
Brooklyn Park Charter Commission Meeting Agenda 
Wednesday, May 11, 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 May 11, 2022

3. Approval of Minutes
3.1A MEETING MINUTES, JANUARY 12, 2022 
3.1B MEETING MINUTES, APRIL 13, 2022 

4. Old Business
4.1 Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) 

4.1A RCV INFORMATION 
4.2 City Council Compensation 

4.2A PER DIEM AND PERA INFORMATION 

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

6. New Business
6.1 Redistricting – Equal Representation 

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
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Brooklyn Park Charter Commission Meeting Minutes  
Wednesday, January 12, 2022, 7:00 p.m. 

City Hall, Room A203 
 

This meeting was held by telephone or other electronic means. 
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
 
Present: Commissioners Sunday Alabi, Barbara Bor, Teferi Fufa, John Hultquist, Susan Mabera, 
Secara, Scott Simmons, David Williams, Shanna Woods, and Council Liaison Terry Parks. 
 
Absent: Commissioner Beatrice Otieno.  

 
2. Additions/Approval of the Agenda of January 12, 2022 

 
Motion Chair Secara, Second Commissioner Hultquist to approve the agenda as 
amended.  
 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The motion carried on a roll call vote as follows. YES – Commissioners Alabi, Fufa, 
Hultquist, Mabera, Simmons, Williams, Woods and Chair Secara; NO-None. 
 

3. Approval of Minutes 
3.1 November 10, 2021, Meeting Minutes 

 
 Motion Chair Secara, Second Commissioner Fufa to approve the minutes as presented. 
 

Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The motion carried on a roll call vote as follows: YES-ALABI, BOR, FUFA, MABERA, SECARA, 
WILLIAMS WOODS; NO-NONE; ABSTAINED – HULTQUIST, SIMMONS. 
 

4. Old Business 
4.1 Information on Communities of Interest in Brooklyn Park 

 
Chair Secara stated Community Engagement Shardlow mentioned there weren’t any specific 
individuals or groups that came forward to identify themselves as communities of interest and 
hadn’t made themselves aware to her. He stated she had information to share with the 
Commissioners as the Commissioners had been struggling with the issue and would hopefully 
clarify things. He stated Community Engagement Shardlow felt it was necessary for the 
Commissioners to do at least one public event, forum or community café before presenting a 
redistricting recommendation to the Council. He introduced Community Engagement Manager 
Shardlow. 
 
Community Engagement Manager Shardlow stated she would touch on the communities of 
interest and a proposed community engagement strategy. She gave an update on promotions 
about redistricting and thanked the Commissioners for the time and attention to the webpage. 
She stated it was live at brooklynpark.org/redistricting and they could check it out now. She 
stated they had not promoted it yet and saw the opportunity tonight to check with the 
Commissioners about the proposed community engagement strategy and wanted to debut the 
webpage along with it. She suggested improvements or clarifications that would be helpful on 
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the webpage to clarify the guidelines the Commissioners were using for redistricting and list 
them in the order of importance for added transparency and if the Commissioners were okay 
with it, they would make that tweak.  
 
She briefed on Communities of Interest. She stated she took the definition and bullets from the 
CAPI and ACER, community based organizations, at the event they shared last October. She 
stated they saw it as; “a neighborhood or area where residents shared cultural, history, policy, 
concerns and would benefit from being represented in the same district.”  She stated it was  
important because it allowed them to tell their stories of their community that might otherwise be 
overlooked. She stated keeping communities together gave them stronger input in government 
and were encouraging people to organize around it.   
 
She thought what was challenging about communities of interest was when CAPI and ACER did 
their mapping and they were looking more at the legislative boundary level. She stated 
communities of interest that might be of value considered at the city level would be 
neighborhoods, apartment communities, homeowner associations and could be others. She 
stated they would be looking for input from the community to consider but the others like school 
districting boundaries were already in their guidelines. She suggested including them as bullets 
under the Guidelines of Communities of Interest on the webpage so they could show the types 
of communities of interest the Commission was considering.   
 
She stated the Commissioners would need to decide what value they would be giving them and 
that would get into the specific map creation. She stated in terms of transparency with the 
community they could list them and others as bullets, so people understood what they were 
talking about.   
 
She briefed on the Community Engagement Strategy. She stated when she first talked to the 
Commission, she said it would be great to have draft maps to get input on and as they dug into 
it and the short timeline, they were dealing with, it was hard to make it work. She stated they still 
wanted some informed transparency and community engagement, and a proposed strategy was 
to create a story map and GIS Coordinator Nerge drafted a story map. She stated it could be 
used as a tool to achieve those goals, tell the story of the complexity of redistricting and how 
challenging it was to balance those guidelines because people wouldn’t understand all of the 
things the Commissioners were looking at. She stated it was to create transparency about the 
process and how people could participate and provide comments so the Commissioners could 
use their comments.   
 
She briefed on the Proposed Timeline for Community Engagement. She stated GIS Coordinator 
Nerge would give a preview of the draft story map and suggested getting feedback from the 
Commissioners tonight and potentially the story map could be ready to be shared and took a lot 
of the information the Commissioners created from the webpage. She stated they could start 
promoting it next week, could kick off the public comment period and it wouldn’t just send 
people to the one webpage, it would be sending them to the story map and get the full 
information and solicit good comments. She stated at the February meeting, they could review 
comments they had received and could take verbal comments if people participated virtually or 
in person. She stated in late February they would get the legislative boundaries and at the 
March 9 meeting integrate all public comments with the legislative boundaries and guidelines 
and that would give some time before the March 29 deadline.   
 
She stated she worried if they did a survey and draft maps it would create the illusion that 
people were voting on a map when they were not and only giving feedback for Commissioners 
to think about. She stated the Council was voting on the Commissioners recommendation and 
didn’t want to create that missed expectation by the community but gave them enough 
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information so they could participate. 
 
She briefed on the Story Map Slide. She stated the story map was an innovative alternative to a 
survey and it would take people behind the scenes and helped Commissioners on how 
complicated redistricting was. She introduced GIS Coordinator Joh Nerge.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated one of the tools available, were called story maps and could think 
of them as immersive webpage. He stated it was not intended to replace the redistricting 
webpage as it was still the official place to get more information.   
 
He provided information from the story map: Uniting Our Voices; About Brooklyn Park, About 
Redistricting; How Does Redistricting Work; Links to the Charter Commission and Redistricting 
Webpage, and Guidelines. 
 
He stated with the story map he wanted to get people excited about redistricting and help 
people start thinking about what a community of interest was and what kind of communities of 
interest were being talked about. He stated it also had a series of things the Commissioners 
were doing with maps and added disclaimers to them that it was for educational purpose and 
made it clear they were not being shown the new boundaries because the data was not 
available. 
 
He stated he could show the existing districts/precincts and the reason the commissioners were 
adjusting the lines, refer to the guidelines and letting people know about the population 
differences and the requirements about redistricting. He stated he could also show the existing 
legislative and school districts lines along with the Commission’s guidelines to follow those 
boundary lines as closely as possible.  
 
He stated the story map was more of a look under the hood using block groups, block data, data 
from the 2020 Census, show the population ranges, show the block groups to see what they 
looked like. He stated they could see the jigsaw puzzle the Commissioners had to put together 
into effective districts and made it clear it was not the new map but an example of following 
those guidelines and deviations allowed. 
 
He stated the story map would close the story with “Share Your Voice, using a marketing tool, to 
encourage people to share their voices and post questions. He stated they could also know 
there were two different ways to participate, attending an actual meeting and have an online 
survey and could give the deadline when to provide comments.  
 
He stated the story map was mobile friendly too and was an idea of giving people a high level of 
what redistricting was so when they started providing comments, they understood what the 
Commissioners could and couldn’t do. He stated he could make whatever tweaks the 
Commissioners wanted on the story map to make it ready to start doing community engagement 
as soon as possible.   
 
Commissioner Fufa stated that when it came to communities of interest it was said keeping 
those communities together was important and keeping them balanced. He stated those two 
were conflicting because of keeping them balanced and keeping them in the same district. He 
stated if the communities of interest were kept together then there was no balancing and asked 
for a clarification. He asked to address it in terms of why they had redistricting, what was their 
main goal, what did they want to accomplish with redistricting and how did they deal with the 
communities of interest based on the goal.   
 
Community Engagement Manager Shardlow stated it was tougher at the city level. She stated 
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that was why neighborhoods were communities of interest and it was a good point about the 
balance. She thought the apartment communities was a good example. If the apartments were 
kept together, they could have a strong voice. She thought about Council Member Pha saying 
apartment communities should be more evenly split between the West and Central Districts, 
then that would give them a larger voice because four council members would be representing 
apartment renters in a bigger way than they currently were.  
 
She stated it was something for the Commissioners to think about. She stated they were  
looking for community input from renters and what they preferred. On the Homeowners 
Associations, there was only one HOA that was currently split by the districts and was not a 
district issue and more like the HOA was randomly across a main road as that was how the 
HOA was set up. She stated that as a final check and as the Commissioners used all those 
guidelines to make sure to not have more than one HOA that could be split. She stated that on 
the cultural communities, it was easier to think about that on a larger scale with State and 
legislative boundaries. She stated the city had more residents of color in the southern part but 
was distributed between the West, Central and East districts. She stated with the city 61% of 
color and assumed they were going to be doing the north south lines it minimized the need to 
think about it.   
 
Chair Secara stated the communities of interest principle or guideline was toward the bottom list 
of the priorities. He stated the major priority was balancing within the 5% deviation, of the district 
Mean and if they could do that while preserving certain communities of interest, that was fine. 
He did see a conflict or redundancy between following school district boundaries, which, were 
themselves a community of interest and then going down further saying the Commissioners 
were going to preserve communities of interest and should do one or the other. He stated the 
Commissioners needed to pick the communities of interest and if it was going to be a school 
district they should leave it at that. If they were going to do other things, they should eliminate 
the guideline of following school districts and just keep communities of interest.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated the goal was equal as practicable and not 5%. He stated there 
was a tolerance level the Commissioners were willing to accept based on litigated risks. He 
stated they couldn’t exceed 5% but the goal was equal and wanted to make sure they didn’t 
distort it. He stated they were not saying they were going to set up districts that would have 5% 
deviation across the city, it was their goal to have them equal as practicable.  
 
Commissioner Williams asked if the request was to put the story map with slides and pictures, in 
a story and embed it into the redistricting webpage. He asked where the link would go on the 
redistricting webpage.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated they would want to add a link to the redistricting page. He stated 
the request was also to use it as its own marketing tool because it included a lot of the same 
information and would be linked back to the redistricting webpage. He stated they would use it 
as a learn more about redistricting but would also use it for social media, other community 
engagement and communications done by the city.  
 
He stated there was a section where there were questions, “Why Does Redistricting Matter to 
Me”, they could either add a new subheading, such as “What Does Redistricting Look Like” or 
find it under an existing heading to have a link, “Do You Want to Learn More About Redistricting 
check out this story to see.”     
 
Commissioner Williams asked to see the slide where they defined communities of interest 
because he hadn’t seen it before.   
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GIS Coordinator Nerge stated it was to use as an example and Community Engagement 
Manager Shardlow had language on it too to help people understand. He stated they landed on, 
“Any group or population that has a common goal or interest” and thought of adding that it could 
be bound geographically. He stated small business owners could be a community of interest, 
but they couldn’t be redistricted because they were distributed across the city. He stated they 
couldn’t avoid technically splitting them up and then give the example of  “communities of 
interest could be” and was the same one listed before. He stated he was under the impression 
the Charter Commission would determine what it wanted to say, define it, and what was on the 
redistricting webpage for communities of interest.   
 
Commissioner Williams asked if they already had some definitions. He stated Community 
Engagement Manager Shardlow talked about it and the Commissioners had been using the 
same definitions for months now. He just wanted to make sure the public had a good 
understanding of what a communities of interest was and what it was not.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated the story board seemed reasonable, straight forward, and 
factual. He was not sold on the communities of interest because they were making it up instead 
of having the entities that might or might not be defining it themselves. He stated it was arbitrary 
to define what they were without the entities defining it and would like someone from the 
community tell the Commissioners what they thought it was. He stated that was the purpose of 
having the open meeting and having the dialog. He stated he didn’t know if he wanted to define 
it, in terms of the city redistricting. He thought there were some interest groups that had 
determined what it was for their benefit for the legislative and congressional redistricting and 
didn’t know the same could be said for the city.  
 
Commissioner Alabi stated even if they knew the definition, it would be tough at the city level 
unless they made an assumption on what the Commissioners defined as a communities of 
interest and where they were all congregating and getting to the particular side of the city.  
 
Commissioner Woods stated she valued the Commissioners discussions around allowing 
communities to identify or advocate on behalf of what communities of interest they belonged to. 
She was concerned of the notion that communities of interest were confusing, ambiguous and 
undefinable and incorporating communities of interest would be too difficult, be disregarded or 
too lengthy of a process. She the Commissioners identified it and understood what it meant. 
She read from Page 12 of the Redistricting Guide, under Statutory Redistricting Principles, 
“Communities of interest should be preserved including citizens with similar social, 
geographical, political, cultural, ethnic, economic, or other interests. Voting rights of racial 
ethnic, and language minority group should not be abridged.” She thought a way they could 
identify it was hard to do at the city level, however, they could also harness and utilize the 
demographic information and could determine demographics that were congregated in certain 
areas, to preserve and maintain it so those folks were represented accordingly and intentionally. 
She stated there were ways they could find out information that reflected and helped them 
determine what demographics were concentrated or clustered and try to respond effectively to 
that. She stated there were more tools at their disposal and thought they had rehashed the 
definition heavily and confused where the confusion was coming from.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated there had been a definition of communities of interest they 
needed to use. He thought it could be a lot of different things as those groups or organizations 
came forward and should apply those standards. He stated they had all talked about it for three 
to four months and didn’t know if they had identified others besides the school districts, 
apartments and possible neighborhoods. He stated if there were other communities of interest 
that wanted to be considered, hopefully they would make themselves known. He stated the 
Commissioners could apply those standards and if valid they could use them, if not, they had to 



6 | P a g e  
 

say it did not constitute a community of interest. He stated it was a process they needed to go 
through and didn’t think the Commissioners could define what communities of interest they  
should consider and not consider.   
 
Chair Secara asked if they should consider adding the mapping of communities of interest to the 
work plan and didn’t have to make a decision about it tonight. He stated that would be a task 
more for the city, subcommittee or maybe working with an outside consultant because that 
would be a significant undertaking. He stated it might help solve the problem and not sure it 
could be done in time and didn’t know if it should be added to the work plan or not.   
 
Commissioner Fufa stated they had debated it before and were trying to get more help with 
Community Engagement Shardlow. He stated what he heard was the idea of communities of 
interest at least in the present time based on what the Charters job was on redistricting. He 
stated it might not be as applicable in the city as it might be elsewhere, but it was a valid idea, 
for example, if they were talking about representation, sending a member of the group as a 
representative or they could send someone who was sympathetic with their community and their 
voice could be heard based on that and other things. He asked if they had communities of 
interest who were underrepresented in the city, who could be a lot more enabled than they were 
right now in the new redistricting. He stated he was hearing they couldn’t identify those 
communities who were underrepresented in the city that could benefit from redistricting some 
other way.   
 
Chair Secara thought the confusion was that the communities of interest had not been mapped 
and as the result they didn’t know where they were, who they were and expected to draw maps 
to reflect them. He stated that was where the problem was, and they should look at adding that 
to the work plan. He thought they also had a conflict between the school districts and 
communities of interest and needed to do one or the other. He stated the school districts would 
fall under the communities of interest and adjusting boundary lines for school districts and then 
having to factor in other things, with those two principles, was redundant. He thought they could 
scrap the guideline about “following school districts as it was more of a precinct issue than a 
district issue, could still maintain communities of interest and just say school districts now until 
they got more mapping done. He thought the purpose of those maps was to test out the 
principle, test the guidelines they had adopted and see if there were imperfections or difficulties 
with them. He stated they should maintain the one about communities of interest but maybe 
eliminate the guideline on following school district boundaries and could eliminate some 
redundancy. He asked if any commissioner objected to it.  
 
There were no objections.   
 
Chair Secara asked GIS Coordinator Nerge to update the website and eliminate the principle 
about “districts shall follow school district boundaries where possible” and then reorder them 
accordingly and would have 6 guidelines instead of 7.  
 
Commissioner Simmons asked if they gave attribution for the definition of communities of 
interest on the webpage. He thought it was important to source things because the 
Commissioners didn’t create it and someone else did.   
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated they did because the opening sentence for the guideline said, 
“the Charter Commission uses the following guidelines from the redistricting guide issued by the 
Minnesota Secretary of State Office (SOS) in 2021 and had a link to that guide. 
 
Commissioner Simmons stated the guide was by Secretary of State Steve Simon and was not 
the rule of law, it was someone’s opinion. He stated it wasn’t California. He stated those things 
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in the guide were the opinion of the current Secretary of State and not the opinion of the 
legislature. He stated there was no rule or statute that created those.   
 
Chair Secara stated there were a lot of references to statute and the communities of interest 
was a non-statutory guideline. He stated he assumed the rest was statutory and couldn’t make 
that assumption and needed to state that.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he sent the Chair some information from two communities in 
California where they were bound by state law and municipal ordinance. He stated they differed 
from Minnesota because the city was not statutory and should be attributed to those as  
guidelines. He stated those were the opinion of the Secretary of State’s office and the 
Commissioners could adopt them but if they were taking them as gospel, they were not law and 
was an important distinction.  
 
Commissioner Woods stated the Secretary of State was also an elected official and concerned 
as to what materials or guidelines they would give credence to and which one they would 
disregard. She was not sure when they would apply things and when they would not. She 
referenced to Page 12 of the SOS Redistricting guide and asked if there was any conflict with 
state law or city laws. If there were, then she would like the Commissioners to specifically 
identify them when they were adopted, consider advisement and when they wouldn’t.   
 
Chair Secara thought the issue was communities of interest came from the guidelines on Page 
12 of the SOS Redistricting guide and the guideline that stated; “Districts must be equal as 
practicable” that was also a guideline but the 5% deviation was the Commission’s guideline and 
they had established that. He thought that was what Commissioner Simmons was talking about 
and they needed to differentiate between what they had chosen versus what the actual 
guideline was. He stated that might be the clarity they were looking for and anything about 
following school district boundaries they had or not adopted but that was within their jurisdiction 
and nothing was in the guideline that stated it. He stated as a Charter city they had the right to 
go beyond those guidelines and chose the 5 % deviation, chose to adopt communities of 
interest, and districts must be geographically compact and contiguous and that was also from 
the guideline. He stated that instead of using boiler plate language, they could state where the 
guidelines came from and maybe reword that section, “the following come from the SOS guide 
and the Commission had adopted the following additional guidelines.”   
 
He asked if they needed to differentiate that from the website that said, they had adopted the  
guidelines from the SOS office and adopted the additional guidelines. He stated the reason why 
they were listed that way was the previous resolutions listed them in that order and was trying to 
be consistent, but they could be listed differently.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated they were bringing up guidelines or definition of a community of 
interest and understood it might not state law. He stated it might be something that had been 
proposed by the state legislature and didn’t understand why they were starting to comment on 
those that were not state law and should they use them or not.   
 
Motion Commissioner Williams that the Commission adopt the SOS definition of communities of 
interest.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated his whole point was if they gave attribution and didn’t know if 
they ever did. He stated it was only fair to give it attribution on the website unless they actually 
created those words. He stated some of those priorities were case law and not statutory and 
didn’t know if the SOS guide was annotated in terms of where those come from. He stated a lot 
of things that had legislative legal significance from the SOS office were annotated and gave 
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citations of law of where they came from but compact and contiguous was a constitutional 
principle embedded in case law.   
 
Commissioner Bor stated in the back of the SOS guide it gave the authorization statement and 
statute that was utilized. She stated the second to the last page gave the referencing throughout 
the document, from census data to school redistricting. She stated it didn’t call out the specific 
statements but were referenced.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated attribution was important and it could say “state law said this, the 
SOS guidance is this, and Brooklyn Park CEI office suggests this,” so people knew what the 
source of the guidance was.   
 
Chair Secara stated the past resolutions from 2012 and 2005 none of it was listed in the final 
resolution and maybe could be done this time.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated they might need to have some document they all agreed on. He 
stated that if and when they did get communities of interest, they could use it as a guideline if 
they were communities of interest or not. He proposed a motion to adopt the SOS guidelines on 
what a communities of interest was and didn’t have a second on his motion and asked if that 
motion was not going to be considered.   
 
Commissioner Fufa seconded the motion to adopt the SOS guidelines on what communities of 
interest was.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he would amend the motion to make sure they give attribution 
so there was a source attached to it.  
 
Commissioner Williams and Fufa accepted the amendment to the motion.   
 
Chair Secara stated the motion was adopting communities of interest SOS language as per the 
redistricting guidebook and relevant case law.   
 
Commissioner Fufa stated his only worry was that in the future they were going to be hamstrung 
unless they had motions on good ideas regarding communities of interest  and deviate whether 
the sentiment was valid or not and then go through the technicalities so they could always 
pursue a good idea.   
 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote.  
 
The motion carried on a roll call vote as follows: YES-FUFA, MABERA, SECARA, WILLIAMS, 
WOODS, ALABI, and BOR.  NO: HULTQUIST AND SIMMONS 
 
Chair Secara stated he could send a draft statement to GIS Coordinator Nerge to make the 
necessary adjustments. He stated they needed another motion whether the discussion of 
mapping communities of interest should be put on the work plan.   
 
Motion Commissioner Hultquist, second Commissioner Bor to add the mapping of communities 
of interest to the work plan.  
 
Chair Secara stated the motion was to place mapping communities of interest on the work plan 
for 2022.  
 
The motion carried on a roll call vote as follows: YES-HULTQUIST, MABERA, SECARA, 
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SIMMONS, WILLIAMS, WOODS, ALABI, BOR, AND FUFA; NO-NONE.  
 
Chair Secara clarified that they were going to add some language referencing to the Secretary 
of State’s guide and other statutes under the communities of interest principle. They were going 
to remove the guideline to have districts follow school district boundaries and consolidate the list 
of guidelines from 7 to 6 and clarify the three districts were equal in population as practicable.  
  

5. Correspondence/Communications 
 

Council Liaison Parks stated he was in his 8th year on the Council and started out as a 
Commissioner on the Charter Commission. When he got elected he had to leave the Charter 
Commission and was glad to finish up as Council Liaison to the Charter Commission. He stated 
there was another special election on February 8 and seemed like the Commission had been 
working elections for the last 4 or 5 years related to the Charter and appreciated their help to the 
Council and all the work they had done.   

 
Community Engagement Manager Shardlow asked if the guidelines on the website were in priority 
order.  
 
Chair Secara stated they would be in priority order.   
 
Community Engagement Manager Shardlow asked if the Commissioners were okay with moving 
forward with the story map as a tool to go along with the communications plan. She stated they 
were planning to roll it out next week so they could have the public comment period. She stated 
the idea was to get people that would attend and speak to the Commissioners in person and illicit 
comments that the Commission could work with.  She stated GIS Coordinator Nerge had a 
presentation to explain how he got to what was in the story map.   
 
Commissioner Woods stated it was a great idea and gave more insight and information about the 
process.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated if they were going to take out the language about school districts, 
because the Commissioners felt it was a community of interest and asked if they should list that 
as their first identified community of interest as a subpoint and as they got more communities of 
interest to list them under communities of interest.  
 
Chair Secara stated that was the intent.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist agreed and thought the school districts should be the first community of 
interest not because it made it easier for elections and voting but because school districts had 
separate identifiable needs.   
 
Chair Secara stated he would make sure it was written as discussed.  He asked if there was 
anyone attending virtually wishing to address the Commission or ask a question. No one attended 
remotely to address the Commissioners.  
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge presented his storyboard and showed what the process looked like by 
applying the guidelines and also talked about mapping communities of interest. He stated much 
of the communities of interest they talked about, they either had them mapped or could map them. 
He stated the scenario maps were intended to help brainstorming and inspire questions and not 
intended to be a pick a map situation. He stated the scenarios also included apartment units, 
demographics, deviations, and populations distributions.  He stated he could create maps to show 
where apartment communities were and school district lines.   
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Commissioner Williams stated when they did look at communities of interest and mapping, asked 
what his software capability was. He asked if he could add other data points that the 
commissioners might be able to come up with to do some mapping of other parameters of groups.   
 
GIS Coordinator Nerge stated it would depend on what those communities were but they did have 
a lot of data. He stated the example they looked at was solely White population, BIPOC, and 
Hispanic. He stated in the census data they could map specifically, black African Americans, 
Hispanic and Asian so they could be broken out. He stated they could do apartment communities, 
school districts and HOAs. He stated for other communities he couldn’t answer it at this point 
because they needed to know what they were and if they had a geographical component. He 
stated the odds were that if they didn’t have the data, they could either find it or create it.   

 
6. Adjournment    

 
Motion Chair Secara, second Commissioner Alabi to adjourn the meeting.  

 
Chair Secara called for a roll call vote. 
 
The motion carried on a roll call vote as follows: YES-ALABI, BOR, FUFA, HULTQUIST, 
MABERA, SECARA, SIMMONS, WILLIAMS, and WOODS; NO-NONE. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:28 pm. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
_______________________ 
Devin Montero, Staff Liaison 
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Brooklyn Park Charter Commission Meeting Minutes  
Wednesday, April 13, 2022, at 7:00 p.m. 

City Hall Room A203        
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
 
Present: Chair Dennis Secara; Commissioners Sunday Alabi, Barbara Bor, Teferi Fufa, John 
Hultquist, Susan Mabera, Gregory Szach, Scott Simmons, and David Williams. 
 
Absent: Beatrice Otieno; Shanna Woods (Excused); Council Liaison Terry Parks (excused); 
 
2.  Additions/Approval of the Agenda of April 13, 2022 
 
Motion Chair Secara, seconded by Commission Fufa to approve the agenda as presented. Motion  
carried unanimously. 
 
3.  Approval of Minutes 
 3.1A  Special Meeting Minutes, December 29, 2021  
 
Commissioner Williams stated the minutes didn’t make sense and there were a lot of grammar 
errors in the minutes and would like them redone. 
 
Motion Chair Secara, Second Commissioner Fufa to table and have the minutes redone. Motion 
carried unanimously.     
 

3.1B  Special Meeting Minutes, March 2, 2022      
 
Motion Chair Secara, Second Commissioner Fufa to approve the minutes as presented. Motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
4. Old Business   
  4.1   Redistricting Debriefing 
 
Chair Secara stated the redistricting proposal was approved by the council on March 28. IHe  
stated he also presented the proposal at the March 21 meeting too. He stated he thanked each  
Commissioner, City Clerk, GIS Coordinator John Nerge, Community Engagement Manager Josie  
Shardlow, members of the council that contributed input, and residents who contributed input.  
 
He stated questions and comments were and there were a few objections to the map and they  
were heard. He stated the resolution and ordinance was approved to. He stated everyone got a  
copy of an email Mr. Nerge regarding the apartment unit counts that were a little off and he ran  
an analysis with the new council districts and the changes are negligible. He stated the  
Commissioners had a updated map of the new council districts, polling places; school districts;  
state house and senate districts.  
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated the redistricting webpage had been updated and a resident could  
check on their address and see their new district, precinct, and polling place. He stated as of  
today he had not received any boundary changes from Hennepin County.   
    
5.  Reports of Officers, Boards, and Standing Committees – None.  
 
6. New Business 
 6.1  City Council Compensation 
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Chair Secara stated the compensation was an issue before the Commission a few years ago 
and the staff report explained what the Commission did at that time. He stated it was sent to the 
Commission because, the Commission was not appointed by the Council and was an 
independent advisory Commission and for various reasons, the Council wanted the Commission 
to look into their compensation to determine whether or not they had fair compensation and 
compensated appropriately.   
 
He stated the Commissioner looked at compensations of Council Members throughout the State 
and focused on the twin cities area. He stated the Commissioners recommended to give the 
Council a raise over two years and have the city manager produce a compensation report that 
had base salaries or per diems of Council Members of Cities in the Twin Cities and present it to 
the Council for discussion.    
 
He stated last Monday that council discussion was tabled. He stated Commissioner Simmons 
attended the meeting and asked Commissioner Simmons if he had comments.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he attended the meeting but the Council didn’t’ discuss because 
they had other issues and a time certain meeting with attorney client and closed the meeting.  
He stated he was trying to be proactive by sending the item to the Commissioners because 
there would be discussion and whether the Council sent it to the Charter Commission again that 
would have happened had it been discussed last Monday.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated he highlighted the cities that were closest in population to 
Brooklyn Park, and they were all in the same strike zone. He stated Bloomington, Council was 
$12,000 and Mayor was $26,000. He stated the Mayor, was a little more than Plymouth, 
$11,400 for Council, $15,800 for Mayor, and Woodbury, $11,300 for Council and Mayor, 
$14,900. He stated they were all in the same general parameters.   
 
He stated he noticed in reviewing the other documents from the City Code, the salary of the 
mayor and council members, said, “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.” 
 
He stated it was basically, per diem and thought it would be helpful for the Commissioners to  
know how many Council Members took that and if they all did, how many each one had 
received additional compensation for the past 3 years, 2019, 2020, and 2021. He stated it would 
be good to know by Council Member name too.  
 
He stated asked if there were other cities and focused on the three that were closest in 
population to the city. If it was easy enough data to obtain from the other cities that were the 
next population below us if they also had an extra per diem.  
 
He stated the third item they should look at was whether any of those cities or how many of 
those cities had increases in 2019, 2020, 2021 and if they had scheduled increases for 2022.  
 
He stated having that extra three sets of data would better inform Commissioners on whether 
they should grant them another 2% and just didn’t think they should make a decision in a 
vacuum even though they tabled it. He stated it would be brought back to the council and then 
sent to the Commissioners.  
 
Commissioner Williams asked if they were going to look at it once they got the new data and 
make a recommendation.  
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Staff Liaison Montero stated it was more than likely to be on the May 2 work session, and the 
Council would send it to the Charter Commission.  
 
Chair Secara stated he recalled Commission Simmons saying he didn’t want to see government 
placed on an automatic pilot where Council Members or anyone got an automatic cost of living 
adjustment, but on the other hand, did the Council want to keep coming back to the Charter 
Commission every time the Council request additional compensation and thought it would be 
more of a 2% given the current rate of inflation. 
 
He suggested a guideline or formula they could use to determine Council compensation or 
determine it without needing a Charter amendment every time.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated he was against having in the Charter a set of rules that applied 
because there were so many things that changed, like time, economy, and Council 
responsibilities. He stated it was given to the Commission as an oversight body to look at it so 
the Council could not recommend their own increases.  
 
Commissioner Mabera stated it would be a good thing whenever they requested a 
compensation increase where the Commissioners would at what was going on and recommend 
what they wanted to recommend as a standard in the Charter.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated it was in the city code and enacted by an ordinance change and 
was not in the Charter. He stated the Council did it by a majority vote if it came to that as an 
ordinance change. He stated it had always been his position that government was not on auto 
pilot and they didn’t put in some sort of automatic trigger on inflation which would preclude the 
argument of what was the right policy. He stated he was tending toward making a 
recommendation the Mayor’s increase be more than the Council Members because of what 
Mayors did in the city. He stated if they formally brought it up that it not just be a 2% increase 
although adding 2% to a higher number would increase the gap. He stated he would be making 
the argument the Mayor should get an increase substantially more. He stated he was confident 
it would be referred to the Commission to have that arms-length independent oversight.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated that on putting some sort of formula, he would be opposed to 
that too. He stated it was always good to have an outside entity like the Charter Commission 
that was free from the political pressures of the Council to look at things and not to mention the 
job might evolve too. He stated there could be additional duties that might warrant additional 
compensation. He stated the Commissioners considered 10 years ago the possibility of splitting 
up Council districts and having 4 or more districts. He stated then they would probably want to 
look at that conversation if they were not representing the same amount of people and maybe 
their compensation should be less too. He thought having the Commission look at it was a good 
thing.   
 
Commissioner Fufa aske if they wanted to get that per diem input for those years.  
 
Chair Secara stated that hopefully they would have that information by the next meeting and if 
they did base a decision on it for a recommendation.  
 
Commissioner Alabi stated that since they were talking about per diem, asked if the data was 
accurate based on the information, it appeared Lakeville was the one paying per diem. He 
stated he agreed with Commissioner Simmons on the Mayor’s increase.   
 
Commissioner Simmons asked the Staff Liaison to ask the City Manager which Councils got per 
diem. He stated his recollection was the Council didn’t award itself $50 without having to come 
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before the Council. He stated when they went to a meeting, League of Cities in Washington, 
DC, then they would authorize it and authorizing it officially. He stated it was not something that 
was given unless they asked for it and asked if the Staff Liaison could confirm that practice.  
 
Staff Liaison Montero asked if it was a Council Member who went to a conference, and file an 
expense report, where they would get the per diem and additional compensation.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated if they got that additional $50 compensation and hadn’t seen it 
in practice and was not sure if and who was getting it.   
 
He also asked if everyone got the PERA retirement too and if they were taking that. He stated 
that was not in the staff report. He asked if it was universal on all elected local officials, they 
qualified for PERA and getting an employer contribution for retirement. He stated it was not in 
the staff report as a benefit and knew some of the communities offered medical but thought it 
was global that PERA was offered to elected Council Members.  
 
Chair Secara stated they would try to get that information for the next meeting.   

 
6.2  Ranked Choice Voting 

       
Chair Secara stated Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) was also an issue that was before the 
Charter Commission for some time and the actions that were taken, debates, and the 
discussions held were all summarized in Attachment 6.2B.  
 
He stated there had been some new developments with a recent resident survey.  
 
Would you favor or oppose the use      STRONGLY FAVOR........10%  
of Ranked Choice Voting in the City    FAVOR.................46%  
of Brooklyn Park?                      OPPOSE................26%  
                                       STRONGLY OPPOSE.......10%  
        DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.....8% 
 
He stated there was an explanation in front of the question prior to the results and didn’t believe 
there had been an attempt to sound out the community on the issue. He stated that was one of 
the problems they had in reaching a consensus when it was in front of the Commission the last 
time. He stated there hadn’t been leg work or any obvious community support for it and the 
survey gave some idea what the consensus was on RCV. He stated Minnetonka and 
Bloomington were currently using RCV and the Charter Commissions in both cities 
recommended against it because the lack of information on the costs and benefits, however, 
RCV was passed on the ballot with a 50% plus support for both cities in 2020. He stated 
Commissioner Williams had spearheaded RCV.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated when they brought RCV earlier last year, he didn’t want to go 
through the gyrations they had until they sounded out the community and was glad to see the 
survey. He was surprised but thought it showed it was not the political will of the city but the 
citizen’s view and seemed to be quite different. He stated there was no question of the political 
view of RCV in Brooklyn Park as not in favor the last time and RCV was turning from when they 
last visited it in 2015. He didn’t think they would ever get it through the Council and using RCV 
to the city. He believed the Commissioners needed to go forward with a vote and they had the 
power to do it if they agreed as a Commission to put the question on the November ballot and 
go from there and all the details came from that vote.   
 
He stated they spent a lot of time five years ago on understanding what RCV was and hadn’t 
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changed at all. He asked if the current Commissioners understood RCV.   
 
Commissioner Bor stated she attend the Commission orientation from the city. She stated she 
was not on the Commission for the 2015 discussion that evolved. She stated at the orientation 
they had asked Chair Secara if they could have a refresher on what was done then as they went 
forward on any discussion or how it presented itself to their plan for the year or into next year to  
have a better understanding.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated he was not prepared to do it tonight and thought before they 
finalized a vote, they should have one meeting where he could do it or the city could bring in 
whoever they wanted to do it.   
 
He stated their last report reflected a split in the Commission both positive and negative and 
didn’t think a lot of things had changed with RCV. He suggested they do a short refresher so 
that were all up to speed on it so they could make decisions before they went forward.   
 
Commissioner Bor asked if the cost benefit was done like the other cities and if it was done in 
2015.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated it was done but didn’t know if it was done as a benefit, but the 
cost of implementing it was done. He thought that should be updated to make sure it was 
current and asked the Staff Liaison to get updated costs.   
 
He stated in their recommendation they should also put in a cost for educating the public, how 
to use RCV because that was a new way of voting and was a big a change to the elected 
system they had in the city.   
 
He stated he would like to have an hour presentation on the in’s and out’s of RCV. He stated 
one of the things that had changed that a lot of people didn’t know in Minnesota that log jammed 
most cities was there had been a ruling in the State, if you had a state charter, the state charter 
did not support RCV, but if they had their own city charter which Brooklyn Park does could.  
 
He stated the second thing that would hold them up now was voting on odd years and all the 
voting was done during even years. He stated they would have to change the Charter with the 
political climate, but he also didn’t see any changes at the State level. He stated with changing 
elections to odd years didn’t know what that would bring. He stated he would support it and 
probably needed to research that too and what that cost before they made a decision. He 
thought at the end they could take a vote and see what the Commissioners had to say on what 
they thought if RCV was right for the city now that they knew the population was in favor of it 
and they were not going off on their own. He stated they needed to explore the whole thing 
about doing elections for city officials in the odd year.   
 
Commissioner Bor wanted to know the quantitative number of people participating in the survey.   
 
Staff Liaison Montero thought it was between 400-800 in September 2021 but would get the 
numbers for the next meeting.  
 
Commissioner Mabera stated she didn’t understand RCV. She stated she knew most of the 
residents in the city didn’t understand it and would support having education to the residents 
before they could put it on a ballot so they could understand it.  
 
Commissioner Fufa stated he was in Minneapolis when they were debating RCV and there was 
quite a bit of education that went into it for the residents to understand about it. He suggested if 
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they were going to take on RCV, they had to give quite a bit of time for educating the public 
about what RCV was and then after it was approved, to educated how to vote with RCV. He 
stated there would be education in two ways, one was just about RCV and the other was how to 
do it right.   
 
Commissioner Alabi stated he didn’t like RCV and his problem with RCV was, how did they 
objectively quantify the benefit, because it could be today and how did they account for 
confusion of people voting.   
 
Chair Secara stated they had discussed RCV in the past and it was a hang up. He stated one 
way to look at it, there was a Primary and General election for Mayor last year. There was a 
cost to each one of those and asked what would happen if they were both merged into a ranked 
choice election. He stated there were 13 candidates in the Primary and had a special general 
election for Mayor that was decided by two votes. He stated there wouldn’t be a cost of a 
second election and would have the cost of one election, one and done. He stated the question 
was how many tabulations they would have to go through to get to the 50% plus one. He stated 
he recalled the election that had 13 candidates and none of them got 50%. He stated as he 
understood RCV, those that got the least number of votes would be thrown out and all the votes 
would be retabulated. If no one came out with 50% plus one, the next person who got the least 
number of votes was out and all remaining votes were recomputed from the second choices. He 
stated a voter would have to have their number one choice, number two choice and number 
three choice. He stated there was some software that computed all of it and they would have to 
weigh in that cost of that software, the tabulation process, versus the cost of running two 
standard elections, a Primary and General. He stated that was where the benefits came in as 
the practical benefit was the potential cost savings.  
 
He stated the other benefits that were less quantifiable would include encouraging more people 
to participate to run. He stated the regular primary was under the plurality rules and there were 
a lot of candidates. Ranked choice voting alone would not bring out more people. He stated the 
third benefit was, there might be less negativity in the campaigns and the candidates would 
have to run to the center as opposed to just trying to gain the 50% plus one vote with a base 
plus a few moderates strategy, which led to a polarized debate. He thought RCV worked best 
with a nonpartisan race like the municipal elections or school board elections. He stated he 
found it hard to believe, going to a voting booth, and gave an example, the first choice was J. 
Biden, second choice was D. Trump, and the third choice was K. West. He stated that would not 
happen in a partisan election and that was the cost benefit framework.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated it was hard to quantify the benefits or the negativity until it was 
done. He stated there is more history with RCV and has been used over 100 years in Australia, 
Scotland and Ireland and was not a new thing. He stated if they talked to the Scotts, they liked it 
and understood it because they used it for so long and didn’t have the issue of perceived 
misunderstanding. He stated that in the immigrant communities he didn’t think they understood 
the primary system that well and was like which system did they want to educate the public now 
in the city. He stated he heard a lot of things about primaries, like who voted already, and what 
was going on and how did this person get in.  He stated he believed RCV was not even more 
complicated than the primary system, it was just not understood and were more used to the 
primary system. He stated that as far as having more candidates in the system, it had been 
proven time and time again those candidates regardless of the system didn’t make it very far if 
they didn’t have to have a well-organized campaign, understood the population and all things 
that made for good politicians that won elections in RCV and in a primary system.  
 
He thought the existing politicians all liked primary systems because that was what they were 
used to. He stated the knew how to raise money and was nothing sinister about it they just 
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understood that system more and didn’t want to learn a new system.  He thought the needs of 
the citizens needed to be considered and the people who were looking to run for these offices. 
He stated the number of candidates were going to get whittled  down to the very serious 
candidate and the one the population liked. He stated what he liked about RCV, it always ended 
with 50% plus one. He stated it was a plurality system, example, if 100 people voted and from a 
community of 80,000 people and one candidate got 51 of those votes they won and that was the 
way it should be. He stated it should be a plurality and not by the most votes and thought it 
should be the highest percentage of all of them. He stated in a primary system, there were a lot 
of candidates that should be considered but fall out in a primary system.   
 
Commissioner Bor asked if there was an action item on the discussion or were they just 
discussing it.   
 
Chair Secara stated they were just discussing it. He stated that in light of the survey, although it 
was narrow with the response rate as it was, he was trying to figure out what they wanted to do 
and where the Commissioners want to go with it.  
 
Commissioner Bor stated there were 86, 500 residents and 400 or so responded and was 
important to understand what that 47% was.  
 
Chair Secara stated that was five tenths of a percent.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated that 400 was like any survey, it was just a representative of the 
85,000. If they asked every one of the 85,000 it would similar percentages based on the people 
they picked and how they responded. He didn’t think it was fair to say it was decided by 400 
people.   
 
Commissioner Bor stated it did put in the perspective how it was weighted but was not always 
true, if it was an educational understanding on what it really meant and how they answered that 
question. She thought there needed to be discussion around it.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated there was always that question where the question was loaded 
and those kinds of things, but it was as close as they were going to get before, they had a vote 
of the citizens to get the overall feeling of the citizens.   
 
Commissioner Fufa stated when it came to the benefit, the first benefit he looked at and didn’t 
know where the benefit was, but the benefit he looked for was when were the citizen voting for 
it, under what system. Were they voting for the people who were going to vote for the primary 
system. He stated, the candidates did come in and talk to people, but were they preselected by 
the system. He asked if it was going to give them a lot more exposure to the candidates and 
were they going to learn a little bit more about them and their policies or was it going to make it 
even less. He stated that would be the kind of data to look at if there was a cost benefit.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated his understanding was a candidate would say that in a ranked 
choice system, they would have to go out amongst the people, had to look at a wider of ideas 
that the citizens had to be successful. He stated very rarely, on the first counting, one of the 
candidates would get 51 percent of the votes. He stated the candidate had to attempt to get the 
voters second choice in addition to all the people that would support the candidate. They would 
say if the voter didn’t for them as the first choice, would ask the voter to put them down as their 
second choice. He stated the whole process got candidates out and talking on more issues to 
more people to get more of those votes. He stated the good candidates in any system were 
going to be very good at going out and talking to people. He stated he was not seeing it in a 
primary system. He stated the candidates that won were going out and communicating to the 
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most and had the best organization. He stated it made the system drive it that all the candidates 
had to go out and not only talk on issues but talk on all issues facing the community.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated that a mark of a good system was the one that left the voters 
most well informed. He stated he was disappointed with the special election in the East district 
and knew the city had to do it because of the State not letting local governments run elections 
like they used to. He stated the Commissioners had to change the Charter and to get the 
election done before 2022.  He stated he was disappointed in the fact that they had all these 
candidates and didn’t hear anything from any one of them. He stated one person worked harder 
and ended up winning but didn’t know what anyone of them stood for. He stated he like a 
primary for that reason because when there were more candidates it made the issues clearer 
going forward. He stated he liked the primary system the way it was and didn’t think it was 
broken. He stated it was good for participation, was good for the nonpartisan system and it 
narrowed down the candidates, so they knew what they were talking about. He stated he hoped 
that having 13 candidates didn’t happen again; and couldn’t prevent that with RCV. He stated if 
that was the participation rate for elected officials, there was nothing they could do about it.   
 
He stated the problem with RCV, a voter didn’t always get to vote who they wanted to vote for 
because the way it was set up. He stated he wanted to vote for the same  person, by his first 
choice, second choice and third choice because there was only one person he wanted. He 
didn’t want to be made to vote for someone else for second or third because those ballots would 
be thrown out, on what he knew the way it worked in other communities. He stated they would 
have to change that to be able to vote for the same person, as the first choice, second choice 
and third choice. He stated people wanted who they wanted and shouldn’t put that arbitrary 
barrier. He asked about the tabulation equipment RCV if it had been certified and if the 
certification had been accepted by the Secretary of State’s Office.  
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated it had not been certified by the Secretary of State’s Office.  
 
Commissioners Simmons: asked what that did for counting the votes if it had not been certified 
and asked how many voters the city had.  
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated the city had about 47,000 registered voters.  
 
Commissioners Williams stated a voter could vote, one, one, one, but it was throwing the vote 
away because if it came down to second tabulations and used their second choice, it would be 
there to count. He stated it was not recommended to do that and they didn’t throw out the  ballot 
but when it was looking for a second choice, the ballot would be useless, with one, one, and 
one.  He stated they already voted for that candidate and couldn’t vote for that candidate twice 
and if candidate A voted for the first time and only got 40% of the vote.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated he assumed his candidate would always be there and not drop 
off. 
 
Commissioner Williams state the candidate didn’t drop off and had enough to go forward for the 
second round. He stated all the second-choice votes would go to the candidate they wanted.  
 
Commissioners Simmons stated he didn’t think that was right and that second-round vote 
should count just as much as anyone else’s vote did.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated it did but once it was done, it was just a constitutional established 
process that one vote one person and couldn’t have two votes for the same candidate.   
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Commissioner Simmons stated the whole theory of ranked choice that it did away with one 
person one vote.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist agreed and stated it was the opposite of what Commissioner Williams 
was saying. He stated Commissioner Williams said if he wanted to vote for Candidate A, that 
was one person, one vote and that ballot should count. If Candidate F dropped off, then 
Candidate E dropped off. His vote for Candidate A should count in the first round, second round 
and third round until that candidate was eliminated.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated his second choice did and had to have a second choice.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated that was his second choice.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated Candidate A was his first choice, second choice and third choice 
and under the RCV system his ballot was thrown out.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated the only time the second choice would be used was for the 
person who dropped out.   
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated there were different voting methods with RCV and didn’t know what 
method was used in Australia but was sure it was different from what Minneapolis used as far 
as counting and other things.   
 
Commissioner Williams thought they needed to go back and do review RCV so they would have 
a common understanding of how RCV worked. He referred the 2015 report, Page 5, on the RCV 
tables and it would clear up what Commissioner Simmons was talking about.  
 
The Commissioners reviewed the tables from the 2015 report and held discussions the 
percentages of the candidates and how they viewed the first, second and third choices.  
 
Chair Secara state that in addition to the updated costs mentioned on page 12 asked if they 
could get the costs of last year’s primary and general elections and the East District Special 
Election. He stated he would like to see the cost benefit analysis. He stated if they did d RCV, 
they needed to find a method that worked for the city instead of doing a blanket RCV. He stated 
there were many different tabulation options and they needed to pick one they thought was best 
for the city and didn’t have to be identical to Minneapolis or Bloomington. He stated it would also 
be worthwhile to study the tabulation method used by Bloomington and make that method their 
first study as part of the discussions.   
 
He stated there were people out there who had viewpoints that crossed the entire political 
spectrum. They might agree with Republicans, Democrats and others on some issues and RCV 
might give them an option to speak that voice and their divided voice. He stated Alaska was 
going through an RCV election to replace Representative Don Young, who died recently, and 
would be a Republican and Democrat mix and might have crossover voters or split ticket voters 
to decide that race.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated he could get a clarification on it and he might not be explaining it 
correctly and thought Commissioner Hultquist might be right that if you do all three first choices, 
maybe it was thrown out entirely. He stated he would research it because there was some 
confusion on that on what happened if someone voted 1, 1,1, and was counted one time as the 
first choice.   
 
He stated he would like the costs to hand count the ballot, tabulate the hours, estimated hours 
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of labor to hand count the ballots. He stated Minneapolis had done it in a day and seen it done 
longer than a day. He stated it came with a cost and the cost would not persuade him on RCV. 
He stated it was a policy matter that would persuade him to make a decision.   
 
Commissioner Fufa agreed voting for a candidate three times there was no chance that the vote 
would go somewhere else and give another candidate a chance to go ahead of that candidate.  
He stated he would like to research that and come back with what it meant if a voter voted for 
the same person three times.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated RCV could lead to the perverse result that he had a candidate 
because they were making him vote for someone else or write in another name that was not his  
candidate. He stated that unless they voted for someone else other than who was their first 
choice it was not going to count and could lead to the perverse result which happened in 
Minneapolis. He stated Barb Johnson was the winner of the election. After the first ballots were 
counted, didn’t achieve 50% so they shuffled the deck. She lost in the second round and that 
was enough of a fallacy for RCV to throw it away. He stated the comment that it would create 
cleaner campaigns where people weren’t going to speak, very rarely did they speak at the door 
when they were talking to constituents. He stated in a partisan election or in the city council race 
in the current primary system they were not going to speak negatively unless they knew the 
person they were opposed to. The same way in RCV, the political machines, independent 
expenditures, those not affiliated with a candidate would speak negative.  
 
Chair Secara thought they had homework to do on RCV. He stated they would continue the 
discussion at the next meeting with the information they requested and decide where they would 
like to go with RCV. He stated once they had a chance to do some research, they would have a 
better informed decision.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated it was his understanding they wanted a half hour presentation 
and he volunteered to do it. He stated he would give a history on how its been used in 
Minneapolis and Twin Cities and there were things that had come out in the last 6 years, such 
as counting votes that was a big issue. He stated there was no software that had been 
approved to do the counting quickly. He stated his understanding that it was a political football in 
that it wouldn’t get through the legislature to be approved and used.   
 
He stated various communities had done the hand counting which ended up being a long 
process and Minneapolis and another community used a spreadsheet that was overseen by 
people and just entering the data and the spreadsheet made the changes and it was faster.  
 
Chair Secara stated first, they needed to decide to find out from the community whether they 
wanted to move to odd year elections.   
 
Commissioner Simmons stated that was a big assumption and Commissioner Williams was 
right, Brooklyn Park was a Charter City and could do RCV if they wanted. He stated statutory 
cities could not because the Legislature said no. St. Louis Park, Minnetonka, and Bloomington 
Minneapolis, and St. Paul, were all Charter cities.   
 
He stated the bar to doing RCV in an even year and there was a rule that there couldn’t be more 
than one ballot. He stated they discussed it in 2015 where there would be two ballots to do RCV 
in an even year.  He stated the issue of doing an odd year election had never been discussed 
and didn’t remember talking about it in 2016. He stated that came with enormous change, 
enormous costs, huge upheaval on the electoral process, changing the Charter for terms, 
candidates campaigning and having to do it for more than every 4 years. He stated it was a 
game changer and didn’t know they were out of line saying that it can’t be done an even year if 
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the bar was just a rule.  He stated before the went into the odd year scenario asked why they 
couldn’t do it in an even year. He stated once they stared talking about the odd year, that was a 
game changer and epic proportion. He stated it was not the legislature that certified the 
equipment, it was the Secretary of State’s Office that had sole authority to do it. He stated it 
might exist but had not been authorized in the state. 
 
Chair Secara stated he would consult with the city attorney on the odd year issue. 
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated the city would still have to do the even year elections and meant 
the city would be involved in even and odd year elections and would increase the costs of 
elections budget.   
 
Commissioner Williams stated currently with elections where there were different terms and 
because of the new census, existing council members being in different districts probably had to 
do a special election and thought it was a onetime issue.   
 
Staff Liaison Montero stated the Charter said those council members that had been redistricted 
would continue to represent their current district until their terms ended.  
 
Commissioner Simmons stated that was the Kohn rule enacted by legislation. He stated when 
Phyliss Kohn was a state legislator, they forced Minneapolis post redistricting to have another 
election right after redistricting and they were an odd year city. He stated they had to have 
another election and Brooklyn Park didn’t because it did not affect the council member’s terms, 
they would just have the same district until next January.   
 
Chair Secara stated they would look at that information next time and thought about what they 
were going to do. To discuss the information so they had a clear understanding of what they 
were looking at and decide what to do.   
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated Commissioner Williams volunteered to give a presentation and 
strongly encouraged to not have a cheerleader for RCV but someone who was neutral like, such 
as Joe Mansky who gave the Commissioners a presentation on how RCV worked and someone 
who could answer the questions any members might have.   
 
7. Correspondence/Communications 
 
Chair Secara thanked Commissioner Hultquist for his service to the Commission and would be 
ending his term with the Charter Commission.  
 
Commissioner Hultquist stated his term was up in June and served three terms. He stated four  
years ago when his term was up he debated about stepping down and two terms was generally 
good. He stated at the time with the Commission there was a lot of members with experience 
stepping down and thought there were some issues they needed to finish resolving, such as 
redistricting and they got it done.  He stated the Charter Commission had new Commissioners 
and wanted to leave them with some thoughts moving forward. 
 
He stated the work of the Charter Commission was the most important Commission the city had. 
He stated the work they did put together the framework of their governance, not just to the Council 
but to the administration of the city. He stated the Commissioners were appointed by the courts 
and not by the Council to insulate the Commissioners from the political whims of the Council 
Members it was incumbent on the Commissioners to be very thoughtful, very thorough in their 
work. He stated to be visionary but be respectful of the Charter and its history. He gave an 
example of being visionary, a couple years ago when the Brooklyn Park Sun Post, the official 
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newspaper of the city went to an opt in service rather than everyone getting one in their mailbox 
all of the sudden the residents didn’t get the paper with all the legal notices from the city. He stated 
the Charter Commission went through every one of the Charter provisions that had a requirement 
that an official action or posting of an ordinance be sent to the newspaper that the Commissioners 
also required it to be posted on the city’s website. He stated that was what he was thinking when 
being visionary. He stated it was also something when they made changes to the Charter. They 
needed to make sure that they were looking at every wording individually and how they interplayed 
together whether the intent of the words there matched each other.  
 
He gave an example from city of Minneapolis. He stated a Hennepin County judge ruled in 
November 2020 that the city of Minneapolis must increase its number of sworn peace officers to 
743 based on a provision in the City Charter. The charter required the city council to fund a police 
force for at least .10017 employees per resident and provide for those employees’ compensation. 
He stated the district court decision was appealed and in March 2022, the Court of Appeals said 
that although the City Charter clearly imposed a duty on the City Council to continuously fund the 
police force with a minimum number of officers, the Charter did not clearly impose the duty on the 
Mayor to continuously employ that same minimum number of sworn officers. He stated the Court 
of Appeals ruled the District Court errored by granting mandamus on the basis of the Charter 
imposed a clear duty on the appellate to continuously employ a certain minimum number of 
officers and their last words in the order was, “therefore we reverse.” He stated when the 
Commissioners made any changes to the Charter to make sure they were thinking through every 
aspect of upon review because the courts could review the Charter just as they did the 
Minneapolis Charter.   
 
He stated he knew he was leaving this Commission in good hands, good leadership and were 
some very engaged Commissioners and didn’t agree on everything. He stated for the new 
Commissioners, to get involved and make their voices heard and look at the City Charter and see 
if there were things in there, they had questions on because that might be discussion items that 
could lead somewhere.   
 
He thanked Staff Liaison Montero for all his work and was a tremendous asset to the Commission 
and went above and beyond for the Commissioners. He stated when the mail was slow the Staff 
Liaison personally drove and delivered the packets to the Commissioner’s house and dedicated 
Wednesday evenings once a month. 
 
Chair Secara thanked Commissioner Hultquist for his time and service to the city and Charter 
Commission.  
 
8. Adjournment    
 
Motion Chair Secara, Second Commissioner Alabi, to adjourn the meeting. The motion carried 
unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 8:42 p. m.  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Devin Montero 
Staff Liaison 
 
 
 
 



City of Brooklyn Park 
CHARTER COMMISSION Attachments
Agenda Item No.: 4.1A Meeting Date: May 11, 2022 

Prepared by: Devin Montero Presented By: 
Dennis Secara, 
Chair 

Attachments: 

4.1A RCV INFORMATION 

RCV Questions from the Charter Commissioners 

1. Chair Secara email to City Attorney Thomson, 4/13/22, RE: Ranked Choice Ballot and Odd Year 
Elections in Brooklyn Park. (Page 1)

2. How many residents were surveyed in 2021? See Request for Council Action, 12/6/21 (Page 2)

3. Can we have city clerk from either Bloomington, St. Louis Park, or Minnetonka attend the next 
meeting to provide an overview of their RCV? See email from City Clerk Melissa Kennedy, 5/2/22, 
RE: Ranked Choice Voting Presentation (Page 3)

4. What are the tabulation methods did they use? See email from City Clerk Christina Scipioni, 5/2/22, 
RE: Ranked Choice Voting Presentation (Page 4)

5. Has the tabulation equipment for RCV been certified by the Secretary of State’s Office? See email 
from Director of Elections David Maeda, 5/2/22, RE: Ranked Choice Voting Question. (Page 10)

6. What is the deadline to place a question on the ballot? See email from City Attorney Thomson, 5/2/22, 
RE: RCV Question on the Ball (Page 11)



From: dasecara@aol.com
To: jthomson@kennedy-graven.com
Cc: Devin Montero
Subject: Ranked Choice Ballot and Odd year elections in Brooklyn Park
Date: Wednesday, April 13, 2022 9:54:34 PM

Dear Mr. Thomson,

This evening the Charter Commission discussed Ranked Choice Voting in Brooklyn Park. Currently,
Brooklyn Park holds its elections for city offices in odd numbered years corresponding with the state and
federal election calendar. Other communities such as Minneapolis, St. Paul, St, Louis Park, Bloomington,
and Minnetonka hold municipal elections in odd numbered years and use ranked choice for those
elections. Commissioners would like your advice on the following two questions:

A) If the city adopts ranked choice voting for city office elections, voters would presumably be given two
ballots on election day, one for city offices, and the other for state and federal offices. To your knowledge,
is this type of procedure allowed?

B) If Brooklyn Park adopts ranked choice voting for elections to city office, will the city be required to
move those elections to odd years?

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. The commission looks forward to your response.

Dennis Secara
Chair, Brooklyn Park Charter Commission

Item #1
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City of Brooklyn Park 
Request for Council Action 
Agenda Item: 3B.3 Meeting Date: December 6, 2021 

Agenda Section: 

Public Presentations/ 
Proclamations/Receipt of 
General Communications 

Originating  
Department: Administration 

Resolution: N/A 

Prepared By: McKaia Ryberg, Administration Ordinance: N/A 

Attachments: 2 Presented By: 

Jay Stroebel, City Manager 
Peter Leatherman,  
Morris Leatherman Company 

Item: Presentation of Brooklyn Park Resident Survey Results 

City Manager’s Proposed Action:   

Presentation of the 2021 Resident Survey Results. 

Overview:   

Peter Leatherman of Morris Leatherman Company will be presenting the 2021 Resident Survey results. The 
survey results are used internally and externally in the following ways: 

First, the community survey results are one of the key performance indicators used by the city to measure the 
effectiveness of our current Brooklyn Park 2025 goals. After consistently achieving the “pride, thriving, & 
opportunities” goals in 2015, we changed our performance indicator questions to see if we grow closer over the 
next eight years to achieving the six BP2025 goals. Additionally, we use over a dozen other questions from the 
survey to qualitatively assess quality of life in Brooklyn Park. We balance these perception-based indicators 
with census data about our demographics and economic indicators to track and respond to trends in the 
community. 

Second, the survey also measures resident satisfaction with the delivery of city services. These results are 
then compared with past surveys, using the same scientific methodology, as an indicator for how residents rate 
staff and service quality, which is then used to evaluate the way we do business to better meet the needs of 
our community members. 

Each year, we worked with departments to ensure survey questions are relevant and actionable. We have a 
sample size of 800 residents. This large sample size allows us to compare results of different geographic and 
demographic respondent groups meaningfully and accurately. This survey has been evolving significantly 
since 2015 and we now have historically gathered significant data that we can continuously track over time to 
guide our understanding of our growing community. 

Primary Issues/Alternatives to Consider: N/A 

Budgetary/Fiscal Issues: N/A 

Attachments:   

3B.3A  SURVEY RESULTS 
3B.3B  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Item #2
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From: Melissa Kennedy
To: Devin Montero
Subject: RE: Ranked Choice Voting Presentation
Date: Monday, May 2, 2022 11:11:08 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Hi Devin,

My apologies for not getting back to you sooner! Unfortunately I am already tied up that evening for
interviews for our boards and commissions.

I am happy to provide some written comments, if needed. I can also see if one of my staff is able to
attend.  

I would say that from our perspective we really wouldn’t speak about RCV in terms of work/didn’t
work. I completely understand that may be what your Charter Commission asked for, but in our
experience that isn’t likely going to be the most informative or useful way to frame the discussion.
The fact is that if a city chooses to implement RCV you are going to do what it takes to make it
“work” in your community. We won’t speak to the merits of one electoral system over the other
because as administrators, it isn’t our role to advocate for or against any system.  How you decide to
measure the success of RCV in your community and how you choose to present to the public are
very important factors. I would encourage policymakers to start by answering those questions. It
really is a discussion of values and what you are hoping to achieve or, perhaps, fix. Then you decide if
RCV is the electoral system that will help you achieve those goals. If it is, then you figure out how to
set up your system and outreach programming based on the very specific needs of your community.
Although many of the technical aspects of an RCV system are similar from an administrative
standpoint, the needs of each community and how you choose to educate and communicate about
the system can be very different and allow for you to customize that experience to your voters.

Just my two cents….take it for what it is worth.

I’ll check with my staff and see if anyone is able to attend.

Take care,

Melissa Kennedy (she/her/hers)

City Clerk | City of St. Louis Park
5005 Minnetonka Blvd, St. Louis Park, MN 55416
Office: 952.928.2840
www.stlouispark.org
Experience LIFE in the Park.

From: Devin Montero <Devin.Montero@brooklynpark.org> 

Item #3
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From: Scipioni, Christina M
To: Devin Montero
Cc: Oakland, Marla
Subject: RE: Ranked Choice Voting Presentation
Date: Monday, May 2, 2022 3:27:59 PM
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2021 RCV Administrative Rules.pdf

Hi Devin,

We did a hand tabulation, which was great for a first go-round to demonstrate how RCV works. We will be
using the spreadsheet method next year.

Attached are our administrative rules for the hand count process.

Thanks,
Christina

Christina M. Scipioni
City Clerk’s Office | City Clerk
PH: 952-563-4989 EMAIL: cmscipioni@bloomingtonmn.gov
1800 West Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, MN 55431

From: Devin Montero <Devin.Montero@brooklynpark.org> 
Sent: Monday, May 2, 2022 3:19 PM
To: Scipioni, Christina M <cmscipioni@BloomingtonMN.gov>
Cc: Oakland, Marla <moakland@BloomingtonMN.gov>
Subject: RE: Ranked Choice Voting Presentation

Marla and Christina,

What is the tabulation method you use for RCV? Do you have any documentation on that?

Thanks.

Devin Montero, CMC
City Clerk 
W. 763-493-8180  C. 763-439-1883
“Proudly Serving You and the Community”

From: Scipioni, Christina M <cmscipioni@BloomingtonMN.gov> 
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2022 12:42 PM
To: Devin Montero <Devin.Montero@brooklynpark.org>
Cc: Oakland, Marla <moakland@BloomingtonMN.gov>
Subject: RE: Ranked Choice Voting Presentation

Hi Devin,

Item #4
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City of Bloomington 
Ranked Choice Voting Administrative Rules 


Introduction 


These Administrative Rules are a supplement to Minnesota Election Law and Rules, Bloomington City 
Charter and Bloomington City Code Chapter 3. Definitions and procedures within Bloomington City Code 
Chapter 3 apply to the Administrative Rules. 


Section 1: Ballot Format 


The instructions for the ranked choice voting portion of the ballot shall read: 


Ranked Choice Voting Instructions to the Voters: 
• Rank your choices for each contest.
• Vote from left to right in order of your preference.
• To vote, completely fill in the oval(s) next to your choice(s) like this:


Each race shall include the instructions: 


Rank your first, second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth choices in the columns below. One to be 
elected.  


The instructions next to each ranking number shall read: 


1st Choice, if any. 
Select One. 


4th Choice, if any. 
Select One 


2nd Choice, if any. 
Select One 


5th Choice, if any. 
Select One 


3rd Choice, if any. 
Select One 


6th Choice, if any. 
Select One 


The number of rankings in the instructions will match the number of candidates that file, up to six. 


Section 2: Ranked-Choice Voting Tabulation Center 


Bloomington Civic Plaza, 1800 West Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, Minnesota is designated as the 
Ranked Choice Voting Tabulation Center (Tabulation Center). Any tabulation rounds, as required by City 
Code, shall be held within this facility. The room where the tabulation rounds will occur shall be marked 
with a sign denoting it as the Tabulation Center.  


The day after Election Day, two city election staff members shall transport accepted absentee ballots 
from Hennepin County Elections to the Tabulation Center. City election staff may be accompanied by a 
police officer or community service officer from the Bloomington Police Department for assistance with 
the transport. The ballots shall be transported in cases sealed by Hennepin County Elections staff. While 
transporting the ballots, Bloomington staff members will drive together in the same vehicle and 







maintain joint custody of the ballots until they are delivered to the City of Bloomington’s secure ballot 
storage area. 


Ranked choice voting tabulation rounds shall begin at 9 a.m. the Thursday after Election Day. Should 
absentee ballot delivery be delayed, the Chief Election Official may delay the tabulation until all required 
ballots have been transported to the Tabulation Center. If tabulation is delayed, notice of the delay shall 
be posted on the City’s website and at the Tabulation Center. Tabulation will continue each day from 9 
a.m. to approximately 5 p.m. Tabulation will not occur the Sunday after the election, unless the Chief
Election Official determines it is necessary in order to complete all tabulation rounds before the
Canvassing Board meeting.


The tabulation of votes is open to the public. The Chief Election Official shall provide a designated area 
for the public within the Tabulation Center room. No one other than election officials may touch the 
tables, ballots or other election materials.  


NOTE: Pursuant to State Statute, challenges are not permitted during the initial tabulation of votes. If a 
race is subject to a recount, the challenge procedure in State Statute applies to tabulation rounds during 
the recount. 


The Chief Election Official may appoint a Sergeant-At-Arms to ensure the orderly operations of the 
Tabulation Center. Members of the public obstructing Tabulation Center operations or engaging in 
disorderly conduct shall receive one verbal warning by the Chief Election Official. Members of the public 
who continue to obstruct Tabulation Center operations or continue to engage in disorderly conduct 
after receiving a verbal warning shall be removed by the Sergeant-At-Arms at the request of the Chief 
Election Official.  


Section 3: Tabulation Round Procedures 


Tabulation rounds required by City Code will be completed for one race before beginning for another 
race. Tabulation will occur in the following order: 


1. Councilmember district in numerical order (regular and special elections)
2. Mayor
3. Councilmember at-large
4. Special election for councilmember at-large


Counting Teams 
The Chief Election Official shall assign one or more counting teams to conduct a manual count of the 
ballots. Counting teams shall meet the major political party balance requirements in Minnesota Statutes 
204B.19 and 204C.19 Subd. 2. Each counting team shall consist of: 


• Two election judges to sort the ballots by candidate,
• Two or more election judges to count the ballots,
• Two or more election judges to count write-in ballots,
• One or more election judges to verify that ballots set aside as inactive have no votes for a viable


candidate, and
• One election official to record results.







In addition to the counting teams, two or more election judges may open the ballot transfer cases by 
precinct, orient the ballots in preparation for sorting by candidate, and count the total number of ballots 
in each precinct.  
 
Counting Team Procedures 
A counting team will sort the ballots for one precinct at a time. Beginning with the voters’ first choice 
selections, ballots will be sorted into the following sets of piles: 


• A separate pile for each candidate 
• A single pile for all write-in votes 
• A single pile for inactive ballots 


 
Ballots from successive precincts will be added to the piles until all ballots for a district are piled. For 
citywide races, the ballots from all of the districts will then be combined to determine citywide vote 
totals. 
 
Voter intent shall be determined according to Minnesota Statute 204C.22. If the counting team finds 
they cannot agree upon the application of Minnesota Statute 204C.22, the Chief Election Official shall 
make the final determination regarding voter intent.  
 
Once all of the ballots for an office have been sorted into piles, the ballots in each pile will be counted 
into groups of 25 and the total of first choice votes will be determined. Two or more election judges will 
count the ballots. Two or more election judges will count the write-in candidates using the Write-In Tally 
Form (Attachment A). After all ballots have been counted, the vote totals will be recorded on round 
statement sheets (Attachment B). One of the completed round statement sheets will be placed on top 
of each of the piles and another given to the election official who is recording the results. The write-in 
tally sheet will also be provided to the election official. 
 
If no candidate has reached the threshold, the election official will determine if any of the candidates 
are mathematically eliminated. Ballots for eliminated candidates will be examined to determine the 
voter’s next choice. Each ballot will be reallocated to the highest continuing ranking. If there are no 
remaining viable choices on the ballot, the ballot will be placed in the inactive pile. 
 
After the reallocated ballots have been placed in the proper piles, the ballots piled in that round will be 
counted and the results added to the vote totals for each continuing candidate. Write-in votes for 
candidates not eliminated in previous rounds of counting will be tallied.  
 
This process is repeated in additional rounds of counting until one candidate meets the threshold. 


 
Results Reporting Procedures 
 
After each round of tabulation, the Chief Election Official will post the unofficial results at the Tabulation 
Center. The unofficial results will be posted on the City’s website as soon as practicable after each round 
of tabulation. Following tabulation, results are certified by the Bloomington Canvassing Board. Official 
results will be posted on the City’s website following Canvassing Board certification.  







City of Bloomington 
Write-in Tally Form – RCV Tabulation Rounds 


Election Date: _______________________________ 


Office Sought: _________________________________________ 


Tabulation Round Number _________________ 


Candidate Name Tally Vote Total 


Election Judge: ____________________       Election Judge: ________________________ 


Attachment A







City of Bloomington 
Ranked Choice Voting Tabulation Round Statement Sheet 


Tabulation Round Number: _____________ 


Precinct (Round 1 only) ___________________ 


Candidate: _________________________________________________________________ 


Vote Total: ______________________________ 


Attachment B
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City of Bloomington 
Ranked Choice Voting Administrative Rules 

Introduction 

These Administrative Rules are a supplement to Minnesota Election Law and Rules, Bloomington City 
Charter and Bloomington City Code Chapter 3. Definitions and procedures within Bloomington City Code 
Chapter 3 apply to the Administrative Rules. 

Section 1: Ballot Format 

The instructions for the ranked choice voting portion of the ballot shall read: 

Ranked Choice Voting Instructions to the Voters: 
• Rank your choices for each contest.
• Vote from left to right in order of your preference.
• To vote, completely fill in the oval(s) next to your choice(s) like this:

Each race shall include the instructions: 

Rank your first, second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth choices in the columns below. One to be 
elected.  

The instructions next to each ranking number shall read: 

1st Choice, if any. 
Select One. 

4th Choice, if any. 
Select One 

2nd Choice, if any. 
Select One 

5th Choice, if any. 
Select One 

3rd Choice, if any. 
Select One 

6th Choice, if any. 
Select One 

The number of rankings in the instructions will match the number of candidates that file, up to six. 

Section 2: Ranked-Choice Voting Tabulation Center 

Bloomington Civic Plaza, 1800 West Old Shakopee Road, Bloomington, Minnesota is designated as the 
Ranked Choice Voting Tabulation Center (Tabulation Center). Any tabulation rounds, as required by City 
Code, shall be held within this facility. The room where the tabulation rounds will occur shall be marked 
with a sign denoting it as the Tabulation Center.  

The day after Election Day, two city election staff members shall transport accepted absentee ballots 
from Hennepin County Elections to the Tabulation Center. City election staff may be accompanied by a 
police officer or community service officer from the Bloomington Police Department for assistance with 
the transport. The ballots shall be transported in cases sealed by Hennepin County Elections staff. While 
transporting the ballots, Bloomington staff members will drive together in the same vehicle and 
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maintain joint custody of the ballots until they are delivered to the City of Bloomington’s secure ballot 
storage area. 

Ranked choice voting tabulation rounds shall begin at 9 a.m. the Thursday after Election Day. Should 
absentee ballot delivery be delayed, the Chief Election Official may delay the tabulation until all required 
ballots have been transported to the Tabulation Center. If tabulation is delayed, notice of the delay shall 
be posted on the City’s website and at the Tabulation Center. Tabulation will continue each day from 9 
a.m. to approximately 5 p.m. Tabulation will not occur the Sunday after the election, unless the Chief
Election Official determines it is necessary in order to complete all tabulation rounds before the
Canvassing Board meeting.

The tabulation of votes is open to the public. The Chief Election Official shall provide a designated area 
for the public within the Tabulation Center room. No one other than election officials may touch the 
tables, ballots or other election materials.  

NOTE: Pursuant to State Statute, challenges are not permitted during the initial tabulation of votes. If a 
race is subject to a recount, the challenge procedure in State Statute applies to tabulation rounds during 
the recount. 

The Chief Election Official may appoint a Sergeant-At-Arms to ensure the orderly operations of the 
Tabulation Center. Members of the public obstructing Tabulation Center operations or engaging in 
disorderly conduct shall receive one verbal warning by the Chief Election Official. Members of the public 
who continue to obstruct Tabulation Center operations or continue to engage in disorderly conduct 
after receiving a verbal warning shall be removed by the Sergeant-At-Arms at the request of the Chief 
Election Official.  

Section 3: Tabulation Round Procedures 

Tabulation rounds required by City Code will be completed for one race before beginning for another 
race. Tabulation will occur in the following order: 

1. Councilmember district in numerical order (regular and special elections)
2. Mayor
3. Councilmember at-large
4. Special election for councilmember at-large

Counting Teams 
The Chief Election Official shall assign one or more counting teams to conduct a manual count of the 
ballots. Counting teams shall meet the major political party balance requirements in Minnesota Statutes 
204B.19 and 204C.19 Subd. 2. Each counting team shall consist of: 

• Two election judges to sort the ballots by candidate,
• Two or more election judges to count the ballots,
• Two or more election judges to count write-in ballots,
• One or more election judges to verify that ballots set aside as inactive have no votes for a viable

candidate, and
• One election official to record results.
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In addition to the counting teams, two or more election judges may open the ballot transfer cases by 
precinct, orient the ballots in preparation for sorting by candidate, and count the total number of ballots 
in each precinct.  

Counting Team Procedures 
A counting team will sort the ballots for one precinct at a time. Beginning with the voters’ first choice 
selections, ballots will be sorted into the following sets of piles: 

• A separate pile for each candidate
• A single pile for all write-in votes
• A single pile for inactive ballots

Ballots from successive precincts will be added to the piles until all ballots for a district are piled. For 
citywide races, the ballots from all of the districts will then be combined to determine citywide vote 
totals. 

Voter intent shall be determined according to Minnesota Statute 204C.22. If the counting team finds 
they cannot agree upon the application of Minnesota Statute 204C.22, the Chief Election Official shall 
make the final determination regarding voter intent.  

Once all of the ballots for an office have been sorted into piles, the ballots in each pile will be counted 
into groups of 25 and the total of first choice votes will be determined. Two or more election judges will 
count the ballots. Two or more election judges will count the write-in candidates using the Write-In Tally 
Form (Attachment A). After all ballots have been counted, the vote totals will be recorded on round 
statement sheets (Attachment B). One of the completed round statement sheets will be placed on top 
of each of the piles and another given to the election official who is recording the results. The write-in 
tally sheet will also be provided to the election official. 

If no candidate has reached the threshold, the election official will determine if any of the candidates 
are mathematically eliminated. Ballots for eliminated candidates will be examined to determine the 
voter’s next choice. Each ballot will be reallocated to the highest continuing ranking. If there are no 
remaining viable choices on the ballot, the ballot will be placed in the inactive pile. 

After the reallocated ballots have been placed in the proper piles, the ballots piled in that round will be 
counted and the results added to the vote totals for each continuing candidate. Write-in votes for 
candidates not eliminated in previous rounds of counting will be tallied.  

This process is repeated in additional rounds of counting until one candidate meets the threshold. 

Results Reporting Procedures 

After each round of tabulation, the Chief Election Official will post the unofficial results at the Tabulation 
Center. The unofficial results will be posted on the City’s website as soon as practicable after each round 
of tabulation. Following tabulation, results are certified by the Bloomington Canvassing Board. Official 
results will be posted on the City’s website following Canvassing Board certification.  
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City of Bloomington 
Write-in Tally Form – RCV Tabulation Rounds 

Election Date: _______________________________ 

Office Sought: _________________________________________ 

Tabulation Round Number _________________ 

Candidate Name Tally Vote Total 

Election Judge: ____________________       Election Judge: ________________________ 

Attachment A
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City of Bloomington 
Ranked Choice Voting Tabulation Round Statement Sheet 

Tabulation Round Number: _____________ 

Precinct (Round 1 only) ___________________ 

Candidate: _________________________________________________________________ 

Vote Total: ______________________________ 

Attachment B
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This message may be from an external email source.
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security
Operations Center.

From: Maeda, David (OSS)
To: Devin Montero
Subject: RE: Ranked Choice Voting Question
Date: Monday, May 2, 2022 2:55:58 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Hi Devin- no we have not certified any ranked choice voting system. In 2021, Minneapolis asked us
to do an experimental certification as is allowed in the statute. We said no because our certification
process is making sure the equipment complies with statutes and rules and nothing in our statutes
or rules allows for RCV. So unless the legislature passes RCV into law, we can’t certify equipment to
tabulate ranked choice voting.

-david

David Maeda
Director of Elections/Deputy Secretary of State
Office of Minnesota Secretary of State, Steve Simon
180 State Office Building, 100 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
St. Paul, MN 55155
Phone:  651-556-0612
Website: https://www.sos.state.mn.us/

From: Devin Montero <Devin.Montero@brooklynpark.org> 
Sent: Monday, May 2, 2022 2:30 PM
To: Maeda, David (OSS) <David.Maeda@state.mn.us>
Subject: Ranked Choice Voting Question

Hey David!

A question from a Charter Commission Member.

Has the tabulation equipment for Ranked Choice Voting been certified the Secretary of
State’s Office?

I’m assuming they are talking about the Ballot Counter?

Any movement on getting it certified?

Thanks.

Item #5
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From: Thomson, James J.
To: Devin Montero; Jay Stroebel
Subject: RE: RCV Question on the Ballot
Date: Monday, May 2, 2022 8:22:56 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Devin,

The charter commission can propose charter amendments to the voters without city council
approval. The proposed amendment must be submitted at least 17 weeks before the general
election.

Jim

James J. Thomson
Direct: 612.337.9209
jthomson@kennedy-graven.com

From: Devin Montero <Devin.Montero@brooklynpark.org> 
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2022 3:30 PM
To: Thomson, James J. <jthomson@Kennedy-Graven.com>; Jay Stroebel
<Jay.Stroebel@BrooklynPark.Org>
Subject: RCV Question on the Ballot

Jim,

Chair Secara asked what the deadline was to place a question on the ballot. I also asked
him to clarify his questions. See below.

I have July 12, 2022 as the last day for the Charter Commission to submit a charter
amendment to the council (17 weeks prior to the date of the General Election. (MS410.12
Sub 1) and August 26 as the final date to submit a ballot question (74 days before election)
to the County Auditor (MS205.16, Sub 4).

He also asked if the Charter Commission could bypass the council on placing a question on
the November ballot.

I don’t see these happening without the council approving any of it.

Chair Secara also wants you to attend the May meeting too.

Thanks.

Devin Montero, CMC
City Clerk 
W. 763-493-8180  C. 763-439-1883

Item #6
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