+ years notice. We need these changes because our medicine and technology are helping people live longer. 

There will still be plenty of flexibility, including: enhanced disability access for workers who can't continue, early retirement options at 62 with reasonable benefit reductions, career-length credits—work 40 years, retire early regardless, and wage insurance if you transition to lower-paying work. We're protecting workers while making necessary adjustments.

Every dollar of Social Security revenue goes to Social Security benefits. This isn't funding anything except ensuring your retirement benefits are there. The American people have paid into this system our whole working life. We, the American people deserve to receive benefits when we retire.

Letting Social Security go broke, then having to create emergency programs to keep seniors out of poverty. That's expensive, chaotic big government. Our plan? Ensure the program we’ve paid into works as promised. That's not big government—that's keeping promises and being fiscally responsible.

III: Carbon Tax with Comprehensive Transitions

The implementation of a federal carbon tax with Comprehensive Economic Incentives to transition will help, not only our future, but also our current tax base. We will create a carbon tax starting at $25/ton CO2-equivalent, rising $5-10 annually to $75-100/ton over decade. 40% of revenue funds Fossil Fuel Community Transition Fund for infrastructure, workforce development, and economic development in energy-producing regions, 15% funds Energy Worker Guarantee providing wage insurance, relocation assistance, education/training, and early retirement bridges, 25% funds climate infrastructure investment, 20% returns as universal carbon dividends—quarterly payments to every American. At the same time, border carbon adjustments will protect American competitiveness from dirty Chinese dumping.

At the same time as the Carbon Tax, we will create an incentivized Agricultural component: Bovine methane taxation with complete carbon-zero certification exemption. This will allow Ranchers using feed additives, regenerative grazing, or other practices achieving net-zero emissions receive certification and pay NO tax. 75% subsidies for feed additives and implementation costs will be covered. Critically, when framed in this way, certification enables ranchers to capture 60-80% premium prices in growing sustainable beef markets. Finally, 10% of revenue funds Agricultural Transition Fund supporting certification, subsidies, and infrastructure

This all matters because climate change is happening now—wildfires, floods, extreme heat, droughts. Ignoring it costs us, taxpayers, billions in disaster relief while industries profit from pollution they don't pay for. With this Carbon Tax and Agricultural Carveouts, polluters pay, we support workers and communities through tax cuts and dividends, and position America to lead in clean energy economy for decades to come.

Currently, climate disasters cost Americans $150+ billion annually in FEMA spending, disaster relief, and infrastructure damage. Fossil fuel subsidies cost taxpayers $20 billion annually—we're paying to subsidize the problem. With a Carbon tax at $75/ton the US could generate $150-250 billion annually in extra revenue. And with renewable energy now cheaper than fossil fuels in most markets, it would accelerate the transition already happening economically. Add in that premium beef markets already exist: organic beef commands 40-100% premiums, grass-fed 30-60% premiums, showing consumers pay for values-aligned products, and you can easily envision people paying for carbon zero beef.

When it comes to jobs, we’re creating jobs, not killing them. $50-60 billion annually invested in clean energy manufacturing, infrastructure, and installation. These are good-paying jobs—electricians installing solar panels, welders building wind turbines, construction workers building EV charging networks. We're supporting workers in transitioning industries with the most comprehensive support ever—wage insurance paying the difference between old and new wages for five years, healthcare continuation, full education and training, relocation assistance. Compare that to the devastating impact in Appalachia when coal declined with no support. We're not repeating those Republican mistakes.

The opposition claims keeping fossil fuels saves jobs. But, we are in the midst of this global green transition, regardless of U.S. policy. China now exports more in green technologies than the US does in fossil fuels. China is also the world leader in solar manufacturing and EV production because they invested while the GOP denied reality. I'm proposing we compete now, and win now, by supporting workers throughout. Ignoring reality doesn't save jobs—it just means we lose the new jobs to other countries.

As for the wonderful cattle ranchers out there, we're not attacking them—we're creating opportunities to prosper. Sustainable beef markets are growing rapidly, with consumers paying 60-80% premiums for beef produced sustainably. That's real money—thousands per year that can go in ranchers’ pockets.

With a certification that lets ranchers access these premium markets, we can change the narrative from a tax regime to a green money market Bovine fund. Currently available feed additives reduce methane cost about $5-10 per head annually. Our initiative subsidizes 75% of that cost. So ranchers pay $1.25-2.50 per head, get certified, then sell their beef for 60-80% premiums. A rancher with 100 cattle adds $50,000-80,000 to their annual income. That's the American kind of opportunity,

Ranchers who don't want to certify? They continue traditional production and pay modest taxes—$10-20 per head at mature carbon prices. Either way, ranchers choose what's best for their operation. Conservative will attack this as ridiculous and will defend the status quo, the same status quo the keeps premiums out of ranchers pockets. We’re creating pathways for ranchers to profit from markets that exist and are growing.

Helping protect those markets is integral to ensuring we don’t have a carbon leakage problem and the best way to do this is with a carbon border adjustment. Imports from countries without carbon pricing face equivalent tariffs, while protecting American competitiveness. American exports would get rebates and ensure American businesses compete fairly.

But here's the bigger point: the clean energy transition is happening globally. China, Europe, and others are investing hundreds of billions in capital. The question isn't whether the transition happens—it's whether America leads and captures the jobs and industries, or falls behind and loses them.

We have seen the effects of the conservative approach—ignore climate change, protect fossil fuels—which has translated to American businesses that are unprepared for global markets. European companies won't buy carbon-intensive American products and our businesses lose. I'm proposing we get ahead of global trends, position American businesses to win, and protect American competitiveness. Denial doesn't make you competitive—it makes you obsolete.

IV: Campaign Finance Reform

Finally, campaign finance is one of the most important topics today. With reasonable changes we can ensure that corporate and organizational donations (corporations, unions, non-profits, trade associations) are subject to mandatory pooling with 40-50% of funds redistributed among all qualified parties. These pooled funds would be redistributed based on formula combining vote share (50%), party membership (30%), and equal distribution (20%).

Individual citizen donations are completely exempt from pooling, thusly allowing the voting public to have their voice heard, while keeping non-voting entities at arms length of the lobbying that enrages so many ordinary Americans.

At the moment, under the conservatives’ watchful eye, corporations and billionaires buy policies that serve their interests instead of the American people's. Today, Americans pay highest prescription drug prices in world—often 2-10x higher than other countries—because Medicare can't negotiate prices due to pharmaceutical industry donations. Drug companies block Medicare from negotiating prices. Defense contractors “win” wasteful contracts. Corporations spent $3.5 billion on lobbying in 2023; and the correlation between donations/lobbying and favorable policy outcomes is well-documented. Imagine how much lower prices would be if these corporations didn’t spend so much revenue on dredging the American pocketbook.

Big money, though, drowns out ordinary voices. By creating this corporate pool, we make it impossible for corporations to buy policies—their money gets redistributed to all parties, removing the incentive to donate for favorable treatment.

When conservatives respond that this curtails free speech, consider that corporations aren't people and money isn't speech. Even if you accept Citizens United, pooling corporate donations doesn't prohibit speech. Corporations can still donate; they just can't buy policies because their money goes to all parties, including opponents.

Individual citizens have full free speech—your donations are completely protected, going 100% to candidates you choose. We're only reforming the corporate money that corrupts the people’s government. Of course conservatives claim limiting corporate money violates free speech—it threatens their funding model. If you think corporate corruption is free speech, we fundamentally disagree about democracy.

This reform helps neither party—it helps citizens. Under this reform, both parties lose corporate influence; both must actually earn votes instead of serving donors. Anyone claiming to know which party this helps is revealing that they think their party depends on corporate corruption more than the other. That's not an argument anyone wants to make. If one party can't compete without corporate money buying policies, maybe their policies aren't popular and they should change them.

I'm not doing this to help either party. I'm doing it because government should serve citizens, not corporations. By combatting these changes, my opponents are admitting they depend on corporate corruption.

While corporations create jobs by producing goods and services people want, they do not do so by donating to politicians. If political donations created jobs, we'd have full employment. This is nonsense.

What creates jobs is a healthy economy, educated workforce, good infrastructure, and a stable policy environment—all things that corporate corruption undermines. When drug companies buy policies keeping prices high, Americans have less money to spend on staples—killing jobs in other industries. When defense contractors buy wasteful weapons programs, we burn money that could create jobs fixing infrastructure. Corporate corruption kills jobs by misallocating resources. As for the conservatives who call corporations 'job creators,’ defending their political corruption is revealing—they're defending donors, not workers, corporate lobbyists, not voters.

The current campaign finance system is already a massive bureaucracy, what with FEC staff, state enforcement agencies, endless litigation over violations, disclosure systems. We're not creating new bureaucracy; we're redirecting and streamlining existing bureaucracy to prevent corruption instead of watching it pass-by.

If you’re still unsure, compare the cost: a few hundred million dollars managing pooling and redistribution, versus trillions of dollars in corruption costs—higher drug prices, wasteful defense spending, subsidies to profitable companies. Which is more expensive?

The conservatives attack bureaucracy when it prevents corruption but defends massive bureaucracy to serve corporations—Pentagon contracting, subsidies, regulatory loopholes. They're not against bureaucracy; they're against bureaucracy that threatens their donors' access.

Square the Circle with a unifying narrative

These four reforms aren't separate issues—they're one fight. Politicians rig districts so they can't lose. Can't lose means they don't answer to voters—they answer to donors. Corporate donors buy policies serving their interests over yours. Those policies ignore problems like climate change and Social Security insolvency because fixing them might cost donors money.

We need to break this corruption cycle. And we’ll do so by creating fair districts so politicians answer to voters, reforming campaign finances so donors can't buy policies, enacting much needed climate action, and securing our citizens’ Social Security and budget deficits instead of serving corporate interests. This campaign is about reclaiming the experiment from the grips of the powerful and into the hands of every American, regardless of zip code or political affiliation.

Elevator Pitch

Short:


The Public Reclamations Project is a platform based on four reforms that make government responsive to citizens instead of concentrated interests: transparent math for fair districts, fair-share Social Security solvency, climate opportunity with worker support, and ending corporate money's grip on policy.



30 second:


This platform is based on four reforms that make government work for citizens again: Fair districts drawn by transparent math, not politicians. Social Security solved permanently by having everyone pay their fair share. Climate action that creates economic opportunities while supporting workers. And ending corporate money's stranglehold on policy while protecting your right to participate. These aren't four separate issues—they're one fight: making our democracy responsive to you, not to concentrated power. With all of us together, we can solve problems, do it fairly, and do it comprehensively.



60 second ad:


America faces challenges everyone agrees need fixing, but nothing changes because the system's incentives are broken. Politicians draw their own districts so they can't lose. Once they're safe, they serve big donors instead of voters. So real problems—Social Security going broke in 2034, climate change costing us billions in disasters, money corrupting policy—just get kicked down the road.

I'm proposing we fix the system itself with four comprehensive reforms:

One: End the gerrymangle. Use transparent algorithms to draw fair, compact districts. When politicians face real competition, they actually have to solve problems.

Two: Achieve Social Security solvecy. Everyone pays their fair share—including high earners. Modest contributions from all. Protections for vulnerable workers. Permanent solvency.

Three: Climate opportunity. Price carbon, invest in workers and communities, create premium markets for sustainable agriculture. Most families come out ahead through dividends. We reduce deficits while addressing climate change.

Four: End corpocash dominance. Pool corporate donations so they can't buy policy, while fully protecting individual citizens' right to participate.

Together, these reforms reduce deficits by a trillion dollars, solve major long-term problems, and make government responsive to citizens instead of concentrated interests. That's comprehensive, serious governance.



90 second debate opener:


Let me ask you something: Why doesn't Washington fix problems that everyone agrees need fixing? Social Security's funding gap—known for 40 years, nothing done. Climate change—decades of debate, disasters costing billions, minimal action. Money in politics—everyone knows it's corrupting policy, it just keeps getting worse.

Here's why: the system's incentives are completely wrong. Politicians draw district lines that guarantee their reelection—what I call the gerrymangle. When they can't lose, they stop listening to voters and start serving whoever funds their campaigns. And big donors don't want problems solved if solutions might affect their profits.

I'm running on four reforms that fix the system itself:

First, compactivism—a movement to replace the gerrymangle with fair districts drawn by transparent algorithms. Math, not manipulation. When politicians face real competition again, they'll solve problems because voters can hold them accountable.

Second, Social Security solvecy through the fairshare principle. High earners pay on all their income like everyone else does. Modest contributions from all. Longevidjustments reflecting that we're living 20 years longer, with strong protections for vulnerable workers. This closes the funding gap completely—permanent solvency for 75-plus years.

Third, climate policy that creates opportunity. Carbon pricing with 40% of revenue supporting fossil fuel workers and communities through transition. Premium markets for sustainable beef—ranchers who get certifree capture 60-80% higher prices. Most families receive more in dividends than they pay in costs. We reduce deficits while addressing climate change.
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