
Brooklyn Park Charter Commission Meeting Agenda  
Wednesday, March 10, 2021, 7:00 p.m.        

 
This meeting will be held by telephone or other electronic means. 

 
All members of the Commission will participate in the meeting by telephone pursuant to 
Minnesota Statutes, Section 13D.021 rather than in-person at the Charter Commission’s regular 
meeting place at City Hall, 5200 85th Avenue North, Brooklyn Park, Minnesota. Members of the 
public can monitor the Commission meeting by calling into the Conference Call Number: Dial 1-
218-302-5973; Meeting ID: 956 261 027.  After you join, press # when you are asked to enter a 
Participant ID. 
 
If you need these materials in an alternative format or need reasonable accommodations for a 
Charter Commission meeting, please provide the City with 72-hours’ notice by calling 763-424-
8000 or emailing Josie Shardlow at josie.shardlow@brooklynpark.org. Para asistencia, 763-424-
8000; Yog xav tau kev pab, 763-424-8000. 
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
 

2. Additions/Approval of the Agenda of March 10, 2021 
 

3. Approval of Minutes 
 3.1A FEBRUARY 10, 2020 MEETING MINUTES 
  

4. Old Business 
  

5. Reports of Officers, Boards, and Standing Committees 
5.1 Acceptance of Annual Report 
5.2 Second Reading of Charter Amendment to Section 4.03 

  
6. New Business 

6.1 Open Meeting Law Question 
6.1A CITY ATTORNEY RESPONSE, RE: OPEN MEETING LAW QUESTION 

6.2  Redistricting 
6.2A ASSOCIATED PRESS ARTICLE, RE: CENSUS-NO REDISTRICTING 

DATA UNTIL END OF SEPTEMBER 
6.2B CITY MANAGER’S POPULATION REPORT 

6.3 Charter Section 14.02 Discussion 
6.3A  PROPOSED REVISION TO CHARTER SECTION 14.02 
6.3B COUNCIL MEMBER MORSON’S PROPOSED REVISION TO CHARTER 

SECTION 14.02 
 

7. Correspondence/Communications 
 

8. Adjournment    
 

Commission members are asked to let Devin Montero, Staff Liaison, know if you won’t be able to 
attend this meeting.  Devin can be reached by phone (763-493-8180) or by email 
(devin.montero@brooklynpark.org). 

mailto:josie.shardlow@brooklynpark.org
mailto:devin.montero@brooklynpark.org
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Brooklyn Park Charter Commission Meeting Agenda  
Wednesday, February 10, 2021, 7:00 p.m.        

 
This meeting was held by telephone or other electronic means. 

 
1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
 
Chair Dennis Secara called the meeting to order.   
 
Commissioners present via telephone or other electronic means: Dennis Secara, Teferi  
Fufa, John Hultquist, John Irvin, Dennis Secara, Scott Simmons, Andrew Schmid, David Williams,  
Council Liaison Susan Pha and Staff Liaison Devin Montero. 
 
Absent: Commissioners Barbara Bor, (excused), Evans Odhiambo, Beatrice Otieno (excused) 
 
2. Additions/Approval of the Agenda of February 10, 2021 

 
Chair Secara added Attachment 6.3D under New Business. 
 
Motion Chair Secara, seconded by Commissioner Fufa to approve the agenda as amended. 
 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The vote on the motion passed unanimously on a roll call vote as follows: Yes-Commissioners 
Fufa, Hultquist, Irvin, Mabera, Schmid, Simmons, Williams; No-None.  

 
3. Approval of Minutes 
  
Chair Secara stated he wanted to approve all three sets of minutes on one motion instead of 
voting on them separately. He asked Commissioners if they had corrections or additions to the 
minutes. Commissioners Williams and Irvin had minor corrections to the January 13, 2021 
minutes.  
 
Motion Commissioner Irvin, second Commissioner Mabera to approve the October 14, 2020, 
December 9, 2020 and January 13, 2021 as amended.  
 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The vote on the motion passed unanimously on a roll call vote as follows: Yes: Fufa, Hultquist, 
Irvin, Mabera, Schmid, Williams, Simmons, Secara; No-None. 
 
4. Old Business-None. 
  
5. Reports of Officers, Boards, and Standing Committees 
 
Commissioner Simmons stated the first reading and public hearing to Charter Section 4.03  
was held last week and was adopted by the Council on a 6-0 vote.  
 
6. New Business 
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6.1 Review of Charter Commission 2020 Annual Report 
 
Chair Secara stated the Annual Report and 2021 Work Plan would be presented at the February 
22 Council meeting.  
 
Commissioner Williams asked about the appointments to the Redistricting Committee on the 
annual report.  
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated Commissioner Williams was a member on the Redistricting 
Subcommittee but only pointed out the newly appointed members.  
 
Chair Simmons stated the two headings on the annual report were missing words and should be 
corrected. He suggested Chair Secara sign the Annual Report as he was the current Chair and 
would be presenting the report to the Council. He stated Peter Cahill was not the Chief Judge.  
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated Chief Judge Todd Barnette was the Chief Judge of the 4th District.  
 
Motion Commissioner Fufa, Second Commissioner Williams to approve the 2020 Annual Report 
as amended.  
 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The vote on the motion passed unanimously on a roll call vote as follows: Yes-Hultquist, Irvin, 
Mabera, Schmid, Williams, Fufa, Simmons, Secara; No-None.  
 

6.2 Review of Charter Commission 2021 Work Plan 
 
Chair Secara presented the updated Work Plan. He stated the Commission added “review of 
2017 election law changes” and “review of Section 2.06” and those would be discussed tonight. 
He stated the updated Work Plan was for information only and no action was needed. 
 

6.3 Review of Charter Section 2.06 related to Special Primary and Special 
Election 

 
Chair Secara stated Section 2.06 on the Work Plan also fell under the review of the 2017 election 
law changes. He stated Commissioner Hultquist sent everyone a link to the Revisors of the State 
Statutes.  
 
Chair Secara briefed on Attachment 6.3A, Memo from the City Attorney, on the Special election 
process. He stated that due to discrepancies between the City Charter, Section 2.06, and State 
Statutes, the city could not hold a special election as prescribed by the Charter. He stated it was 
ruled that State law superseded the Charter and should hold the special elections in accordance 
with State law. He stated a timetable was also given in the memo and the city attorney briefed the 
Commissioners on the special election at the last Commission meeting.   
 
Chair Secara briefed on Attachment 6.3B, City Attorney’s correspondence with Chair Secara on 
amending Charter Section 2.06. He stated he wanted to get clarification on whether or not it was 
advisable to amend the Charter to make it compliant with State law. The city attorney said, as 
part of the review of the 2017 election law changes it would be worthwhile to consider whether to 
remove the 75 day and 120 day timeline in Section 2.06. He stated going forward it was unlikely 
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the city would be able to comply with those timelines now that State law specified that special 
elections could only be held on certain days of the year. He stated those dates were in the Revisor 
of Statutes, Section 13, MN Statute 2016, Section 205A.05, Subdivisions 1a, and 1b.  
 
He briefed on Attachment 6.3C, Section 2.06, Council Vacancies. He highlighted the affected 
sections and had a proposed amendment that included the language of the statute and deleted 
the language about the 75 and 120 days and replaced it with the statute language.   
 
He briefed on Attachment 6.3D, City Attorney response to Section 2.06. He stated the city attorney 
said there was no need for the change. The Staff Liaison showed Attachment 6.3D on the screen. 
Chair Secara read the city attorney’s email to the Commissioners who were not able to view the 
attachment on the screen. He stated the city attorney said it might not be best to simply recite 
State law because the State law could change and suggested, “if a special primary election is 
required by Section 4.03 of this Charter, the special election must be held only on one of the days 
authorized by state law.” 
 
Commissioner Simmons stated the city attorney was mixing two concepts, “if a special primary” 
is required, “the special election” must be held on one of the four days.” He stated those were two 
separate events in a calendar of elections.  
 
He agreed with the city attorney to not recite State law because it was prone to changes and was 
best to say “follow state law as nearly as practicable” and would be sort of a coverall.  He stated 
at the last meeting they noted that the State law only specifically covered special elections and 
not special primaries. He stated the dates authorized by State law only governed the special 
election and was not specific to special primaries. He stated that only came about because of the 
Attorney General’s interpretation of the State law and not in the words in State law.   
 
He stated he was uncomfortable tying those days articulated in law for something that was not in 
the law.  If there was a new Attorney General that might change and was uncomfortable with it.  
 
Commissioner Hultquist agreed about mixing the two concepts and suggested to add the word 
“primary” in the second reference, and would say, “If a special primary election is required by 
Section 4.03 of this Charter, the special primary election must be held” and stated the underlined 
sentence in the City Attorneys email could be replaced with “must be held only in accordance with 
this Charter provisions or applicable state law.” 
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he preferred vagueness when it came to tying the Commission’s 
hands with statute and would not support any change that would tie the Commission’s hands with 
regard to special primaries because it was not in the statute and only special elections were in 
the statute.  
 
Commissioner Hultquist suggested to remove the reference to “state law” and use “in accordance 
with Charter provisions.”  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated in some places in the Charter had language, “elections must be 
held in accordance with state law as far as practicable.” He stated that was one solution done in 
the past was to have a generic reference to State law.  He stated he was open to any solution as 
long as it didn’t tie the Commission’s hands with the special primary.  
 
Chair Secara asked about the city attorney’s consideration whether to remove the 75 and 120 
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day timelines but the special elections language could remain. 
 
Commissioner Schmid suggested an “or” clause that might solve the issue without tying the 
Commission’s hands. He stated they could keep the language in the Charter and say “or” and on 
a day numerated by whatever provision.  
 
Staff Liaison Montero showed the language referenced by Commissioner Simmons from Section 
2.06. “Except as provided in this section of the City Charter, all of the provisions of the Minnesota 
election law are applicable to the election as far as practicable.” 
Commissioner Simmons stated the city attorney’s opinion on the 75 days and 120 days, all those 
days that the Commission struggled with in 2014 had gone by the way side and could be removed. 
He stated as far as the special election but the special primary, he didn’t want to mix up the two 
unless that was the will of the Commission. He stated that since the State law hadn’t gone there 
and was only because of an interpretation by a staff person at the Attorney General’s office they 
should not tie the Commission’s hands when it was not legally required to do so.  
 
Chair Secara stated he thought everyone was in agreement in retaining that language and was 
the primary election they were struggling with.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated that rather than trying to wordsmith the language tonight was to 
let the city attorney know what the Commissioners were trying to achieve. To follow state law with 
regard to the special election but leave their discretion with the Charter provisions with regard to 
holding the special primary and have the city attorney provide language for the next meeting.  
 
Chair Secara stated he would contact the city attorney and seek his advice on the Commission’s 
goal which was trying follow State law with regard to special elections but would like to retain if 
possible the Charter language as regards to special primaries.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated it was consistent to what he said and asked other Commissioners 
on their thoughts. He stated there was no urgency on it because the current timetables had been 
set and passed by the Council and should get the language right rather than guessing.  
 
Commissioner Fufa asked for a clarification, if it was to comply with the state and the Charter 
would  have an option on the elections. 
 
Chair Secara stated the Commission had to comply with state law with regards to the special 
election but the hang up was on the special primary and the actual dates for it. He stated the 
Commissioners would like to retain the Charter language regarding it so far as possible and didn’t 
want to bind themselves too much. He stated they didn’t want to insert the language of statute as 
it currently was stated because it could change. What the Commission wanted to do was keep 
the language broad enough so they could comply with State law and have a Charter section that 
was compliant but still retained their preferences.    
 
He stated he would ask for a clarification from the city attorney and was not a rush to do anything 
since the special election process was already underway. He thought it was a good time to 
address it now before they got into redistricting or on any other major issues.  
 
7. Correspondence/Communications 

 
7.1 Charter Commission Bylaws 
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Chair Secara stated a question was raised by Commissioner Williams at the last meeting whether 
or not the bylaws referring to the Commission’s meeting locations needed to be updated to include 
meeting electronically as per the government order. He stated the city attorney responded and 
said the bylaws did not need to be changed and MN Statutes 13D.021 set the requirement that 
must be met in order for a body that was governed by the open meeting law to conduct a meeting 
by telephone or electronic means.   

 
He stated the Governor’s executive order was the reason the Commission had been meeting 
remotely last year and the city attorney said there was no need to amend the Charter Commission 
bylaws in order to conduct meetings remotely. He stated the June 3 Determination made by 
former Chair Simmons was all that was needed and amending the bylaws would not accomplish 
anything because State law did not allow the Charter Commission itself to authorize remote 
meetings.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he was at the Council meeting last Monday and knowing what 
the State legislature had done, that if the members of the Legislatures were meeting remotely but 
were not in Minnesota they had to inform the body or the Clerk of joining the Legislature meeting 
outside of the jurisdiction.  He stated that at the Council meeting there was one present in the 
chambers when he gave his presentation. He asked if the other five were in Minnesota or in the 
city and if not, shouldn’t there be a bylaw change for them to say they were serving the public but 
were in, i.e., Florida or elsewhere and having the public know if they were in the city and for the 
Commission’s bylaws too for remote meetings. He stated the public should know they were 
meeting within the jurisdiction and not from somewhere else. He stated he was speaking to a 
body of one at the Council meeting and the rest were online and the Legislature took that step in 
organizing its rules.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated the House of Representative had been operating remotely since 
March and when the Chief Clerk did the role call, called every member’s name and the member 
had to answer present in the city they were in at the time. He stated they could be in St. Paul, in 
their home district or could be out of state, but did have to state where they physically were at the 
time they were attending the meetings.   
 
Commissioner Williams asked why that was relevant if someone moved to another state and 
thought there was a good reason but didn’t understand it. He stated if they were in Florida for a 
week or on business what was the difference where they were.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated at the State level, St. Paul was designated as the seat of 
government and legislators were required to meet at the seat in state government and that would 
be St. Paul. He stated there might not be that requirement in the Charter and might be a good 
idea when people checked in during roll call to know where they were when the Council met.  He 
stated he didn’t know whether or not that would have an impact on a quorum if a significant 
number of Council Members were not physically in Brooklyn Park and might be a question to the 
city attorney.   
 
Council Liaison Pha stated when they were meeting in the council chambers they never had to 
do it but going to virtual meetings understood, with some of the votes coming up and wouldn’t be 
opposed to do something like that to change in the Charter, to state where Council Members were 
during roll call.   
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Commissioner Fufa stated that unless there was a good reason to have it implemented there 
were more downsides than upsides of requiring that. He stated if they were meeting remotely, 
hopefully they were in the city. He stated if he was in Florida for one week and happened to be 
when they were meeting, the option was to miss the meeting. He stated that would not have a 
benefit and suggested they search for the real reason why it would be required and if they couldn’t 
meet that requirement, they could revisit it, otherwise leave it as it was now.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated his point was the law allowed them to have electronic meetings 
and were obligated to meet in person and would be at city hall for the meeting except the law 
allowed for electronic meetings. He stated they had a privilege because of the pandemic to meet 
remotely and though they all should know where they actually were when they were conducting 
the meetings. He stated they only had the exception because of the pandemic, and both the State 
House and Senate had adopted that rule. He stated if they were not in Minnesota the people they 
represented, were owed an explanation at the minimum where they were.  
 
He stated it was not so much for the Charter Commission as it was for the Council. He stated that 
if the Council had the privilege of meeting remotely where they could not meet eye to eye, face to 
face with their constituents in a public meeting, thought they owed that to the constituents, to tell 
them where they were. He stated the Commissioners were not elected and his point was to do it 
for the Council Members. He stated their obligation was to meet at city hall and didn’t know there 
was an exception that allowed them to meet and maybe there was, and the city attorney could   
tell the Commissioners what that might be to allow them to participate remotely and didn’t know 
if that existed. He stated he went to the Council meeting in person so he could see them face to 
face and it turned out only one of them was there and the front door was locked to city hall. He 
stated it was a public meeting that was noticed to be at city hall in the council chambers.  
 
Commissioner Irvin asked if someone answered they were in Texas or elsewhere, would that be 
made part of the minutes. He stated it would come up that someone was attending electronic 
meetings from Texas and if that was in the minutes maybe people would ask why they were in 
Texas or elsewhere.  
 
Council Liaison Pha stated those were key points and was important to the public that a lot of 
Council Members would not be in the Council Chambers and better communication should be 
done. She stated she would look into that locked door and would bring that back to the Council 
and the City Manager.    
 
Chair Secara stated he would contact the city attorney about whether the Council needed to 
disclose their locations and whether that rule would apply to the Charter Commission.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated if the remote meetings with the State legislators, Council Members 
or Commissioners got to be more numerous and someone comes online, if they were in Florida 
for vacation or some place on business, there might be an issue about the having the pulse of the 
city or the State. He stated there was some value to saying where they were when communicating 
and that was one thing he saw if someone was continually calling in from Florida or someplace, 
could they have the pulse and interest of the community they were serving.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated that in the in the official Journal of the House of Representatives,  
it did not indicate what city the member was attending from and only listed the name as present.   
 
Commissioner Irving stated there could be a security issue too when someone reading the 
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minutes would know where they were if they were on vacation.   
 
Commissioner Schmidt stated the addresses of the Council Members were posted on the website  
and that would be a bigger risk than saying if they were in Florida for a meeting as far as security 
was concerned. He agreed that it would be good for the residents of the city to know if their 
Council Members weren’t present and have it noted they weren’t within the jurisdiction of their 
seats in the minutes so they could keep a record of how many times in a row they had done it. He 
stated in the Commission’s bylaws they had requirements of not being unexcused for an “X” 
amount of meetings and if those virtual meetings continued, perhaps new legislation could occur 
that they had to be within their district for an “X” number of meetings out of the year and that would 
be a way to track it.   
 
Chair Secara stated he would consult with the city attorney and see if he could clear up some of 
those issues for the Commission.   

  
 7.2 City Charter Section 14.02 
 
Chair Secara stated the City Manager sent a letter regarding the oath of office and was to review 
the oath of office the Mayor and Council Members took upon assuming their office. He stated it 
was a discussion item with the Council and raised by Council Member Morson and involved 
adding language to the oath, that “they will in all respects for the residents observe the provisions 
of the Charter and ordinances of the City of Brooklyn Park.” He stated the City Manager was 
asking they include some type of language indicating Council Members were going to observe 
the Charter and the laws of Minnesota but they were also going to serve the residents of Brooklyn 
Park.   
 
Council Liaison Pha stated they did not have that discussion as a Council but was something 
Council Member Morson brought up and she supported bringing it to the Charter Commission to 
take a look at it. She stated the oath was great the way it was but when saying the oath, it had 
nothing in it that said anything about their commitment to serve the people in Brooklyn Park and 
would be great to add it as part of the oath. She suggested adding to the last sentence “to observe 
the provisions of the Charter and ordinances of the City of Brooklyn Park and faithfully serve the 
residents or the people of Brooklyn Park and discharge the duties of the office.” She stated she 
was hoping to get a recommendation from the Charter Commission on it. 
 
Commissioner Irvin stated in the first sentence had elected officials and that left out all the 
Commissions because they were not elected.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he thought what Council Member Morson and the City Manager   
asked that the Commissioners put it on the Work Plan and think about it. He stated his only 
question was how “officer” was defined in the Charter.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated he understood that they were being asked to consider putting 
something about elected city officials and city officials taking some sort of oath and should include 
Commissioners, Council, and staff.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated that as members of the Charter Commission, they had taken an 
oath, notarized by the court and was not the oath in the Charter.   
 
Council Liaison Pha stated when Council Member Morson brought it up it was more toward the 
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elected office, Mayor and Council Members but open to whatever the Commission recommends. 
 
Chair Secara stated it would be added to the Work Plan for a future discussion. 
 
8. Adjournment    

 
Motion Commissioner Irvin, second Commissioner Fufa to adjourn the meeting.  
 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The vote on the motion passed unanimously on a roll call vote as follows: Yes- Irvin, Mabera, 
Schmid, Williams, Fufa, Hultquist, Simmons, Secara; No-None. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:15 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Devin Montero, Staff Liaison 
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RE: Charter Commission Question     
Tue, Feb 16, 2021 7:58 pm 

Thomson, James J. (jthomson@Kennedy-Graven.com)To:you Details 

Commissioner Secara, 

  

Here are the requirements under the Open Meeting Law pertaining to members of a public 
body who participate remotely in a meeting during an emergency or a pandemic: 

  

• all members of the body participating in the meeting, wherever their physical 
location, can hear one another and can hear all discussion and testimony 

• members of the public present at the regular meeting location of the body can 
hear all discussion and testimony and all votes of the members of the body, 
unless attendance by members of the public at the regular meeting location is not 
feasible due to the health pandemic or emergency declaration 

• at least one member of the body, chief legal counsel, or chief administrative 
officer is physically present at the regular meeting location, unless attendance by 
at least one member is unfeasible due to the health pandemic or emergency 
declaration 

• all votes are conducted by roll call, so each member's vote on each issue can be 
identified and recorded 

  

As you can see, the OML does not contain a requirement that members of a local public 
body disclose their location while participating remotely in a meeting. 

  

The OML does not apply to the state legislature, and the rules that the House and Senate 
adopted regarding their remote meetings do not apply to local public bodies. 

  

The Charter Commission could adopt a rule requiring its members to state if they are 
located outside of the city while participating remotely during a meeting.  I am not sure, 
though, what consequences could be imposed if a commission member failed to do 
so.  (Excluding a commission member from participating in the meeting would likely not be 
an available remedy.) 



  

If the Charter Commission desired to impose such a requirement on the city council and 
other boards and commissions, a charter amendment would be needed. Again, though, I am 
not sure what type of remedy could be fashioned if a council member or a board or 
commission member failed to make such a disclosure. 

  

Let me know if you have any other questions on this topic. 

  

Jim 

  

James J. Thomson 

Direct: 612.337.9209 

jthomson@kennedy-graven.com 

  

     

Fifth Street Towers 

150 South Fifith Street, Suite 700 

Minneapolis, MN 55402 

Phone 612.337.9300 

Fax 612.337,9310 

This message and any attachments are intended only for the recipient(s) named above, and may contain 
information that is confidential, privileged, attorney work product, or exempt or protected from disclosure 
under applicable laws and rules. If you are not the intended recipient(s), or an agent responsible for 
delivering it to an intended recipient, you are notified that the dissemination, distribution, or copying of this 
message and any attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify 
the sender immediately at either the e-mail address or the telephone number included herein, delete this 
message and any of its attachments from your computer and/or network, and destroy any hard copy print-
outs. Receipt by anyone other than the named recipient(s) is not a waiver of any attorney-client, work 
product, or other applicable privilege. 

This message and any attachments are covered by the Electronic Communication Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. 
Sections 2510-2521. 

  

mailto:jthomson@kennedy-graven.com


From: dasecara@aol.com <dasecara@aol.com> 
Sent: Saturday, February 13, 2021 1:17 PM 
To: Thomson, James J. <jthomson@Kennedy-Graven.com> 
Subject: Charter Commission Question 

  

Greetings Mr. Thompson 

  

A question arose during the February 10 meeting of the Brooklyn Park Charter Commission concerning 
virtual meetings. Commissioners would like an opinion on the following: 

  

The Minnesota House and Senate have each adopted a rule that members must disclose their location 
when participating in virtual sessions. Commissioners are interested in knowing if this type of rule either 
does, or should apply to City Council or City Commission members who participate in official meetings 
virtually. For instance, should a city council member who is out of the city at the time of a council meeting, 
and is participating in that meeting remotely, through Zoom, disclose the fact that they are participating 
from outside their ward, or outside the city? 

  

Thank You  

  

Dennis Secara 

Chair, Brooklyn Park Charter Commission 
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Census: No redistricting data until 
end of September 
The Associated Press 
Created: February 12, 2021 07:00 PM 
 

The U.S. Census Bureau said Friday it won't be delivering data used for redrawing 

congressional and state legislative districts until the end of September, causing 

headaches for state lawmakers and redistricting commissions facing deadlines to 

redraw districts this year. 

Officials at the statistical agency blamed operational delays during the 2020 census 

caused by the pandemic. 

"The biggest reason? COVID-19. It's something beyond the Census Bureau's control," 

said Kathleen Styles, the Census Bureau's chief of Decennial Communications and 

Stakeholder Relations, in a call with reporters. 

Styles had previously said the redistricting data would be available no earlier than the 

end of July because of delays caused by the virus. Before the pandemic, the deadline 

for finishing the redistricting data had been March 31. 

The redistricting data includes counts of population by race, Hispanic origin, voting age 
and housing occupancy status at geographic levels as small as neighborhoods, and 
they are used for drawing voting districts for Congress and state legislatures. Unlike in 
past decades when the data were released to states on a flow basis, the 2020 
redistricting data will be made available to the states all at once, according to the 
Census Bureau. 

The delayed release creates a chain reaction in the political world. Several states will 
not get the data until after their legal deadlines for drawing new districts, requiring them 
to either rewrite laws or ask courts to allow them a free pass due to the delay. 
Candidates may not know yet whether they will live in the district they want to run in by 
the filing deadline. In some cases, if fights over new maps drag into the New Year, 
primaries may have to be delayed. 



In the end, though, experts said the elections will proceed as normal in November 2022. 
The biggest impact will be to compress the window during which lawyers can challenge 
bad maps in court. 

"It makes it significantly more likely that courts will bump up against election deadlines," 
said Michael Li of the Brennan Center for Justice. 

Census Bureau officials are aware of the deadlines facing lawmakers and redistricting 
commissions nationwide, but "we have a strong schedule that reflects the time we 
need," said James Whitehorne, chief of the Redistricting and Voting Rights Data office 
at the bureau. 

"We are consistently aware of the urgency and needs of the states for this data," 
Whitehorne said. 

Gail Gitcho, a spokeswoman for the National Republican Redistricting Trust, said the 
group's attorneys were reviewing the implications of the delay. 

Eric Holder, a U.S. attorney general in the Obama administration, warned that the new 
deadline shouldn't be "a pretext to hold 2022 elections on old maps" in an effort at 
political gain, or to draw maps without significant public input, using the compressed 
timetable as an excuse. 

"I will oppose any such efforts," said Holder, who chairs the National Democratic 
Redistricting Committee. 

In Pennsylvania, the state Senate's ranking member, President Pro Tempore Jake 
Corman, said late-arriving data could mean postponement of next year's primary 
election, currently set for May 17, 2022. The state House and Senate will hold a joint 
committee hearing Wednesday on the impact of the delay in the Census Bureau data. 

The announcement from the statistical agency came as a bipartisan group of U.S. 
senators introduced legislation that would extend the deadline for turning in the 
redistricting data to Sept. 30. 

The legislation introduced by Democratic U.S. Sen. Brian Schatz of Hawaii and 
Republican U.S. Sens. Lisa Murkowski and Dan Sullivan, both of Alaska, also sets an 
April 30 deadline for turning in the apportionment figures used for divvying up 
congressional seats among the states. The Census Bureau had previously announced it 
was aiming to hand in those state population counts by that date. 

The once-a-decade census is used to determine how many congressional seats and 
Electoral College votes each state gets. It also is used for redrawing state and local 
political districts and determining the distribution of $1.5 trillion in federal spending each 
year. 



The deadline for turning in the apportionment numbers used for congressional seats 
has been a moving, and litigated, target since the coronavirus pandemic upended the 
Census Bureau's head count of every U.S. resident. The numbers were supposed to be 
turned in at the end of last year, but the Census Bureau requested until the end of April 
after the virus outbreak caused the bureau to suspend operations. 

Bureau officials say they need the extra time to fix not-unexpected irregularities found in 
the data. 

The lawmakers introduced similar legislation last year but it never went anywhere in the 
Republican-controlled Senate after identical legislation passed the Democratic-
controlled House. By then, the Trump administration had switched back to a Dec. 31 
deadline for finishing the apportionment data after President Donald Trump issued a 
directive seeking to exclude people in the U.S. illegally from the numbers used for 
divvying up congressional seats. 

President Joe Biden rescinded Trump's order on his first day taking office last month. 
Control of the Senate also is now evenly split between Democrats and Republicans, 
with Vice President Kamala Harris able to provide a deciding vote for the Democrats. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE: March 5, 2021 
 
TO:  Jay Strobel, City Manager 
  Devin Montero, City Clerk 
 
FROM: Todd A. Larson, Senior Planner and 
  John Nerge, GIS Coordinator  
 
SUBJECT: January 1, 2020 Population Estimates 
 
 
The City’s Charter requires that population estimates by City Council District be provided to 
the Charter Commission in odd-numbered years.  The Commission uses the estimated 
population distribution to determine if redistricting is necessary.   
 

 Table 1 
City of Brooklyn Park Population 

and Household Estimates  
  2010 

Census 
2020 

Estimate* 
Change 

(’10 to ’20) 

Population 75,781 83,440 +7,659 (9.2%) 
Households 26,229 28,282 +2,053(7.8%) 

 
 

Table 2 
Population Estimates by Council District 

  West Central East Total 
2010 Census 25,582 25,040 25,159 75,781 
2020 Estimate* 27,661 29,199 26,580 83,440 
* Population estimates based on data provided by Esri Demographics 2020 estimates, 
which tend to skew higher than other data sources.  2020 Census numbers will not be 
released until fall 2021. 

 
 

Please note that all population numbers provided in this memo are estimates based on the 
data available at this time.  The above statistics should not be considered fact, but rather a 
general guide for decision making.   



2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
E4O-C4

2019
E4O-C2 2020

Central (0.87) (0.41) 0.15 0.82 1.89 2.71 3.67 2.59 4.7 (0.50) 1.9 4.98
East (0.40) (0.63) (0.90) (1.19) (1.71) (2.11) (2.57) (2.70) (4.00) 1.20 (1.20) (4.43)
West 1.27 1.04 0.75 0.37 (0.18) (0.60) (1.10) 0.11 (0.74) (0.74) 1.94 (0.55)

 (5.00)
 (4.00)
 (3.00)
 (2.00)
 (1.00)

 -
 1.00
 2.00
 3.00
 4.00
 5.00

Deviation Percentages

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
E4O-C4

2019
E4O-C2 2020

Central 25,040 25,221 25,434 25,703 26,118 26,439 26,825 27,856 28,999 27,561 28,225 29,199
East 25,159 25,164 25,169 25,189 25,197 25,199 25,210 26,420 26,582 28,020 27,356 26,580
West 25,582 25,587 25,587 25,587 25,589 25,589 25,589 27,184 27,485 27,485 27,485 27,661
MEAN 25,260 25,324 25,397 25,493 25,635 25,742 25,875 27,153 27,689 27,689 27,689 27,813

22,000
23,000
24,000
25,000
26,000
27,000
28,000
29,000
30,000

District  Population Estimates
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Section 14.02 Oath of Office 

All elected officials of the city shall, before entering upon the duties of office, take and subscribe an oath 
of office in the following manner: “ I solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will support and obey the 
Constitution and the Laws of the United States and of the State of Minnesota, that I will, in all respects, 
observe the provisions of the Charter and ordinances of the City of Brooklyn Park, and will faithfully 
serve the residents in the discharge of the duties of the office of           to the best of my ability.” 
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“ I SOLEMNLY SWEAR ( OR AFFIRM)

That I will support and obey

The Constitution and the Laws of the United States

And State of Minnesota,

That I will, in all respects,

Observe the laws, uphold the rights, and execute the duties beholding to
the citizenry of the city of Brooklyn Park, that’s

jointly observed and outlined in the provisions of the Charter

and Ordinances of the City of Brooklyn Park,

and I will faithfully discharge the duties of the office of

Central District Council Member

To the best of my judgement and ability.”

Revised language prepared and submitted by:

 Councilman Boyd Morson 2021



“ I SOLEMNLY SWEAR ( OR AFFIRM)

That I will support and obey

The Constitution and the Laws of the United States

And State of Minnesota,

That I will, in all respects,

Observe the laws, uphold the rights, and execute the duties beholding to
the citizenry of the city of Brooklyn Park, that’s

equally observed and outlined in the provisions of the Charter

and Ordinances of the City of Brooklyn Park,

and I will faithfully discharge the duties of the office of

Mayor

To the best of my judgement and ability.”

Revised language prepared and submitted by:

Councilman Boyd Morson 2021
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