
Brooklyn Park Charter Commission Meeting Agenda 
Wednesday, April 13, 2022, at 7:00 p.m. 

City Hall Room A203       
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 April 13, 2022

3. Approval of Minutes
3.1A  SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES, DECEMBER 29, 2021 
3.1B  SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES, MARCH 2, 2022    

4. Old Business
4.1   Redistricting Debriefing

5. Reports of Officers, Boards, and Standing Committees
5.1 Council Liaison Parks – Council Report

6. New Business
6.1 

6.2 

City Council Compensation  
6.1A  APRIL 4, 2022, STAFF REPORT – COUNCIL COMPENSATION 
Ranked Choice Voting 
6.2A  RESIDENT SURVEY RESULTS FOR R.C.V. QUESTION 
6.2B JANUARY 4, 2016, STAFF REPORT – RCV RECOMMENDATION REPORT 

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


City of Brooklyn Park 
CHARTER COMMISSION Attachments 
 
Agenda Item No.: 

 
3.1A 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
April 13, 2022 

 
Prepared by: 

 
Devin Montero 

 
Presented By: 

Dennis Secara, 
Chair 

 
 
Attachments:  
 
 
3.1A  SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES, DECEMBER 29, 2021  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1 | P a g e  
 

Brooklyn Park Charter Commission Special Meeting Minutes  
Wednesday, December 29, 2021, 7:00 p.m. 

City Hall, Room A203 
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
 

Chair Dennis Secara called the meeting to order.  
 
Commissioners present: Dennis Secara, Barbara Bor, Teferi Fufa, David Williams, Sunday Alabi, 
Shanna Woods, GIS Coordinator John Nerge 
 
Council Liaison Susan Pha (via virtual).  

 
Absent: Commissioners Beatrice Otieno, Scott Simmons, John Hultquist, Susan Mabera.  

 
2. Approval of the Agenda of December 29, 2021 

 
The purpose of this meeting is to consider the business that would have been taken on December 
8, 2021. Chair Dennis Secara explained the subcommittee are the only individuals who can 
approve the minutes.  
 
Commissioner Williams seconded the motion. Passed unanimously.  

 
3. Approval of Minutes  

  3.1 DECEMBER 14, 2021, REDISTRICTING SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
 
Chair Secara stated he prepared the minutes from the notes, into city format.  
 
Commissioner Williams asked for a clarification on how the Charter was using the word 
demographics.  
 
Chair Secara stated they were using the terms to describe just the population total but the groups 
within the population, BIPOC and white that he is using the word demographics, as well as 
including age, education level, income level, he stated it is intended to be a broad term.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated he thought this was about ethnicity but now age.  
 
Chair Secara asked if they should change it from demographics to ethnicity.  
 
Commissioner Alabi asked how they did an ethnic breakdown.  
 
Chair Secara stated the redistricting scenarios would be broken down by BIPOC.  
 
Commissioner Alabi asked if there was a formula that showed where the population lived.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge clarified the data was from the 2020 census,  used the race and ethnicity 
data and explained the definitions of the races and categories on the census.  
 
Commissioner Alabi asked he figured out the area that had particular races within and how he  
broke that down in precincts.  
 
Commissioner Bor stated the national census was broken down by address, region or state and 
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explained the census data.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated it was the geographic area known as a census block that reported 
how many people lived there and then by race.  
 
Commissioner Alabi asked how it affects the Commission’s work.  
 
Chair Secara stated the three districts should be on population, and was silent on demographic 
balance, and explained the staff scenarios presented. He explained the three equal districts 
however the council may want to see a different district balanced by race or other facts.  
 
Commissioner Woods explained the impact of demographics were correlated with interest 
groups and common experiences.  
 
Chair Secara stated it was communities of interest.   
 
Commissioner Woods stated community of interests had commonalities and demographics 
could be similar to interest groups and were important to consider and explained why. She 
explained why they should have a balanced BIPOC community, the resources were equally 
distributed, and communities thrived when there were diverse communities.  
 
Commissioner Alabi stated he was not saying they should use demographics but how it could 
be done.  
 
Chair Secara motioned to accept the subcommittee minutes, seconded by Commissioner 
Fufa. The Subcommittee minutes passed unanimously.  
 
4.1 Approval of Redistricting Website 

   
Chair Secara briefed the Charter Commissioners on the approval of the redistricting website, 
which included the schedule, timeline, and details of the website. 
 
Commissioner Williams stated they should include the December 14 date. He stated they 
should post the date that the website went live and asked if they were going to have other public 
communications that the public could give input.  
 
Chair Secara stated that was subject to protocols coming.  
 
Commissioner Bor stated the state would make that decision and guidance.  
 
Chair Secara said that would influence what they would do.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated they should have something in the schedule that showed the 
communications, and should make a point that it should be in the schedule when the website 
was out.  
 
Chair Secara stated the website could be modified and read the portion of the website draft that 
explained that items may change.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated if the Commission approved the agenda item, the website would 
be up tomorrow.  
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Commissioner Williams stated for historical purposes they should add the date when the 
website was activated.  
 
Chair Secara stated they would be having a meeting on January 12 and explain the events and 
protocols they needed to have for communication.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated,  for the January 12 meeting they should have a plan for public 
input and on the website.  
 
Commissioner Alabi stated if it was online or in person they didn’t know yet.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated whatever it was, it would need to be open to the public.   
 
Commissioner Woods stated once they got that information, they needed the room number and 
link. She stated why the redistricting was important to her and appreciated that it was 
elaborated.  
 
Chair Secara continued to explain the timeline.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated on March 1, they should remove it and retitle it as March 1 
special Charter meeting, to discuss redistricting lines. He stated they had not gotten the school 
district lines.  
 
Commissioner Alabi asked if there was any statute that would give a deadline date.  
 
Chair Secara stated the deadline was March 29 and added they had a deadline that a resolution 
had to be submitted by March 8.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated the City Council had until that date to approve the redistricting 
lines.  
 
Chair Secara said it had to be complete by March 29 and would need to a first and second 
reading of the ordinance. He continued with the dates on the website and asked the 
Commissioners if the school district gave their recommendations on March 8 and asked how 
they turned around and brought forth their recommendations on March 9. 
  
Commissioner Williams stated on March 9 they were seeing what would be done with the 
redistricting on census, school, and state legislation lines, not demographics. He asked if that 
meant they would not consider demographics when drawing the lines.  
 
Chair Secara stated they could consider communities of interest, which whey would consider 
more when discussing guidelines.  
 
Commissioner Bor stated it was a  fluid introduction and was not set. She stated  on the 
website, they should state that it was subject to change. She agreed with a Special Charter 
meeting on March 1, with what they did have and going forward with the dates on the website. 
She stated March 8 stood as it was that they would see the school district lines. 
 
Chair Secara pointed out about school district maps was that it affected the precinct boundaries 
more than the ward boundaries. He stated in the redistricting guide, the state preferred that 
cities draw precinct maps following school lines as closely as possible, and could not cross 
school district lines.  
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Commissioner Bor stated they needed to modify for March 1, for March 9, she was not clear 
what they wanted with that.  
 
Commissioner Wood stated on page 55 in the redistricting guide, April 5th was the last day to 
publish a notice of intent to redistrict and voters had one to three weeks to apply for revisions to 
the redistricting plan, 18 weeks before Primary. She continued with the considerations available 
for school districts, interest groups, and unique demographics and asked the Commissioners for 
input on why they would stick to school district lines. 
 
Commissioner Alabi stated the school district didn’t impact the district lines.  
 
Chair Secara stated wards and districts were the same thing. He explained why they would take 
school district boundaries into consideration. He stated school districts were considered a group 
of community interest, and they would discuss more on that when the got to guidelines.  
 
Commissioner Alabi wanted confirmation on not looking at demographics.  
 
Commissioner Bor stated they were still discussing schedules, on March 8, she stated they 
were not making changes but March 1 needed modification and March 9 they  had not 
discussed. 
 
Chair Secara stated on March 9, they would leave the language and delete recommendation 
based on 2020 census of state, legislative, and school district boundaries.  
 
Commissioner Williams added for clarity that it was a regular Charter Commission meeting and 
add a regular meeting to the March 9. He stated they should include a line about public 
comment and discussion and approval of the redistricting plan.  
 
Commissioner Bor stated it would be a set point for that.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated it would be an addition for public comment, another chance on 
the website for the public to come and comment.  
 
Commissioner Fufu asked if the deliberation of public comment would be on March 1.  
 
Chair Secara stated they were eliminating that as a deadline and have a special Commission 
meeting on March 9 to discuss the public comment on redistricting.  
 
Commissioner Fufa asked how they would follow that up on March 9.  
 
Chair Secara stated March 29 the redistricting plan is approved and March 10-28 could be a 
potential special Charter Commission meeting to approve the redistricting plans they were on 
board with.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated the only addition he would add that they had two phases, one to 
hear and discuss public comments. He stated that March 1 they took the deadline off for final 
approval.   
 
Commissioner Fufa asked if it was a deliberation on public comment.  
 
Chair Secara stated the hang up was February 22 and March 29. He stated he didn’t know 
when the first reading would be and needed to be added and planned around that. 
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Commissioner Fufa stated they had to finish before the first reading, so unless they knew that 
date the other dates were going to be academic.  
 
Chair Secara stated what would happen between March 10-28, the City Council would receive 
the first reading and then there would be public comment at that meeting and they might send it 
back to the Commission with their preferred changes and would need a special Charter 
Commission meeting to redo it. He stated there would be a period of public challenge 
and reiterated the dates and the need for the first reading.  
 
Commissioner Williams said their recommendation was no later than March 28.  
 
Chair Secara stated no later than March 1, the first reading was around March 8-9, so the 
deadline for public comment, they couldn’t put it in there. He stated on March 1 the Commission 
did a special meeting, there wasn’t public comment then if they didn’t need a special meeting 
and if they were allowed to have a special meeting. 
 
Commissioner Williams stated the Commission might need a special meeting and did not know 
if it was a public or virtual meeting. 
 
Chair Secara stated they would have to see when the March meeting was scheduled.  
 
Commissioner Fufa asked for clarification if they handed it over to the Council, wanted the 
Commissioner to be perfect that they looked at everything. He asked when they handed it over 
to the city council. 
 
Chair Secara stated he did not know the date.  
 
Commissioner Williams thought the readings were for deliberations of the Council, on March 1-
3. He stated they would go to the Council on February 28 and approved their recommendation, 
then it went to the Council, and they approve it and then that's when the series of meetings 
started.  
 
Chair Secara stated the first meeting and final meeting was March 29 by the Council, and they  
needed to have a recommendation by the first reading which was March 8-10, which was their 
deadline. 
 
Commissioner Williams asked if there was a recommendation from the Commission in the 
reading. 
 
Chair Seraca stated that was the ordinance process, they would have a first reading and asked 
when the first reading would be held for redistricting. 
 
Program Assistant Kristen Stacey answered she did not know. 
 
Chair Secara stated they would leave the date empty, and the next day would be the last drop-
dead deadline. He stated there would be public comment to the Commission and then public 
comment to the Council after their meeting. He stated that the public record  of the October 28 
Assembly video had to be there and read the description of the meeting.  
 
Commissioner Woods stated in the original draft that was presented on the website, she liked 
the language on the "why is redistricting important” and explained why. She asked if they could 
potentially add the language from the original draft.  
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Commissioner Bor asked Commissioner Woods to read the section. She stated in addition to 
what she read, they would still need to say it still impacted the election of council members.  
 
Commissioner Woods read the section to the Commission and explained why she liked the 
paragraph. She stated she liked how it was broken down because that was how they involved 
different demographics and communities of interest.  
 
Chair Secara stated they could add to it below or before it and asked Commissioner Woods to 
send it to him. 
 
Commissioner Woods shared the information with GIS Coordinator John Nerge, and he added it 
to the website.  
 
Program Assistant Kristen Stacey shared the potential date could be March 14 for the first 
reading.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated that March 9 would work because it was a regular meeting.  
 
Chair Secara shared the maps and what they would look like.  
 
Commissioner Woods asked if they could add the “where do I live” to the website.  
 
Chair Secara stated Commissioner Simmons said that they had it broken down by 
neighborhood and district map and that Commissioner Simmons thought it was too many layers 
of information.  
 
Commissioner Woods stated that it was fine if it was already spoken of.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated they could put all the links on the website, which was what was 
nice for the website was that residents could pick and choose.  
 
Commissioner Alabi stated the city already had neighborhoods for redistricting website and they 
needed to make sure that it was informing. He stated if they started saying to add to it and it 
wasn't what they wanted in terms of feedback in the redistricting.  
 
Chair Secara stated they could discuss that under the last part of the page. He stated it was 
under "what does existing districts look like" section of the website.  
 
Program Assistant Kristen Stacey read the comment left by Council Member Susan Pha which 
she said great conversation on the timeline and would make sure the City Attorney could look 
over the dates of meetings to confirm with the meeting dates.  
 
Chair Secara added with the council district boundaries super imposed.  
 
Commissioner Williams wanted clarification if it was possible that residents could build their own 
map and explained how that would work.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated they could and said they avoided it in the past, as it was 
complicated. He stated the city wanted this map to focus on redistricting and they could add 
layers to the map if they wanted.  
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Commissioner Williams stated his first impression was what turned people off, people were 
looking for information and it was not given to them, he asked what kind of example they could 
give where people misused the map.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated it was not necessary misuse, however it was extra information 
that was not necessary to the tool.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated they were all going to have different opinions on what they 
wanted to look at when they thought about the Council Members they wanted the public to look 
at it how they seemed fit was a good idea.  
 
Commissioner Bor stated she did not think having a map that showed everything really fit into 
the "what does existing precincts look like" section.  
 
Chair Secara stated that would be a part of the comment process. He explained what guidelines 
the Commission would use when redistricting the lines and section. He explained the legalistic 
requirements with the language of the guidelines and the statute’s definition regarding the 
wording. He stated a precinct could operationally be defined as no more than 5% deviation of 
the mean district population. He stated that means the main district was 2880, so a district could 
not be more than 1400 over or under that amount. He asked for consensus from the Council.  
 
Commissioner Williams asked to see the numbers.  
 
Chair Secara shared the numbers of the mean and the deviation numbers.  He stated they 
couldn’t always make the match and that the boundaries he would use the word shall rather 
than will. He read the guidelines to the Commission and shared his concerns on the different 
points in the guideline.  
 
Commissioner Woods explained the language on the community of interest and referenced the 
redistricting guideline from page 12-13 and read the section to the Commissioners.  
 
Chair Secara stated that the non-statutory principle was not required. He stated the Charter 
Commission had previously stated and it had been approved by the Council. He explained the 
process between the Council and asked how they could request different ways to redistrict. He 
explained that it wasn't the Charter Commissions responsibility to identify community of 
interests. 
 
Commissioner Fufa shared his opinion that based on the knowledge and what they should strive 
for to perfect their democracy and if there was a way to involve community of interests as a 
suggestion to the Council and explained why. 
 
Chair Secara stated at the January 12 meeting they could get guidance and stated it would be 
nice if the Council could give them guidance and stated that the Commission would need to 
map out every community of interest and didn’t know them. He stated they knew the school 
district and BIPOC, but anything else would need definition and hoped Community Engagement 
Manager Josie Shardlow could give guidance on that. 
 
Commissioner Alabi stated when the talked about communities of interest, they had a principles 
or guidelines that they could not violate. He asked Council Liaison Pha to bring it to the Council 
and they should follow the principles.  
 
Commissioner Woods stated they all agreed with that, but it did not have to be conflicting. She 
stated she wanted to make sure that unique people in unique circumstances were considered. 
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She stated they needed to recognize that if someone had access that did not remove access 
from another person and used examples in Brooklyn Park. She stated considering them did not 
mean they were removing something from another group. She stated they were talking about 
this like they had a scarcity of resources and the had to make sure some people didn’t win, and 
she stated what they were doing in that process that if they considered communities of interest, 
it would not take anything from anyone or it was not a negative thing so they could be equitable. 
 
Commissioner Williams stated he didn't feel tension and explained he struggled to understand 
how to be equitable in the community.  
 
Commissioner Alabi stated he did not see tension as well and asked where they were taking 
resources from another group.  
 
Commissioner Woods reiterated that she did feel the tension because there was opposition to 
considering community of interests and she was being thoughtful to consider unique 
demographics and understood they were harder to define. She stated demographics were more 
important and the citizens would tell them more. She stated communities of interest could be 
any community that had a significant portion that had similar interests so they could be heard 
and represented, which could be race, school district and learn more.  
 
Commissioner Bor asked if they were all on agreement to guideline number five and would like 
the Commission to focus on the guideline.  
 
Chair Secara stated yes and continued explaining the guidelines, amended items the placement 
for public feedback. He asked in the public comment section if they should include a statement 
that included asking how they would receive the public comment feedback. 
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated that the form would go straight to a Microsoft office form which 
would be hosted by the city and staff would collect the comments and save them to the meeting 
or share them depending on the Commission’s preference.  
 
Commissioner Woods asked if they got that complied into one document. 
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge said yes and explained how. 
 
Chair Secara asked to present all feedback together so staff would store and present it back to 
the Commission by March 1. He asked if they wanted to impose a deadline.  
 
Commissioner Bor stated before the meeting on March 1.  
 
Commissioner Williams asked what happened if someone posted a comment after that date and 
asked if they should consider the comments up to the date of the final vote.  
 
Chair Secara stated by the March 9 meeting.  
 
Commissioner Alabi suggested having three days before the meeting and then any other 
comments would be sent the day of.  
 
Chair Secara stated they would likely have a special meeting after the Council deliberation, and 
they could consider what the Council sent back with the public comment. He asked if they 
should add it to the schedule.  
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Commissioner Alabi stated they should place it at the end as a note and wanted to comment on 
the community of interest, he did not see a conflict, he saw a sense of not knowing what to do 
and how it seemed no one knew how to handle it.  
 
Chair Secara motioned to approve the redistricting website and was seconded by Alabi. The 
motion passed unanimously.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:28 p.m.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Devin Montero, Staff Liaison 
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Brooklyn Park Charter Commission Special Meeting Minutes  
Wednesday, March 2, 2022, 7:00 p.m.        

 
This meeting was held by telephone or other electronic means. 

 
1. Call to Order/Roll Call 

 
Present: Chair Dennis Secara,  Commissioners Scott Simmons, Teferi Fufa, David Williams; GIS 
Coordinator John Nerge, Council Liaison Terry Parks, and Staff Liaison Devin Montero 
 
Via Teams: Commissioners Barbara Bor, Greg Szach, Sunday Alabi, Shana Woods, and John 
Hultquist 
 
Absent: Susan Mabera, Beatrice Otieno 
 
Motion Commissioner Secara, Second Commissioner Alabi, to approve the agenda as presented.  
 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The vote on the motion passed unanimously on a roll call vote as follows: Yes-Alabi, Bor, Fufa, 
Hultquist, Simmons, Szach, Williams, Woods, Secara; No-None. 
 
2. New Business 
  
 2.1  Discuss Council Feedback on Redistricting Working Map (Scenario #2) 
 
Chair Secara stated on Monday February 28, he, and GIS Coordinator John Nerge, gave an update to the 
Council on the draft redistricting map, the Commissioners approved on February 24. He stated there was 
one question Council Member Lee on making changes to the map related to certain apartment buildings 
being shifted. He stated GIS Coordinator Nerge prepared a map to incorporate Council Member Lee’s 
question and concerns.  
 
He introduced GIS Coordinator Nerge and GIS Coordinator Nerge provided an overview of the map 
(Scenario #3) related to the apartments in the districts and the map (Scenario 2) that was approved last 
week by the Commissioners for those not present at the meeting.  
 
He stated Scenario #2 map was presented to the Council which was included in the Redistricting Report. 
He went over the boundaries and stated he followed the Charter Commission’s guidelines. He stated the 
East District followed the school district boundary between Anoka Hennepin and Osseo and the entire new 
38B state house district and also retained Precincts E-3 and E1O in order to reach the minimum acceptable 
population per the 5% deviation.  
 
In the West District, north of 93rd Avenue,  along Winnetka Avenue to Douglas Drive and stated it was a 
necessary expansion because the new state house district line at 93rd Avenue was previously at 85th 
Avenue. He stated in the the previous area there were less than 100 people living there and was not enough 
people to make it a practicable precinct and that section by necessity needed to expand in order to get 
enough people in that area to have a precinct in the West District in the northwest corner of the city. He 
stated it split Precinct W-5 and went to the northern part of the district just to keep the population balanced 
within the acceptable deviation.  
 
In the Central District followed the north and the east, the Anoka Hennepin School district boundary lines 
on the south of 38B state house district line and west of Winnetka Avenue and West Broadway and a couple 
of adjustments to keep the Central District geographically compact.   
 
He stated there was a deviation of 3.6% below the Mean in the West district and the reason for the change, 
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in the redistricting report, the West District previously followed Highway 610 and was moved down to stay 
within Douglas Drive and moved down to 93rd Avenue. He stated it was a large nonresidential area and 
added 13 people to the West District population and was done to make the West District follow that state 
house district line a little closer and avoided Precinct C-7 being a “K” shaped precinct.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist asked about a section what was in the Central District now moved to the East 
district between Zane Avenue and Douglas Avenue between Brookdale Drive and the south of the Brooklyn 
Park border. He asked why it was moved to the East District.   
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated that area was moved to the East District because it contained along with the 
eastern part of the city state house district 38B and one of the Charter Commissions redistricting guidelines 
was to follow school and legislative district lines as practicable as possible.  
 
Commissioner Hultquist asked if state house district 38B was part of Congressional District 5 now. 
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated all of Brooklyn Park stayed in Congressional District 3.  
 
Commissioners Simmons asked about the jagged line in the East District if that was the school district line 
which would be the current E4A/E4O precincts. He asked if the current powerline division was used or went 
by streets.   
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated it was the school districts line and in a few spots cut through properties but 
was the official school district line. He stated he consulted with Hennepin County who provided a lot of 
redistricting data and their recommendation because those districts were using the school district lines was 
to follow it exactly instead of the census block geography.  He stated the East District would follow the 
school district lines as it was.   
 
Commissioner Williams asked about Precinct W-5 under scenario #3 if it was part of the Central District.   
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated it was part of the Central District and tried to avoid splitting neighborhoods 
as much as possible. He stated the dividing line used in order to keep the West and Central Districts from 
going outside of that 5% deviation and couldn’t give the entirety of precinct W-5 to the Central District or 
West District population without pieing it.   
 
Commissioner Williams asked if that precinct would still be split between two districts.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated he would redrew the precinct lines and that section of W-5 merged with 
Precincts C-6 or C-3. He stated they would not have a precinct that was in two different districts which was 
not allowed by state law. He stated there were a couple of spots in the city where the precincts lines would 
either merge or split when redrawn.   
 
Commissioner Williams asked what the schedule was for splitting precincts into separate precincts and on 
the map Precinct W-5 was split.   
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated the Commissioners adopted Scenario #2 and the action tonight was approving 
the recommendation on the map, and forward the Redistricting Report to the Council for thee March 7 
meeting.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated the city would have separate precincts for the upcoming elections this fall 
and was not putting that off for a year or two because it as the maps were approved the next step was 
going to working on the precincts.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge presented the map that was adopted with realigned precincts for W-1, that would 
become C-1 and showed other changes. He showed two precincts merged into one and believed with the 
scenario, it could retain the existing 24 precincts to implement the map.  
 
He stated some of the numbers had remained the same and some had changed. He stated the letter 
designations would not be used, such as W-1O and W-1R and all of Anoka Hennepin was in the East 
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District now.  
 
Chair Secara stated the redistricting scenario #3 map was an attempt to respond to Council comments.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated it was an attempt look back at some of the past scenarios that were in the 
redistricting report and trying to find ways to balance out the districts. He stated the map came closer to 
balancing the apartment units. He stated in scenario map #3, 47% of the apartment units would be in the 
West district and 45% in the Central District. He stated to address Council Member Lee’s comments, one 
of the apartment units mentioned was 610 West and in scenario #3, it moved from the Central to the West 
District. He stated that location in the city was not an option keeping it in the Central District. He stated it 
was the same area that was now north of that state housing district line on 93rd Avenue. He stated it gave 
it back to the Central District, it would be back in the situation where it would not have enough people in 
that area to support a precinct.   
 
He showed 610 West and area and stated it was expanded to make Precinct W-6 have enough people for 
the precinct. He stated looking at the boundaries on the map compared to Scenario 2, the biggest concern 
was less geographic compactness which was a priority in the redistricting guidelines and statutory 
guidelines. He stated those districts were not compact and the Central District was spread out, He stated it 
would also revert to the East district back to not having an increase share of apartments and would also 
see an increase in the general diversity. He stated there was a strip that extended down in order to achieve, 
Huntington and a couple of other apartments being added. He stated it would require and increase of the 
number of precincts because it was expanding outside the legislative lines.  
 
He stated it would add at least two more precincts to support the map. He stated the percent of apartment 
units decreased in the East district back from 13% to 7% and looking at the redistricting guidelines it didn’t 
meet Guideline #2, not compact. He stated it did balance apartment units but did it by moving the Huntington 
apartments and was 13% of the units of the city. He stated his other concern was on the other map included 
in the packet that showed where the apartments were. He stated the reason there were so many apartments 
in the West District was because there were so many apartments in the southwest corner of the city and 
was not the same as the racial makeup which was more distributed across the city. He stated it was a true 
geographical cluster of apartments and didn’t feel they would be having a conversation if it had a 
concentration of a particular race group and not discussing of splitting them up. He stated the city had over 
50% of apartment units in that part of the city. He stated in order to achieve that one goal of balancing out 
apartment units, they would have to compromise additional guidelines that Scenario 2 satisfied. He stated 
that from a data analysis perspective and geographical compactness, it was possible to balance out the 
apartment units and still satisfy the majority of the guidelines. He stated, he didn’t feel it was the most 
practicable and most effective from studying the data in the map.  
 
Commissioner Alabi asked if it was the intent of redistricting to do what the city Council should of done 
when they were licensing apartments to be spread across the city. He asked if they wanted to use 
redistricting to fix a problem the city Council should of addressed when they were approving the apartments 
within the city.   
 
Chair Secara stated to do that was outside of their current guidelines and the distribution of apartment 
buildings within the city was more of a city planning issue than a Charter Commission redistricting issue. 
He stated to use the redistricting process to alter decisions made by the Planning Commission in 
conjunction with the city Council would not be appropriate.   
 
Commissioner Fufa stated his understanding of the problem with the concentration of apartments in one 
district was, the needs of the apartments exists and didn’t get reflected at city hall by the Council members; 
because of representation from the Council might be one Council member that would be getting all of the 
apartment problems and the rest of the Council members didn’t have that issue and didn’t understand it.   
 
Chair Secara stated the previous Council Liaison Pha brought up the issue of apartment dwellers because 
there was such a concentration of apartments in the West District. He stated her claim was that because 
other parts of the city didn’t have as many apartments there was less receptiveness on the Council to 
addressing problems of apartment dwellers. He stated they could be considered a communities of interest 
whether or not just because they were clustered in one particular area but as apartment dwellers as a whole 
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she said were a community of interest. He stated if they were communities of interest and they were trying 
to preserve that, the fact they were clustered in the West District was actually a good thing because they 
were contained within the same Council district and not being split.  
 
Commissioner Fufa asked if adjusting those apartments addressed Council Member Pha’s concern.  
 
Chair Secara stated if her concern was to have apartments redistributed and the boundaries shifted so 
there was more of an equal distribution of apartments across the city, it was not possible without creating 
additional districts. He stated he didn’t know if that addressed her concern or not and she could only answer 
that.  
 
Commissioner Alabi thank GIS Coordinator Nerge for his work and trying to address some of her concerns.  
He stated addressing the apartments without drawing precincts would look weird and remembered at the 
end of the Council meeting, Council Member Pha thanked GIS Coordinator Nerge for the work he had done.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated it was hard to spread the apartments in other districts because other 
concerns and the priorities they established; however, he looked back at the percentage of the apartments 
in the existing map and it was 56% in the West District, 36% in the Central District; and 7% in the East 
District. With scenario #2; it was now up to 64% in West District, 23% in the Central District and 13% in the 
East District. He stated it was not perfect and had spread a bit more of the apartments to the East District 
and improved the distribution of apartments over the three districts.   
 
2.2 Public Comment 
 
Chair Secara stated there was one additional comment submitted to the Charter Commission and had been 
provided to the Commissioners   
 
Commissioner Williams stated he read all of the comments and asked what kind of communications did the 
city do to publicize the redistricting work so the public could come to a meeting.  
 
Chair Secara stated on Monday a Council member did ask what languages was the communication sent 
out in.  
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated over 9,000 postcards were sent to all of the households within one quarter 
mile of a district boundary, Redistricting item was held at the Community Assembly, the story map was 
published, launched a redistricting webpage, information was posted on Instagram, Facebook,  govdelivery 
emails were sent out, at Charter Commission meetings, there was a public comment period, CCX television, 
Sun Post and MShale newspaper and other local media. He stated emails were sent out to over 600 election 
judges to help spread out the word. Flyers were posted at city buildings, city hall, Community Activity Center,  
Hennepin County library and posters were put up in city hall.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated he would like to make sure those methods of communication, were 
documented the meeting minutes as a  record of what the city did and what the Council had done too.  
 
Council Member Lee thanked GIS Coordinator Nerge for providing the information in a map and trying to 
split the apartments a little bit more. He stated that based on what he saw tonight, agreed with GIS 
Coordinator Nerge’s assessment. He stated with scenario 3 it didn’t uphold the principles as well as in 
Scenario 2 and agreed with the assessment from the data perspective that Scenario 2 was the most efficient 
mapping.    
 
Commissioner Williams stated to solidify the opinion that Scenario 2 did a better job, and Scenario 3 
research didn’t fit the bill, asked if they needed to make a motion that they had considered public comments 
and it didn’t fit or just having the discussion was enough to document it.   
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated the Commissioners were only addressing the comments under agenda Item 
2.2 and in Item 2.3 was when they made the formation motion to adopt Scenario #2.  
 
Chair Secara stated on Monday a Council Member did ask if getting public input was a matter of formality 
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only and he indicated no, that it was an essential part of the process. He also added that due to Covid 
restrictions and delays in receiving the Census data, the amount of community engagement that was 
possible was less than the Commission had hoped to do compared to what the Commission did  last time.   
He stated it was the best they could accomplish given the time, restrictions, constraints and other things 
imposed on the Commission. He stated there were about 15 to 20 comments and the comments were wide 
ranging. Some were not relevant to redistricting, a few had asked for an increase in the number of Council 
Districts and expansion of the size of city Council. He stated on those things, would have required an 
amendment to the City Charter and the compressed time frame didn’t allow for it. He stated those matters 
could be taken into consideration in the future. He stated some resident preferred the Commission consider 
only population in the redistricting decisions, others indicated they would like to see more of a racial balance 
between the Council Districts, and some people thought the Commission was trying to do too much. He 
stated that based on the discussions the Commissioners had prior to public comments, seemed to align 
with  the public comments that came in and were on the same page as the city. He stated mentioned it to 
the Council that the decisions the Commissioners made tonight were representative of the city.  
 
Commissioners Simmons stated he thought Council Member West-Hafner had a question at the meeting 
in the materials she received. He asked if there were other issues that were brought up at the meeting. 
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated one of the questions, was about apartments too and she had asked about 
previous scenarios she had seen and confirmed to her those scenarios were predated relating to State 
House district lines. He stated one of the reasons there was more flexibility was because there wasn’t that 
District 38B line that blocked off the southwest part of the city for the access to the Central District. He 
stated he said those maps were preliminary ones and had no idea if it would work or not.  
 
Chair Secara stated there were questions about Council Members being redistricted out of their current 
districts and those Council Members affected would serve the remainder of their term and would still 
represent  their current district. When their term was up, they would choose either to run in the new district 
or not choose to run and would necessitate relocation if they chose to run in a different district.   
 
Council Liaison Parks stated Council Member Russell would move from the West to Central District, Council 
Member West-Hafner, from the Central to West district, Mayor Jacobson moved from East to Central District 
and Council Member Morson would move from the Central to East District.   
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated Council Members Parks, Pha and Lee would remain in their current districts.  
 
Commissioner Woods stated regarding the public comments and outreach, on February 23, Community 
Engagement team sent redistricting information to HOAs in the city, last week they did some door knocking 
with the on Regent and Brookdale Drive, where the proposed flashing stop signs would manage traffic. She 
stated she appreciated Council Member Lee attending several special events and on weekends and 
appreciated the attentiveness along with Council Member Parks. She thanked Chair Secara for leading an 
informative report to the Council and representing the Commissioners discussions.   
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated that the Community Engagement team on was at the St. Alphonsus Church 
event on January 23, February 17 and 18 at the Excell Academy event and on February 25, tabled at the 
Community Activity Center for a Black History Month event.   
 
Commissioner Williams thought everyone did a wonderful job in both  directions, in putting out the 
information and going out and collecting the information from the public. He wanted to make sure that was  
documented because  it was a great job given the circumstances. He stated they had about 40 comments 
and read them all and some were generally well thought out. He proposed on following up on the 
communication to get back to every one of the individuals with a response. He thought if people had enough 
initiative to write something to the city and to the Commission that they should have enough resources to 
go back and respond to each individual.  He stated it could be a couple of paragraphs and then a short 
paragraph that addressed their concerns, the Commission did address their concern and how it was 
addressed.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist agreed with Commission Williams and thought if citizens took the time to contact 
the Commissioners, didn’t think it was something they should task either the Staff Liaison Montero or Chair 
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Secara with, when there was a Community Engagement team that Community Engagement Manager Josie 
Shardlow and her team could follow up on.   
 
 2.3 Approval of Redistricting Recommendation 
 
Chair Secara briefed on the Charter resolution. He stated it contained information from redistricting 
Scenario #2. He stated there were two things to look at. The population breakdown, the new Central District 
would be 28,991; the new East District would be 29,682 and the new West District would be 27,805 all 
contained within the boundaries on the Scenario #2 map. He stated that under whereas, the Charter 
Commission considered and adopted the following guidelines, Guideline G, it come up on Monday night as 
he was addressing the Council. He stated the Commission considered communities of interest and didn’t 
get into specifics and felt the language was too wordy for a Charter resolution. He proposed the following 
substitute to the language in the resolution as: 
 
“District boundaries shall consider communities of interest so that the voting strength of any particular group 
is neither significantly diluted nor advantaged." 
 
He stated he briefed the Council on Monday, that the Commissions purpose of pursuing communities of 
interest was to make sure that no particular voting block was diluted by any change and no particular group 
was advantaged by the reestablishment of boundaries. He stated the specific communities of interest that 
the Commission discussed were enumerated in the population breakdown of Scenario #2 and that was 
presented to the Council and they had an idea of what they were talking about and those groups were not 
advantaged or disadvantaged by the reestablishment of the boundaries. He thought any impact would be 
incidental, not deliberate and clarified that with the Council.   
 
Commissioner Fufa stated the original intent of communities of interest was to remedy the original 
disparities so the communities that had been historically underrepresented and if they were going to be 
purposeful trying to remove the historical disparities, they were advantaging them. He stated his fear was 
the language might negate the original intent and how it sounded to him.   
 
Commissioner Bor restated the proposed resolution:  
 
“District boundaries shall consider communities of interest so that the voting strength of any particular group 
is neither significantly diluted nor advantaged."  
 
She asked if he meant to use the word “or” and seemed like it would be more appropriate in the context or 
the word “neither.”  
 
Commissioner Williams stated the Commissioners adopted 7 guidelines to enact those maps and go 
through the redistricting and to change any of that now, because “the horse had been let out of the barn”. 
He stated he didn’t disagree with anything written as it clarified it further, but they had used 7 principles for 
a month an half now and put it out to the public. He stated to go back and change that now didn’t know that 
was a good idea. He stated he was more supportive of leaving the wording as it was because there had 
been so much work and comments done on it. He stated they could somehow incorporate it as a further 
comment and not be part of the guidelines but just to clarify it. He stated he was afraid they would get 
accused of starting a guideline and then coming back and changing it after all the comments were made.  
 
Council Liaison Parks asked why the word “shall” was used instead of “should” because when using “shall”, 
it was giving a choice.  
 
Chair Secara stated there was a difference between “shall” and “must” “must” was mandatory and “shall” 
was to do it unless there was interference from a higher authority or some other compelling reason to 
deviate from it. He  stated “shall” was the standard operating procedure and “should”, was not part of the 
procedure to do it. He stated in comparison, “should” gave too much flexibility and “shall” gave the right 
amount of discretion.   
 
Commissioner Alabi thought “shall” was more forceful, and thought “should” didn’t have the same force.  
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Chair Secara stated “shall” was a middle ground between “must” and “should” and why it was used so 
frequently.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated the legislature addressed it all the time and wrestled with the “shall” and 
“must”. He stated in Guidelines E, F and G, they used the word “shall” and they were not following those 
directives. He stated he preferred Guideline D, E, F and G replace the word “shall” with “should” because 
they were not following legislative boundaries and not following school district boundaries. He stated they 
were guidelines and not mandates. He stated Guidelines A, B and C were interpreted as being mandatory 
and the others were more flexible. 
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated with the start of the resolution saying “shall provide a redistricting report” 
was consistent with the City Charter and looking at different pages in the City Charter,  “Powers of the City, 
the city shall have all the powers,” and “Public Act, the Charter shall be a public act.” He stated in the lead, 
“shall” was  proper but also agreed with Commissioner Simmons.  He stated on the resolution, they were 
guidelines and thought that “no district shall be no more than 5%” was part of our Charter or state law and 
the D, E,  and F,  “should follow school districts, on districting boundaries,” didn’t know if they should have 
“shall” or “should” in there. He thought they wanted them to be as compact as possible but didn’t know it 
rose to the element of a “shall. He stated “shall” was more of an older English version but “shall” and “must” 
were equivalent to each other and “should” was a step below.   
 
Chair Secara stated that the language “district boundaries shall” came from the Secretary of State 
guidelines and keeping the word “shall” indicated the basis and statute and was more of a statutory issue 
and leaving “shall” in there is good. He stated on Guideline C was not in the Charter but was the practice 
the Commission had adopted. He stated he would feel comfortable changing that to “should” because it 
was not statutory nor in the Charter. He stated the Commission tried to have it in there but the city attorney  
advised against it. He stated that on the “district boundaries should consider communities of interest” again 
was an advisement and “district boundaries should follow legislative boundaries” could do with that. He 
thought they amended the city’s website on “district boundaries shall follow legislative boundaries to the 
extent possible” on Guideline “F.”  
 
Commissioner Fufa stated they were at the end of their procedures now and asked if they still needed to 
go through and do more edits and spending time on it.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated they should stay with the guidelines and they shall not consider changes to 
it at this point.   
 
Chair Secara stated he wanted to make sure the language in the resolution was what they had on the 
website and they would keep everything as presented tonight.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge showed an updated change to 93rd Avenue between Highway 610 and 93rd Avenue,  
Zane Avenue and West Broadway in the Central District. He stated what was presented to the Council had 
that section moved to the West district and that section was not a residential area and only impacted 14 
people. He stated the map that showed apartments has it correct and the map in the e-packet the map they 
would be voting on was what was presented to the Council and shown on the screen.   
 
Commissioner Bor requesting the Chair restate the guidelines in the resolution and how it was going to 
read. She stated there was a lot of conversation with “shall/should” and wanted to be sure when they 
accepted and voted the Commissioners were clear what they were voting on.   
 
Chair Secara restated the guidelines in the resolution to be voted on and said no changes were made to 
the resolution.  
  
a. The population of each Council district shall be as equal as practicable  
b. District boundaries shall be compact in size and be geographically contiguous.  
c. No district shall be more than 5% above or below the district mean.  
d. District boundaries shall follow school district boundaries.  
e. District boundaries shall follow Census block boundaries or other physical features.  
f. District boundaries shall follow legislative boundaries.  
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g. District boundaries shall consider communities of interest including, but not limited to neighborhoods, homeowners’ 
associations, and residents with similar social, geographic, political, cultural, ethnic, economic, or other interests.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he noticed the West District was 1,021 below the Mean and asked what 
the population counts were in the purple colored area below 85th Avenue.  He stated the East District was 
856 over the Mean, the West District was 1,021 under the Mean; Central District was 170 over. He asked 
if they could make an extra effort to make the districts equal.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated he made many attempts and would be happy to run as many scenarios as 
the Commission would like. He gave an example with a section in Precinct W-5, that one area was 2,400 
people.   
 
Commissioner Simmons asked about the purple colored area south of 85th Avenue,  bordered by West 
Broadway and Zane. He stated he would like to try to equalize the districts because that was their 
fundamental task.   
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge  stated that area alone was 2,400 people. 
 
Commissioner Simmons stated if they added 2,400 people to the West District then they would be over by 
1,000 rather than under by a 1,000. He asked if that was an option considered to do that. He stated his 
point was the public wanted to leave things as they were for the most part. The more they changed the 
precincts the more complicated and confusing it got. He stated people preferred not to do that and asked 
why they would move them into the Central district if they didn’t have to/   
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated if they removed that from the Central District the district would be below 
27,000, the West District might still be in the range, and the Central District would drop below that range 
with the 2,427 minus the 28,991 currently in the Central District would be 26,564 which was 1,000 people 
below. He stated when adding more to a district was taking away from another district. He stated that area 
of the city was densely populated and difficult to cutoff small populations without cutting through 
neighborhoods.   
 
Commissioner Fufa stated they decided on this map the last time and were there to address the feedback 
they got. He stated if they got into reshuffling it again they could be there all night.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated tonight was the night they got public input and nothing got decided until the 
final vote like the city budget. They could have all the debates they wanted until the time to vote on the city 
budget was when the Council made amendments to it and take a final vote. He stated nothing was final 
until it left the room tonight and that was the process. He stated he  was an equal member on the 
Commission and had the right to ask questions and proceed the way they were expected to do but needed 
to honor the Commissioners that had questions.   
 
Chair Secara asked if there were other questions otherwise, they would be ready to vote. 
 
Motion Chair Secara, Second Commissioner Williams to accept the Charter resolution recommending 
changes to the Council district boundaries as presented.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he opposed the recommended map for two reasons; one, it radically divides 
a significant neighborhood in the East District and opposed to that; The Edinburgh neighborhood is one 
cohesive neighborhood and split right down the middle; and strongly opposed to that; Secondly, After talking 
to people, about school board issues; I don’t see the merit in keeping the East district all in Anoka Hennepin 
School District; And the reason, it’s based on what happens in the Osseo school district; the Osseo school 
district is fundamentally represented by people that lived in Maple Grove. People that  lived in Brooklyn 
Park has zero representation on the Osseo School Board; the idea we would concentrate and pack all of 
one school district in the East, is not helpful to the public policy of having people at the table; to deal with 
issues that arise in the school district; That is what happened in Osseo and has been disastrous for the 
community in Brooklyn Park; to have that happened to those that go to the Osseo School District and the 
schools in Brooklyn Park. I don’t want that same thing to happen to those of us who live in the Anoka school 
district; to have only one Council member; represent the Anoka Hennepin schools on the city Council, it’s 
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the same idea as having apartments spread across; the entire community; You want all of the Council 
members to have that representational voice; It’s the same principal that would apply to the school district; 
I opposed the map based on those two reasons;  
 
Commissioner Woods stated she validated Commissioner Simmons’ concerns and thought what 
Commissioner Fufa highlighted, was that the Commissioners had considered the possible options 
previously and thought Scenario 2 was the most optimal advantageous scenario they were landing on and 
might have to make adjustments if the Council rejected it or offers other insights. She thought they were 
trying to accommodate for concerns that arose by the public comment and didn’t think they could get any 
more optimal than what they landed on. 
 
Commissioner Williams stated Commissioner Simmons had the right to talk on any issue he wanted to and 
they should a listen and he was very wise on his comments are well thought through; however, as the 
Commissioners were present and by majority vote that was the direction they all would go and their votes 
would validate what they wanted to do tonight.    
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated he agreed with Commissioner Simmons on the map splitting his 
neighborhood. He thought it was very difficult anytime they tried to draw district boundaries but to the extent 
they were splitting neighborhoods, they should try to avoid that. He stated he respectfully disagreed with 
him on the comments abut the school districts. He stated school district were separate districts. ISD 279 
and 011 their representation was separately elected people than the Council Members for the city. He 
thought when possible they should try to maintain school districts within a Council district boundary only 
because they were separately elected officials and made it a lot less confusing for voters and also a lot 
easier to administer for staff.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated what they would be doing was diluting the voice of the population with 
regard to whatever the city could or should do regarding school issues with the community. He didn’t think 
that was wise to dilute their voice when they should be increasing their voices in terms of what school 
districts do to residents of the community. He thought it was unfair to the residents to dilute that voice by 
packing Anoka Hennepin all into the East District.   
 
Chair Secara asked for the Scenario 2 map to be shown on what the Commissioners would be voting on 
and  could see the Anoka Hennepin school district contained within the East District. He stated they all 
agreed that they wanted to have the district boundaries and try to follow school district and legislative 
boundaries to avoid the creation of excess voting precincts and those precincts hadn’t been created yet.   
 
He stated it seemed as though the more changes they discussed they were having to trade off one guideline 
against another and when they were at that point would get an unbalanced map and might be at the optimal 
map. He stated it was not perfect, the Council and residents might have further objections to it and could 
raise those objections on March 21. He stated they had not received new school district boundaries and 
could assume those boundaries would not change, however the deadline for those changes was March 8. 
If there was a change to any one of the school districts that could be the basis for the Council and or resident 
objection and the Charter Commission having a special meeting. He stated it was only a recommendation 
and not passing a law.   
 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The vote on the motion passed on a roll call vote as follows: Yes-Bor, Fufa, Hultquist, Szach, Williams, 
Woods, Alabi, Secara; No-Simmons. 
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated since they adopted this resolution and map, he would be preparing a staff 
report to the Council, the redistricting report, resolution and the map, and would be submitted to the Sun 
Post to be published in two consecutive editions, March 10 and 17 along with the public hearing legal notice. 
He stated the public hearing would be March 21 along with the first reading of the ordinance changing the 
boundaries.   
 
Commissioner Williams asked if they adopt a change to the resolution, on Guideline G with that new 
wording. He thought it had merit to be in the resolution and would like to consider adding another “whereas, 
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the Commission did consider communities of interest so that voting strength in any particular group is 
neither significantly diluted nor disadvantaged” He thought that had merit to be in the recommended 
document.   
 
Chair Secara stated they already approved the document what he could do was state those things and 
mentioned it to the Council already and thought they could incorporate it in the resolution just wanted to 
know what everyone thought about it. He stated he could reiterate that when he presented it to the Council.  
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated he could include that in the staff report too.   
 
3. Adjournment    
 
Motion Chair Secara, 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-Fufa, Hultquist, 
Simmons, Szach, Williams, Woods, Alabi, Bor, Secara; No-None. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:41pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Devin Montero, Staff Liaison 
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Item: Mayor and Council Member Salary Comparison 

 
Summary:   
Multiple Council Members have asked for a comparison of Council compensation relative to other cities in the 
Twin Cities metropolitan area and State of Minnesota. The last adjustment to Brooklyn Park Mayor and City 
Council salaries took effect January 1, 2020. The current City Code language regarding current Mayor and 
Council Member pay is attached.   
 
Attached is a comparison of compensation, including both salary and other non-salary compensation based on 
a survey of cities from League of Minnesota Cities Human Resources Contact Group. If the Council elects to 
adjust their compensation, attached is the applicable Minnesota Statute 415.11. The City Charter requires any 
Council salary change to be done by a change in ordinance. 
 

CITY CHARTER SECTION 2.08 SALARIES (Amended by Ordinance #2009-1098 Effect. 7/30/09) 
The Mayor and members of the Council shall receive such compensation for their services as may be 
prescribed by ordinance enacted by a simple majority vote of all the members of this Council. The 
City Manager and all subordinate officers and employees of the city shall receive such salaries or 
wages as may be fixed by the Council. 

 
Ahead of the previous adjustment, the Council had a discussion at their Work Session in March 2018 regarding 
the compensation of the Mayor and Council Members related to other communities. The Council asked the 
Charter Commission to consider reviewing cities of similar sizes for Council compensation and provide a 
recommendation whether the Council’s compensation should be adjusted.  
 
The Charter Commission researched the issue and recommended the following: 

• A 2% salary adjustment for 2019 and a 2% salary adjustment in 2020 for the Mayor and Council 
Members 

• The Council act on the adjustment prior to November 
• The City Manager review the salaries every two years and put a review provision in the city code under 

Section 30.01, Salary of Mayor and Council Members   
 
Primary Issues/Alternatives to Consider:    
If the Council wants to adjust the salary for the Mayor and Council, the change needs to be approved prior to 
the next municipal election, which is scheduled for November 8, 2022. 
 
Minnesota Statute 415.11, Subd. 2 states that, “No change in salary shall take effect until after the next 
succeeding municipal election.” Amending the City Code of Ordinances would adjust the salary amounts for 
the next sitting City Council. 
 
The present salary for the Mayor is $17,796 a year ($1,483 monthly) and the present salary for each Council 
Member is $11,856 a year ($988 monthly).   
 
Attachments: 
C.4A  MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBER SALARY COMPARISON DATA (2022) 
C.4B  MINNESOTA STATUTE 415.11 
C.4C BROOKLYN PARK CITY CODE 30.01  



Mayor and Council Member Salary Comparison Data (2022)

Organization Population

Number of 
Full Time 
Employees Total Budget

Number 
of Council 
Members

Council
Member 
Annual 
Base 

Mayor
Annual 
Base 
Salary Medical

Apple Valley 52,361 202 $34,029,360 4 9,132$       12,756$     

Offered - 
Same 
Benefits

Blaine 62,066 183 $35,976,800 6 10,500$     14,313$     Not Offered

Bloomington 84,701 618 $190,549,193 6 12,396$     26,400$     

Offered - 
Same 
Benefits

Brooklyn Park 86,478 384 $121,500,000 6 11,856$     17,796$     N/A

Burnsville 61,693 266 $100,568,108 4 12,000$     15,600$     

Offered - 
Same 
Benefits

Coon Rapids 62,359 351 $78,466,766 6 10,500$     14,000$     Not Offered
Eden Prairie 64,400 277 $73,494,140 4 11,672$     15,077$     N/A
Edina 53,268 691 $120,599,879 4 11,825$     14,864$     N/A
Lakeville 60,965 190 $129,383,672 4 10,000$     15,000$     Not Offered $25 Meeting Fee

Maple Grove 69,249 243 $42,898,000 4 13,500$     15,500$     

Offered - 
Unique 
Benefits

Minneapolis (FT) 422,331 3,250 $1,700,000,000 13 107,692$   138,051$   

Offered - 
Same 
Benefits

Minnetonka 51,669 233 $85,297,586 6 11,000$     15,000$     N/A
Plymouth 79,450 252 $99,090,160 6 11,469$     15,830$     N/A

St. Paul (FT) 300,851 3,027 $612,000,000 7 63,003$     126,006$   

Offered - 
Same 
Benefits

Woodbury 78,920 273 $100,222,347 4 11,380$     14,947$     

Offered - 
Unique 
Benefits

C.4A MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBER SALARY COMPARISON DATA (2022)
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415.11 SECOND TO FOURTH CLASS CITIES; GOVERNING BODY SALARIES.

Subdivision 1. Set by ordinance. Notwithstanding the provisions of any general or special law, charter,
or ordinance, the governing body of any statutory or home rule charter city of the second, third or fourth
class may by ordinance fix their own salaries as members of such governing body, and the salary of the
chief elected executive officer of such city, in such amount as they deem reasonable.

Subd. 2. After next election. No change in salary shall take effect until after the next succeeding
municipal election.

Subd. 3. Temporary reductions. Notwithstanding subdivision 2 or a charter provision to the contrary,
the governing body may enact an ordinance to take effect before the next succeeding municipal election that
reduces the salaries of the members of the governing body. The ordinance shall be in effect for 12 months,
unless another period of time is specified in the ordinance, after which the salary of the members reverts to
the salary in effect immediately before the ordinance was enacted.

History: Ex1967 c 42 s 1,2; 1976 c 44 s 34; 2009 c 152 s 17

Official Publication of the State of Minnesota
Revisor of Statutes

415.11MINNESOTA STATUTES 20211

C.4B MINNESOTA STATUTE 415.11
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GENERAL PROVISIONS
§ 30.01  SALARY OF MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBERS.

(A) The monthly salary of each Council member shall be $950 per month until January 1, 2019, at which time it shall be
$969 per month until January 1, 2020, at which time it shall be $988 per month, and the monthly salary for the Mayor shall
be $1425 per month until January 1, 2019, at which time it shall be $1454 per month until January 1, 2020, at which time it
shall be $1483 per month.

(B) The salary schedule referred to in division (A) of this section is established on the basis that the offices of Mayor and
Council member in this city are part-time positions. The Mayor and/or Council members are sometimes required to attend
municipal functions or to take time from their regular employment to perform services beneficial to the city. Additional
compensation is paid to the Mayor or Council members in those cases subject to the following conditions:

(1) The activity and number of days for which a Council member is to be engaged must be approved by the City
Council prior to member’s participation.

(2) The Mayor and Council member will be paid $50 per day as supplemental compensation for each day approved and
for which the member is in attendance at the approved activity.

(C) The City Manager shall biennially prepare a compensation report that contains an analysis of the compensation paid
to elected officials of the Minneapolis-St. Paul area metropolitan cities similar to the City of Brooklyn Park.  The report shall
be provided to the City Council for review.

('72 Code, § 115:00)  (Am. Ord. 1996-817, passed 5-13-96; Am. Ord. 1998-880, passed 5-11-98; Am. Ord. 2000-923,
passed 4-10-00; Am. Ord. 2002-976, passed 6-10-02; Am. Ord. 2006-1054, passed 1-23-06; Am. Ord. 2018-1233, passed
7-9-18)

C.4C BROOKLYN PARK CITY CODE 30.01
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6.2A  RESIDENT SURVEY RESULTS FOR R.C.V. QUESTION 
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 110. Why do you feel that way? 
 
  UNSURE, 3%;  NOT ENOUGH OPPORTUNITIES, 11%;  DON’T  
  LISTEN, 67%;  DON’T ASK, 7%;  IGNORE LOW-INCOME AREAS, 
  3%;  ONLY KNOW AFTER DECISIONS, 3%;  SCATTERED, 6%. 
 
111. From what you know, do you approve  STRONGLY APPROVE.......8% 
 or disapprove of the job the City  APPROVE...............73% 
 Council is doing? (WAIT FOR RES-  DISAPPROVE.............9% 
 PONSE) And, do you feel strongly STRONGLY DISAPPROVE....2% 
 that way?      DON'T KNOW/REFUSED.....8% 
 
Ranked Choice Voting is a voting system that allows people to vote 
for multiple candidates in order of their preference.  Currently, 
voters choose who they want to win among two candidates.  If there 
are more than two candidates, there is a primary election to 
narrow the field to two candidates.  With ranked choice voting, 
you fill out the ballot indicating your first choice, second 
choice, third choice or more as needed for each position. 
 
112. Would you favor or oppose the use STRONGLY FAVOR........10%  
 of Ranked Choice Voting in the City FAVOR.................46% 
 of Brooklyn Park?  (WAIT FOR RE- OPPOSE................26% 
 SPONSE)  Do you feel strongly that  STRONGLY OPPOSE.......10% 
 way?       DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.....8% 
 
Turning to communications.... 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
113. What is your main source of info- UNSURE/NOTHING.........1% 
 mation about the City of Brooklyn   CITY NEWSLETTER.......27% 
 Park?        SUN POST..............12% 
          STAR TRIBUNE...........8% 
        CITY WEBSITE..........15% 

       E-MAIL.................6% 
        WORD OF MOUTH..........5% 
        MAILINGS..............15% 
        SOCIAL MEDIA...........8% 
        SCATTERED..............3% 
          
114.  How would you prefer to receive  UNSURE/NOTHING.........1% 
 information about the City of    CITY NEWSLETTER.......28% 

DevinM
Highlight

DevinM
Highlight
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City of Brooklyn Park 
Request for Council Action 
 
Agenda Item: 7.5 

 
Meeting Date: January 4, 2016 

 
Agenda Section: General Action Items 

Originating  
Department: Administration 

 
Resolution: N/A 

 
 
 
Prepared By: Devin Montero, City Clerk 

 
Ordinance: N/A 
 
Attachments: 

 
2 

 
Presented By: 

Scott Simmons, Charter 
Commission Vice Chair 

 
 
Item: 

Receive the Ranked Choice Voting Recommendation Report and Set a Public Hearing 
Date for February 8, 2016, to Consider the Recommendation of the Brooklyn Park 
Charter Commission to Amend City Charter Chapter 4 

 
City Manager’s Proposed Action:   
 
MOTION _______________, SECOND __________________ TO RECEIVE THE RANKED CHOICE VOTING 
RECOMMENDATION REPORT FROM THE CHARTER COMMISSION. 
 
MOTION _______________, SECOND __________________ TO SET A PUBLIC HEARING FOR FEBRUARY 8, 
2016, AT 7:00 P.M., TO CONSIDER AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CITY CHARTER CHAPTER 4, SECTIONS 4.01 AND 
4.09; DELETING SECTION 4.03 IN ITS ENTIRETY, AND AMENDING THE CITY CHARTER INDEX BY DELETING THE 
REFERENCE TO “PRIMARY MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS” OF THE HOME RULE CITY CHARTER. 
 
The effect of this motion will be to set the public hearing to discuss changes to the City Charter. The proposed 
ordinances must be published in the official newspaper two weeks before the public hearings can be held.  
 
Overview:   
 
In June 2011, the Charter Commissioners discussed a letter received from the City Manager regarding special 
elections and to consider various options to include Ranked Choice Voting (RCV). This was the result of the 
Mayor’s Special election. 
 
In April 2012, discussions were held on special elections, vacancies and how other cities dealt with Council 
vacancies, using RCV, the appointment process and not having a special election.  
 
In October 2013, The RCV discussion was placed on the work plan for future discussions until after the City of 
Minneapolis Mayor’s election was held using RCV. 
 
In January 2014, discussions were held on RCV and the consensus of the commissioners was to invite 
proponents and opponents of RCV for presentations. RCV presentations were provided from April through 
October 2014 by the City of Minneapolis City Clerk, Ramsey County Elections Staff, Fair Vote Minnesota and by 
Mr. Devin Rice, Minneapolis Charter Commission. 
 
 



7.5 Page 2 
 

In November 2014, the Brooklyn Park Charter Commission voted on proceeding with preparing a ranked 
choice voting system to be presented to the City Council. A subcommittee was also established to work on 
developing a RCV recommendation to the Council. 
 
From December 2014 through April 2015, the RCV Subcommittee reported their progress on the RCV 
Recommendation Report. 
 
In June 2015 at the Joint Commission Council meeting, the Charter Commissioner Chair provided an overview 
of the Charter Commission’s efforts regarding RCV and asked for feedback from the Council and 
commissioners.  
 
In September 2015, the RCV Subcommittee provided a draft RCV recommendation report to the Charter 
Commission for review and discussion. 
 
In November 2015, the RCV Subcommittee provided a revised draft RCV recommendation report to the 
Charter Commission for review and discussion. 
 
In December 2015, the subcommittee presented their final RCV Recommendation Report to the Charter 
Commission. The Commissioners voted to approve the report, the Charter amendments and present it to the 
Council for consideration.  
 
Tonight the Charter Commission will present the Ranked Choice Voting Recommendation Report to the 
Council for consideration. 
  
The following is a routine timetable for the amendment consideration: 
 
January 4  Council Set the Public Hearing 
January 14  Public Hearing Notice and Text of Proposed Ordinance is Published 
February 8  Public Hearing and First Reading of Ordinance Held 
February 22  Second Reading of Ordinance Held 
March 3  Ordinance Published in Newspaper 
June 3   Ordinance Becomes Effective (90 days after passage and publication) 
 
Publication must be the exact language the Council will vote on. 
 
Attachments:   
 
7.5A BROOKLYN PARK CHARTER COMMISSION RANKED CHOICE VOTING RECOMMENDATION REPORT 
7.5B PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE 
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Executive Summary and History of Charter Commission Considerations 

Regarding Ranked Choice Voting 

In November of 2014, the Brooklyn Park Charter Commission, after over a year of study of this 
opportunity, voted on a 5 to 4 vote “That we proceed with preparing a Ranked Choice Voting 
System that we can present to the City Council.”  There remain strongly held views for and 
against Ranked Choice Voting within the Charter Commission.  There is little doubt that 
adopting Ranked Choice Voting in Brooklyn Park would bring significant changes including 
changes to voting apparatus, education of citizens, training for voting officials, and the methods 
by which candidates conduct their campaigns.  Initial claims that RCV will reduce costs do not 
hold up in Brooklyn Park because Primary votes would still be needed for State and Federal 
elections.   However, the majority of the Charter Commission, after becoming informed about 
Ranked Choice Voting, felt that Brooklyn Park, with its diverse population, would be better 
served by taking a leadership role in adopting this method of voting for its citizens.   The 
additional costs to implement RCV were viewed as a cost of doing business in a community that 
prides itself in providing leadership in innovative and progressive ways to conduct city 
government in a diverse population setting.  This Document provides a basic overview of the 
Ranked Choice Voting process and provides the City Council with a basis to consider adopting 
RCV voting as an important revision to the City Charter.    
 

History of Commission Consideration of RCV 

The following is a history of the Charter Commission’s consideration of this opportunity. 

June 8, 2011  
Commissioners discussed a letter received by the City Manager regarding special 
elections to consider other options to include Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) as the result 
of the Mayor’s Special Election.  
 
April 11, 2012  
Special Elections and vacancies discussions held to include how other cities dealt with 
council vacancies, using RCV, the appointment process and not having a separate special 
election. 
 
April 10, 2013  
Added the RCV discussions to the Work Plan for future discussions. 
 
September 30, 2013  
Discussion of Charter Section 2.06 with the City Council that included some discussions 
of RCV. 
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October 9 2013  
Discussion of RCV on the Work Plan. Consensus of the commissioners was to wait until 
the City of Minneapolis had been through a Mayoral election under RCV before 
discussions begin. 
 
January 8, 2014  
Discussion of RCV. Consensus of the commissioners to invite Minneapolis election staff 
to talk about their experience using RCV now that the election was over. 
 
February 12, 2014  
Discussions to invite the city of Minneapolis staff continued and determine if they were 
ready to present the RCV item. 
 
April 9, 2014   
RCV presentation by Casey Carl-Minneapolis City Clerk.   
 
May 14, 2014   
Discussion items for the Joint Council Commission meeting included: Recent Charter 
Changes, Special Primary Election Threshold, RCV and Work Plan. 
 
June 2, 2014  
At a Joint Council/Commission meeting, Commissioner Hultquist stated the 
Commissioners were now looking at the issue of ranked choice voting, were only 
studying it and not prepared to make any kind of recommendation. (Commissioners 
discussing it because of the two special elections) 
 
June 10, 2014   
RCV Presentation by Joe Mansky, Ramsey County Elections Manager. 
 
September 10, 2014  
 RCV presentation by Jeanne Massey, Fair Vote Minnesota Presentation. 
 
October 8, 2014   
RCV Presentation by Mr. Devin Rice, Minneapolis Charter Commissioner. 
 
November 12, 2014  
A Motion was made to “proceed with preparing a RCV system to present to the City 
Council.” The vote on the motion passed (6 to 5). A subcommittee was established to 
work on developing a RCV recommendation to the council. to “Proceed with preparing a 
Ranked Choice Voting System that we can present to the City Council.” 
 
December 10, 2014  
RCV Subcommittee Report presented.  The Charter Commission votes to follow an 
implementation schedule to recommend RCV to the city council and if necessary to put 
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the Question of RCV to the citizens of Brooklyn Park during the 2016 November 
Elections.  
 
January 14, 2015   
RCV Subcommittee Report presented. 
 
March 11, 2015  
RCV Subcommittee Report presented.  
 
March/April 2015  
Community Engagement Meeting/Commissions/Committees RCV presentations held. 
 
April 8, 2015  
RCV Subcommittee Report presented. 
 
May 13, 2015  
Continued Discussion of RCV. 
 
June 8, 2015 
 At a Joint Council/Commission meeting,  Chair Bennion provided an overview of Ranked 
Choice Voting and asked for feedback from the council and commissioners. 
 
June 10, 2015 
The Ranked Choice Voting Subcommittee provides a summary recommendation 
document to the Charter Commission. 
 
September 9, 2015 
The Ranked Choice Voting Subcommittee provides a draft recommendation document 
to the Charter Commission. 
 
November 10, 2015  
The Ranked Choice Voting Subcommittee provides a recommendation document to the 
Charter Commission. 
 
December 9, 2015 
A Ranked Choice Voting Recommendation document is approved by the Charter 
Commission and sent to the City Council for consideration. 
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How Rank Choice Voting Works 
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How Rank Choice Voting Works 
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Ranked Choice Voting Compared and Contrasted 
 

WHY RANKED CHOICE VOTING SHOULD BE CONSIDERED 
Charter Committee members who were in favor of Ranked Choice Voting have expressed the 
following opinions regarding why Ranked Choice Voting should be considered: 
1. Ranked Choice Voting increases voter participation and is therefore more representative of 

the overall will of the community.  General election turnout is higher than primary voter 
turnout; therefore, the amount of voters who vote in the single RCV vote will be greater 
than the smaller proportion of voters who vote in primaries that eliminate all but two 
candidates thus giving a smaller proportion of voters a larger influence in election 
outcomes. 

2. Ranked Choice Voting provides that our elected city representatives have the mandate of a 
majority of voters.  Recent elections have resulted in winners who received far less than a 
majority of the votes. 

3. Ranked Choice Voting has the potential to reduce the cost of campaigning for City offices by 
eliminating the costs of campaigning for primary elections.   

4. Ranked Choice Voting discourages negative campaigning.  Under RCV it is to a candidate’s 
advantage to appeal to supporters of other candidates to secure their second and third 
choice votes. 

5. Ranked Choice Voting encourages candidates to appeal to all opportunities important to the 
community, not just opportunities that a low proportion of the voting population who vote 
in primaries will respond to. 

6.  Ranked Choice Voting reduces the impact of large amounts of money in influencing 
elections. Most excess money used in campaigns is spent on negative campaigning.  In 
Ranked choice voting, negative campaigning is a disadvantage. 

7.  Ranked Choice Voting gives voters the opportunity to express support for more than one 
candidate.  This in-turn encourages candidates to address positions on a wider range of 
issues. 

8. Ranked Choice Voting provides diverse population groups, who do not traditionally 
participate in the primary election process, a better opportunity to influence city elections.  
The City of Brooklyn Park has the most diverse population in the State of Minnesota.   
Because of this diverse population demographic, the City of Brooklyn Park should take a 
leadership position in the implementation of Ranked Choice Voting.  

 
WHY RANKED CHOICE VOTING SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED 
Charter Commission members who were not in favor of Ranked Choice Voting have expressed 
the following opinions regarding why Ranked Choice Voting should not be considered: 
1. Ranked Choice Voting is difficult to understand, would lead to voter confusion and would 

result in an increase in improperly filled in ballots.  
2. The current primary voting system works well and is understood by most citizens.  There is 

little reason to incur additional costs and efforts to change it. 
3. Due to more candidates and voting choices with Ranked Choice Voting, voting ballots 

would be more complicated and could lead to greater voter confusion and additional 
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production costs. 
4. Installing Ranked Choice Voting in current voting machines, educating citizens and training 

Voting Judges would require a considerable amount of money and effort.  This would easily 
off-set any cost savings due to the elimination of local primary elections.  

5. Primaries would not be eliminated because Brooklyn Park conducts its elections in the even 
years when State and Federal elections are held. 

6. There are currently no approved automated updates that can be installed in existing voting 
machines to count second and third choice votes associated with Ranked Choice Voting.  
Current communities who use RCV depend on manual or spreadsheet solutions to consider 
second and third choice votes.  This can lead to incorrect vote counts, more challenges to 
the final vote count and longer times to determine a winner. 

7. Consideration for Ranked Choice Voting is relatively new and should be deferred to a later 
date.  This would allow time to observe how it works in other communities or when State 
and Federal elections are changed to RCV.  

8. The current City Council has expressed significant opposition to implementing Ranked 
Choice Voting at a recent discussion of Ranked Choice Voting.  

 
Required Changes to the Brooklyn Park City Charter 

 
The following changes to the Brooklyn Park City Charter were recommended by the Brooklyn 
Park City Attorney should the City of Brooklyn Park decide to adopt Ranked Choice Voting. 
  

underline means words added 
strikeout means words deleted 
 
The City of Brooklyn Park does ordain: 
 

Section 1.  Section 4.01 of the City Charter is amended to read as follows: 
 

SECTION 4.01 GENERAL ELECTION LAWS TO APPLY 
 
Except as hereinafter provided, the general laws of the State of Minnesota pertaining to registration 
of voters and the conduct of primary and general elections shall apply for all municipal elections of 
such officers as are specified in this Charter. All municipal elections for such officers shall be 
conducted by single transferable vote, sometimes known as “ranked-choice voting.”  The Council 
shall through ordinances duly adopted in compliance with such state laws and this Charter, adopt 
suitable and necessary regulations for the conduct of such elections, including the methods to be 
used for tabulating the votes and for breaking any ties. 
 
Section 2.  Section 4.03 of the City Charter is deleted in its entirety. 
 
Section 3.  Section 4.09 of the City Charter is amended to read as follows: 
 
SECTION 4.09 ELECTIONS AND TAKING OF OFFICE  
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The Council shall meet and canvass the election returns between the third and tenth days after any 
regular, primary or special election, and shall make full declaration of the results as soon as possible 
and file a statement thereof with the City Clerk, and said statement shall be made a part of the 
minutes. This statement shall include: (a) the total number of good ballots cast; (b) the total number 
of spoiled or defective ballots; (c) the vote for each candidate, with a declaration of those who are 
elected; (d) a true copy of the ballots used; (e) the names of the judges of election; (f) such other 
information as may seem pertinent. The City Clerk shall forthwith notify all persons elected to the 
fact of their election, and the persons elected shall take office at the time provided by Section 
3.01upon taking, subscribing and filing with the City Clerk the required oath of office and a 
"Statement of Economic Interest" form as prescribed in Sections l4.02 and l4.03. 
 
Section 4.  The City Charter Index is amended by deleting the reference to “Primary 
Municipal Elections.” 
 

Changes to the Ballot 
 

The Brooklyn Park City Attorney has provided the following opinion regarding formulation of 
the voting ballot for RCV elections:  
 

The Minnesota Supreme Court has upheld the constitutionality of “instant runoff” (also known as 
“Ranked Choice Voting”) elections in a case involving the City of Minneapolis.  
Minneapolis holds its municipal election in odd-numbered years. An issue exists, however, as to 
whether a city that uses an optical scan voting system can implement RCV if the municipal 
election is held in an even-numbered year. The issue arises because of the following provision in 
Minnesota Statutes, Section 206.90, Subdivision 6: 

“In precincts using optical scan voting systems, a single ballot card on which all ballot 
information is included must be printed in black ink on white colored material … In odd-
numbered years when both municipal and school district offices or questions appear on the 
ballot, the single ballot title "City (or Town) and School District Ballot" must be used.” 

The statute does not specifically authorize single ballots for city and school district elections in 
even-numbered years. I reviewed the information that you received from the Secretary of State’s 
office and from the Hennepin County elections manager. Both indicate that a municipal RCV 
system cannot comply with the “single ballot card” requirement in even-numbered years.  (Ginny 

Gelms’ email to you on May 1st summarizes some of the problems that RCV creates with 
preparing a single ballot in even-year elections.) 

Minnesota Statutes, Section 205.02, Subdivision 1 states that, with certain exceptions, the state’s 
municipal election laws apply to municipal elections “so far as practicable.” Section 205.02, 
Subdivision 2 lists the statutes that do not apply to municipal elections. Section 206.90 is not one 
of those exceptions. Section 4.01 of the City Charter also states that the state’s general election 
laws apply to all municipal elections. 

Based on Section 205.02, Subdivision 1 and Section 4.01, the “single ballot card” requirement in 
Section 206.90 likely applies to the City’s elections.  If so, RCV could not be used in even-year 
elections if it would prevent election officials from meeting that requirement.  The reason that I say 
“likely” is that there is a question as to whether the “so far as practicable” provision in Section 
205.02 could allow election officials to use a separate ballot card in precincts using an optical scan 
voting system if necessary to implement RCV in an even-year election. In that regard, a bill was 
introduced in the 2015 legislative session that would authorize any city to adopt RCV. Included in 
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that bill is a provision that would allow a separate ballot card to be used, if necessary, to implement 
elections in which both RCV and traditional voting methods are used.  That legislation has not, 
however, been adopted.  Whether the “so far as practicable” provision would allow election officials 
in precincts using an optical scan voting system to use a separate ballot card if necessary to 
implement RCV voting is a question of statutory interpretation.  I am not aware of any court 
decision or Attorney General opinion interpreting that provision. The city could, however, request 
an opinion from the Attorney General on that issue.  

 
Charter Commission Schedule for Implementation of Ranked Choice Voting 

 

In December of 2014, the Charter Commission adopted a schedule for considering and 
implementing Ranked Choice Voting as the method of voting in the City of Brooklyn Park.    This 
schedule provides for ample time to inform and educate the city population, inform and 
request that the City Council adopt Ranked Choice Voting , if necessary put the question to the 
voters of Brooklyn Park during elections in November of 2016 and, if approved by a majority of 
voters in Brooklyn Park, revise the voting process to accommodate this change in time for 
scheduled elections in November of 2018.   
 
Jan 2016 Charter Commission submits RCV charter amendment to City Council, for 

amendment by City Council ordinance [MS 410.12, subd.7]  17 weeks 
prior to date of General Election [MS 410.12, subd. 1] 

 
Feb 2016 City publishes notice of a public hearing on the proposed amendment 

within one month of receiving recommendation from charter commission 
[MS 410.12, subd.7] 

 
April 2016 City Council public hearing [2 weeks to 1 month after publication] [MS 

410.12, subd. 7] 
 

 
May 2016 City Council approves or rejects RCV charter amendment proposal 
 
If Council vote not unanimous, then 
 
June –July 2016 Commission submits RCV ballot question to City Clerk for inclusion in November 

2016 General Election  
 

August [26], 2016 Final date for City Clerk to submit ballot question (74 days before election) to 
the County Auditor [MS  205.16, subd. 4] 

 
November 8, 2016 2016 General Election; question on ballot [Passage requires affirmative action of 

51% of all voters who vote on the ballot question; MS 410.12, subd. 4.] 
 

December [8], 2016 Charter amendment effective 30 days from the date of the election or as 
otherwise fixed in the amendment [MS 410.12, subd. 4] 
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2017-2018 Amend city code election provisions; obtain equipment; judge and voter 
training; administrative and technical implementation 

 
November 6, 2018 2018 General Election; new voting process in place (if passed in 2016 general 

election) 
 

Cost Considerations Surrounding Ranked Choice Voting 
 
Costs associated with implementing Ranked Choice Voting in Brooklyn Park have been 
estimated by the Office of the City Clerk and are presented here.  They are preliminary in 
nature.  The costs are intended to give an order of magnitude estimate of required funds and 
may vary from actual costs incurred. 
 
1. Costs to Amend the City 
Charter and other city codes 

 
Legal notices $300.  

 
$300  

 Postage for mail outs of changes. $5 
 Attorney fees for drafting amendment language. $1,000 
2. Cost to place RCV question on 
the November 2016 Ballot 

Ballots $.0325 per column x 60,000 ballots=$1,950, 
programming $600. 

 
$2,550 

 If allowed to use a separate ballot-.19.5 x 60,000; 
Programming $600. 

 
$11,600 

 Attorney fees for drafting ballot language $1,000 
3. Cost to Purchase, develop or 
install required RCV voting 
equipment and software. 

 
Unknown 

 
 

4. Cost to Train judges and 
voters in RCV role. 

RCV Training (1 additional hour)400 x $9 x 1=$3,600 
(Regular Judges); 48 x $10 x 1=$480 (Supervisors). 

 
$4,080 

 Tabulation Center Training 6 Judges x $12 x 2 hour 
training = $144; 6 staff x $25 x 2 hour training = $300. 

 
$444 

5. Cost of other Administrative 
and Technical Implementation 

 
Cost of Spreadsheet Development 

 
$4,000 

 Tabulation Process- Judges 6 x $12 x 8 hrs x 5 days = 
$2,880; Staff: 6 regular wages; $25 per hour ($6000) staff 
to do analysis and understand spreadsheet. 

 
 
$8,880 
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Recommended RCV Education Programs 
 
If Ranked Choice Voting is adopted in Brooklyn Park a substantial education program would be 
necessary to educate citizens regarding the methods and use of this system of voting.  It is likely 
that this education program would increase voter turnout, at least during initial use, because it 
would increase awareness of the need to vote.   The education programs listed below are only 
suggested recommendations.  Education Programs and materials would be developed under 
the direction of the City of Brooklyn Park and would only be used should the City Council 
approve the use of Ranked Choice Voting or the Citizens of Brooklyn Park vote to incorporate 
the use of Ranked Choice Voting.  Actual RCV education programs developed by the City of 
Brooklyn Park may be different. 

 
Use RCV materials developed by 
other organizations 

 
 

 
$0 

Revise RCV Material to Fit 
Brooklyn Park 

 
Staff time/Materials 

 
$500 

 
Distribute RCV Information  

Brooklyn Park Mailings-Utility Bills inserts; postage x 3 
areas; low end-$10,200 to high end $18,600 

 
$18,600 

Community Meetings Staff Time/Materials $500 
Local Newspaper Coverage SunPost Ads $1,000 
Community Television Coverage Community Television Coverage i Free 
 Advertisements on Cable range from $.50 to $20,000; 

RCV Video preparations - $5,000-$20,000 
See 
Range 

Presentations to pre-existing 
organizations and commissions 

 
Staff time x # of meetings/materials 

 
$500 

Coverage on City Website  Free 
Coverage on Social Media  Free 
Park Pages  Free 
Brochures: 28,000HH X .48 $13,000 
 
 
Post Cards 

Postage cost for postcard ECRWSS .157 each (3-1/2x5 up 
to 6-1/8 x11) to mail postcard to every household. 
(28,000) 

 
 
$4,400 

Regular Postcards 28,000HH x.34 $9,520 
 Apartments-6,400 Individual units $2,176 
Advertising – Community Events  Staff time/Materials $500 
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