
AGENDA 
PARK ADVISORY COMMISSION  

REGULAR MEETING 
CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA 

AUGUST 4, 2025  
7:00 PM  

 
 
CALL TO ORDER: 
 
CALL OF ROLL: 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM: 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
OPEN FORUM: 
“An opportunity for members of the public to address the Park Advisory Commission on items 
not on the current Agenda. Items requiring Park Advisory Commission action maybe deferred to 
staff for research and future Wyoming Park Advisory Commission Agendas if appropriate.” 
 
CONSENT AGENDA:  
Items under the “Consent Agenda” will be adopted with one motion; however, council members 
may request individual items to be pulled from the consent agenda for discussion and action if 
they choose. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
  
1.  Consider approving the minutes of the “Regular Meeting” of the Wyoming Park Advisory 

Commission for June 2, 2025 
 
OLD BUSINESS:  
 
NEW BUSINESS:  
  
2.  Open Meeting Law Review 
 
COMMUNICATIONS: 
  
3.  Chisago County SHIP Community Partner Award Grant - 2025 
  
4.  Hawk Meadows - Dedicated Tree 
 
UPCOMING: 
 
PARK STEWARD UPDATES 
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ADJOURN 
NEXT MEETING: 

SEPTEMBER 8, 2025 
7:00PM 

 

Page 2 of 25



 

DRAFT MINUTES 
WYOMING PARK ADVISORY COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA 

JUNE 2, 2025 
7:00PM 

 
CALL TO ORDER: 
Chair Spangler called the Regular Meeting of the Wyoming Park Advisory Commission for June 2, 2025 to 
order at 7:00PM   
 
CALL OF ROLL: 
On a Call of the Roll the following members of the Wyoming Park Advisory Commission were present: 
Members Bruce Spangler, Bruce Vukelich, and Dawn Jameson 
 
Absent: Commissioner Jessica Bergan 
 
Also Present: Brett Ohnstad - Council Liaison, Grant MacFarlane - Assistant City Administrator, Steve Reeves 
– Public Works Superintendent, and Rick Lopez – Assistant Public Works Superintendent 
 
Visitors:  
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM: 
 
Chair Spangler determined a Quorum was present. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
OPEN FORUM:  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 

1. Consider approving the minutes of the “Regular Meeting” of the Wyoming Park Advisory 
Commission for May 5, 2025 

 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY MEMBER VUKELICH, SECONDED BY MEMBER 
JAMESON, TO APPROVE THE PARK ADVISORY COMMISSION MINUTES FROM THE 
MAY 5, 2025 MEETING. 

 
Voting Aye: Spangler, Jameson, and Vukelich 
Voting Nay: None  
Abstain: None 
 

COMMUNICATIONS: 
 
NEW BUSINESS:   
 

2. Fireside Park Ribbon Cutting Ceremony 
Assistant City Administrator MacFarlane provided an update to the Park Advisory Commission 
regarding the Fireside Park project. MacFarlane stated that the anticipated date for project completion 
had been pushed back due to rain, but that staff was proposing a Ribbon Cutting Ceremony for 
Wednesday, June 18th at 5:00PM. 
 
The Commissioners stated that the date and time for the event would work and recommended that 
staff move forward with the event.  
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Park Steward Updates 

 
Vukelich – Commented on the condition of the stones at Centennial Park.  
 
MacFarlane stated that he had been in contact with different masonry vendors and was waiting to receive 
a few more quotes on the project.  
 
Commissioner Vukelich added that Hawk Meadows looked good but that dog droppings were common. 
Inquired about the potential of adding additional dog waste signage. Railroad Park is looking good. 

 
Bergan – MacFarlane stated that Commissioner Bergan had submitted her report electronically. 
MacFarlane read the email which stated that Tolzmann, Lions, and Ashton parks all looked good. Noted 
that there was a family at Lions Park and that they really enjoyed the balancing structure. Tolzmann also 
had a family enjoying the park and they appreciated the slides. Asked when parks were being mowed as 
the weeds were getting long. 

 
Spangler – Blue Spruce and Fireside were both looking great. Question regarding a potential pad for the 
Goodview slide landing zone. Discussed City leash laws. 
 
Jameson – All of the parks looked good.  

 
ADJOURN 
  

A MOTION WAS MADE BY MEMBER JAMESON, SECONDED BY MEMBER VUKELICH, 
TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 2, 2025 MEETING OF THE WYOMING PARK ADVISORY 
COMMISSION AT 7:17PM 
 
Voting Aye: Spangler, Jameson, and Vukelich 
Voting Nay: None  
Abstain: None 

 
 

NEXT MEETING: 
JULY 7, 2025 

7:00PM 
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Park Advisory Commission Communication 

 
 

 
 
Date: July 29, 2025  
 
Presented to: Park Advisory Commission 
Presented by: Grant MacFarlane, Assistant City Administrator 
Department: Administration 
Reference: Open Meeting Law 
Method: New Business  
 
Background Information: 
Open Meeting Laws (OML) were last reviewed by the Park Advisory Commission in January of 2023. As a public body 
which is subject to following OML, I believe that it is important that we review them once again to highlight the ways 
that OML impacts how the Commission conducts itself inside and outside of meetings. This item should serve as a 
nice refresher on OML. 
 
The Park Advisory Commission is a public body which serves the City of Wyoming by making recommendations on 
park-related activities to the Wyoming City Council. As a public body, the Park Advisory Commission is subject to 
Minnesota’s Open Meeting Law. This law ensures that all residents have the ability to remain informed and to 
express their views to the public body. 
 
In addition to this, OML also states that members of the public body must avoid discussions involving a quorum or 
more of Park Advisory Commission members either personally or electronically. Chance meetings, such as social 
gatherings, are not considered a “meeting” subject to OML so long as there is not a quorum present. If a quorum is 
present, it will not be considered a “meeting” subject to OML so long as the quorum does not discuss, decide, or 
receive information about official city business. 
 
I have attached the entire Open Meeting Law write-up which was provided by the League of Minnesota Cities. Staff 
will welcome any questions or requests for clarification from the Park Advisory Commissioners, should they have 
any. 
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II. The open meeting law 
 

A. Purpose 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.01. The Minnesota open meeting law generally requires that all meetings of 

public bodies must be noticed and open to the public. This presumption of 
openness serves three vital purposes: 

Rupp v. Mayasich, 533 
N.W.2d 893 (Minn. Ct. App. 
1995). St. Cloud Newspapers, 
Inc. v. Dist. 742 Community 
Schools, 332 N.W.2d 1 
(Minn. 1983). 

• It prohibits actions from being taken at a secret meeting where it is 
impossible for the interested public to become fully informed concerning 
decisions of public bodies or detect improper influences. 

• It ensures the public’s right to be informed. 
• It gives the public an opportunity to present its views to the public body. 

 

B. Public notice 
See section I. - Types of 
meetings and notice 
requirements. Minn. Stat. § 
13D.04, subd. 7.   

Public notice generally must be provided for meetings of a public body 
subject to the open meeting law. The notice requirements depend on the type 
of meeting. However, if a person receives actual notice of a meeting at least 
24 hours before it takes place, all notice requirements under the open 
meeting law are satisfied, regardless of the method of receipt. 

 

C. Location 
Quast v. Knutson, 150 
N.W.2d 199, 200 (Minn. 
1967) (holding that a school 
board violated the open 
meeting law when it held a 
meeting in a room located 20 
miles outside the school 
district). DPO 18-003. 

The Minnesota Supreme Court has held that, to meet the statutory 
requirement that meetings of public bodies shall be open to the public, “it is 
essential that such meetings be held in a public place located within the 
territorial confines of the [public body] involved.”  

 

D. Printed Materials 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 6.            
DPO 08-015. DPO 13-015 
(noting that the open meeting 
law “is silent with respect to 
agendas; it neither requires 
them nor prohibits them”). 
DPO 18-003. DPO 18-011. 

At least one copy of the printed materials relating to agenda items that are 
provided to the council at or before a meeting must also be made available 
for public inspection in the meeting room while the governing body 
considers the subject matter. 
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Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 6. This requirement does not apply to materials classified by law as other than 
public or to materials relating to the agenda items of a closed meeting. 

 

E. Groups governed by the open meeting law 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 1. The open meeting law applies to all governing bodies of any school district, 

unorganized territory, county, city, town or other public body, and to any 
committee, sub-committee, board, department or commission of a public 
body. 

 Thus, the law applies to meetings of all city councils, planning commissions, 
firefighter relief associations, economic development authorities, and 
housing redevelopment authorities, among others. 

Southern Minnesota 
Municipal Power Agency v. 
Boyne, 578 N.W.2d 362 
(Minn. 1998). 

The Minnesota Supreme Court has held, however, that the governing body 
of a municipal power agency, created under Minn. Stat. §§ 453.51-453.62, is 
not subject to the open meeting law because the Minnesota Legislature 
granted these agencies authority to conduct their affairs as private 
corporations. 

 

F. Gatherings governed by the open meeting law 
Moberg v. Indep. Sch. Dist. 
No. 281, 336 N.W.2d 510 
(Minn. 1983). St. Cloud 
Newspapers, Inc. v. Dist. 742 
Community Schools, 332 
N.W.2d 1 (Minn. 1983). 

The open meeting law does not define the term “meeting.” The Minnesota 
Supreme Court, however, has ruled that meetings are gatherings of a quorum 
or more of the members of the governing body, or a quorum of a committee, 
subcommittee, board, department, or commission thereof, at which members 
discuss, decide, or receive information as a group on issues relating to the 
official business of that governing body. 

Minn. Stat. § 412.191, subd. 
1. Minn. Stat. § 645.08 (5)v. 

A majority of the members of a statutory city council constitutes a quorum. 
A majority of the qualified members of any board or commission also 
constitutes a quorum. Home rule charter cities may have different quorum 
requirements. 

See section II.G.6. for more 
information about serial 
meetings. 

The open meeting law does not generally apply in situations where less than 
a quorum of the city council is involved. However, serial meetings in groups 
of less than a quorum that are held in order to avoid the requirements of the 
open meeting law may be found to violate the law, depending on the specific 
facts. 

 

G. Open meeting law exceptions 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 3. 
 
 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 1 
(d).  

There are seven exceptions to the open meeting law that authorize the 
closure of meetings to the public. Under these exceptions some meetings 
may be closed, and some meetings must be closed. Before a meeting is 
closed under any of the exceptions, the council must state on the record the 
specific grounds permitting the meeting to be closed and describe the subject 
to be discussed. 
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DPO 14-005.  
DPO 13-012. 
DPO 14-014. 

The commissioner of the Minnesota Department of Administration has 
advised that a member of the public body (and not its attorney) must make 
the statement on the record. The open meeting law does not define the 
phrase “on the record,” but the commissioner has advised that the phrase 
should be interpreted to mean a verbal statement in open session. 

The Free Press v. County of 
Blue Earth, 677 N.W.2d 471 
(Minn. Ct. App. 2004).  

The commissioner has also advised that citing the specific statutory 
authority that permits the closed meeting is the simplest way to satisfy the 
requirement for stating the specific grounds permitting the meeting to be 
closed. 

The Free Press v. County of 
Blue Earth, 677 N.W.2d 471 
(Minn. Ct. App. 2004) 
(holding that a county’s 
statement that it was closing a 
meeting under the attorney-
client privilege to discuss 
“pending litigation” did not 
satisfy the requirement of 
describing the subject to be 
discussed at a closed 
meeting). 

Both the commissioner and the Minnesota Court of Appeals have concluded 
that something more specific than a general statement is needed to satisfy 
the requirement of providing a description of the subject to be discussed. 

 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 1 
(d). 

All closed meetings, except those closed as permitted by the attorney-client 
privilege, must be electronically recorded at the expense of the public body. 
Unless otherwise provided by law, the recordings must be preserved for at 
least three years after the date of the meeting. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.04, subd. 5. The same notice requirements that apply to open meetings also apply to 
closed meetings. For example, if a closed meeting takes place at a regular 
meeting, the notice requirements for a regular meeting apply. Likewise, if a 
closed meeting takes place as a special meeting, the notice requirements for 
a special meeting apply. 

 

1. Meetings that may be closed 
 The public body may choose to close certain meetings. The following types 

of meetings may be closed: 
 

a. Labor negotiations under PELRA 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.03. 
DPO 13-012. 

A meeting to consider strategies for labor negotiations, including negotiation 
strategies or development or discussion of labor-negotiation proposals, may 
be closed. However, the actual negotiations must be done at an open meeting 
if a quorum of the council is present. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.03.  
Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 3. 

The following procedure must be used to close a meeting under this 
exception: 
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DPO 05-027. 
DPO 00-037. 

• The council must decide to close the meeting by a majority vote at a 
public meeting and must announce the time and place of the closed 
meeting. 

• Before closing the meeting, the council must state on the record the 
specific grounds permitting the meeting to be closed and describe the 
subject to be discussed. 

• A written record of all people present at the closed meeting must be 
available to the public after the closed meeting. 

• The meeting must be tape-recorded. 
• The recording must be kept for two years after the contract is signed. 
• The recording becomes public after all labor agreements are signed by 

the city council for the current budget period. 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.03, subd. 3. If an action claiming that other public business was transacted at the closed 

meeting is brought during the time the tape is not public, the court will 
review the recording privately. If the court finds no violation of the open 
meeting law the action will be dismissed and the recording will be preserved 
in court records until it becomes available to the public. If the court 
determines there may have been a violation, the entire recording may be 
introduced at the trial. However, the court may issue appropriate protective 
orders requested by either party. 

 
b. Performance evaluations 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
3(a). 

A public body may close a meeting to evaluate the performance of an 
individual who is subject to its authority. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
3(a). 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 3. 

The following procedure must be used to close a meeting under this 
exception: 

DPO 05-013 (advising that a 
government entity could close 
a meeting under this 
exception to discuss its 
contract with an independent 
contractor when that 
contractor is an individual 
human being). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DPO 14-007, DPO 15-002, 
and DPO 16-002 (discussing 
what type of summary is 
sufficient). 

• The public body must identify the individual to be evaluated prior to 
closing the meeting. 

• The meeting must be open at the request of the individual who is the 
subject of the meeting; so some advance notice to the individual is 
needed to allow the individual to make a decision. 

• Before closing the meeting, the council must state on the record the 
specific grounds permitting the meeting to be closed and describe the 
subject to be discussed. 

• The meeting must be electronically recorded, and the recording must be 
preserved for at least three years after the meeting. 

• At the next open meeting, the public body must summarize its 
conclusions regarding the evaluation. The council should be careful not 
to release private or confidential data in its summary. 
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c. Attorney-client privilege 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
3(b). 
Brainerd Daily Dispatch, 
LLC v. Dehen, 693 N.W.2d 
435 (Minn. Ct. App. 2005). 
Prior Lake American v. 
Mader, 642 N.W.2d 729 
(Minn. 2002). DPO 16-003.    
DPO 17-003. 

Meetings between the governing body and its attorney to discuss active, 
threatened, or pending litigation may be closed when the balancing of the 
purposes served by the attorney-client privilege against those served by the 
open meeting law dictates the need for absolute confidentiality. The need for 
absolute confidentiality should relate to litigation strategy, and will usually 
arise only after a substantive decision on the underlying matter has been 
made. 

Northwest Publications, Inc. 
v. City of St. Paul, 435 
N.W.2d 64 (Minn. Ct. App. 
1989). Minneapolis Star & 
Tribune v. Housing and 
Redevelopment Authority in 
and for the City of 
Minneapolis, 251 N.W.2d 
620 (Minn. 1976). 

This privilege may not be abused to suppress public observations of the 
decision-making process, and does not include situations where the council 
will be receiving general legal opinions and advice on the strengths and 
weaknesses of a proposed action that may give rise to future litigation. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 3. The following procedure must be used to close a meeting under this 
exception: 

See The Free Press v. County 
of Blue Earth, 677 N.W.2d 
471 (Minn. Ct. App. 2004) 
(holding that a general 
statement that a meeting was 
being closed under the 
attorney-client privilege to 
discuss “pending litigation” 
did not satisfy the 
requirement of describing the 
subject to be discussed). 

• Before closing the meeting, the council must state on the record the 
specific grounds permitting the meeting to be closed and describe the 
subject to be discussed.  

• The council should also describe how a balancing of the purposes of the 
attorney-client privilege against the purposes of the open meeting law 
demonstrates the need for absolute confidentiality. 

• The council must actually communicate with its attorney at the meeting. 

 
d. Purchase or sale of property 

 A public body may close a meeting to:  
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
3(c).  
Vik v. Wild Rice Watershed 
Dist., No. A09-1841 (Minn. 
Ct. App. 2010) (unpublished 
opinion). 

• Determine the asking price for real or personal property to be sold by the 
public body. 

• Review confidential or nonpublic appraisal data. 
• Develop or consider offers or counteroffers for the purchase or sale of 

real or personal property. 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
3(c). 

The following procedure must be used to close a meeting under this 
exception: 

DPO 14-014. 
DPO 08-001 (advising that a 
public body cannot authorize 
the release of a tape of a 
closed meeting under this 
exception until all property 
discussed at the meeting has 
been purchased or sold or the 
public body has abandoned 
the purchase or sale). 

• Before closing the meeting, the council must state on the record the 
specific grounds for closing the meeting, describe the subject to be 
discussed, and identify the particular property that is the subject of the 
meeting. 
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 • The meeting must be tape-recorded and the property must be identified 
on the tape. The recording must be preserved for eight years, and must 
be made available to the public after all property discussed at the 
meeting has been purchased or sold or after the public body has 
abandoned the purchase or sale. 

• A list of councilmembers and all other persons present at the closed 
meeting must be made available to the public after the closed meeting. 

• The actual purchase or sale of the property must be approved at an open 
meeting, and the purchase or sale price is public data. 

 
e. Security reports 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
3(d). 

A meeting may be closed to receive security briefings and reports, to discuss 
issues related to security systems, to discuss emergency-response procedures 
and to discuss security deficiencies in or recommendations regarding public 
services, infrastructure, and facilities—if disclosure of the information 
would pose a danger to public safety or compromise security procedures or 
responses. Financial issues related to security matters must be discussed, and 
all related financial decisions must be made at an open meeting. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
3(d). 

The following procedure must be used to close a meeting under this 
exception: 

 • Before closing the meeting, the council must state on the record the 
specific grounds for closing the meeting and describe the subject to be 
discussed.  

• When describing the subject to be discussed, the council must refer to 
the facilities, systems, procedures, services or infrastructure to be 
considered during the closed meeting. 

• The closed meeting must be tape-recorded, and the recording must be 
preserved for at least four years. 

 

2. Meetings that must be closed 
  There are some meetings that the open meeting law requires to be closed. 

The following meetings must be closed: 
 

a. Misconduct allegations 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
2(b).  
Minn. Stat. § 13.43, subd. 
2(4).  
DPO 03-020. 

A public body must close a meeting for preliminary consideration of 
allegations or charges against an individual subject to the public body’s 
authority.  

DPO 14-004. The commissioner of the Minnesota Department of Administration has 
advised that a city could not close a meeting under this exception to consider 
allegations of misconduct against a job applicant who had been extended a 
conditional offer of employment. 
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 (The job applicant was not a city employee). The commissioner reasoned 
that the city council had no authority to discipline the job applicant or to 
direct his actions in any way; therefore, he was not “an individual subject to 
its authority.” 

DPO 10-001. 
Minn. Stat. § 13.43. 

The commissioner has also advised that a tape recording of a closed meeting 
for preliminary consideration of misconduct allegations is private personnel 
data under Minn. Stat. § 13.43, subd. 4, and is accessible to the subject of 
the data but not to the public. The commissioner noted that at some point in 
time, some or all of the data on the tape may become public under Minn. 
Stat. § 13.43, subd. 2. 

 For example, if the employee is disciplined and there is a final disposition, 
certain personnel data becomes public. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 3. 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 1.  

The following procedure must be used to close a meeting under this 
exception: 

 
 
 
 
 
Note: There is a special 
provision dealing with 
allegations of law 
enforcement personnel 
misconduct; see Minn. Stat. § 
13D.05, subd. 2(a) and 
section II.G.2.b.- Certain not-
public data. 

• Before closing the meeting, the council must state on the record the 
specific grounds for closing the meeting and describe the subject to be 
discussed. 

• The meeting must be open at the request of the individual who is the 
subject of the meeting. Thus, the individual should be given advance 
notice of the existence and nature of the charges against him or her, so 
that the individual can make a decision. 

• The meeting must be electronically recorded, and the recording must be 
preserved for at least three years after the meeting. 

• If the public body decides that discipline of any nature may be warranted 
regarding the specific charges, further meetings must be open. 

 
b. Certain not-public data 

 The general rule is that meetings cannot be closed to discuss data that are not 
public under the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act. A meeting must 
be closed, however, if the following not-public data is discussed: 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
2(a). 
 
 
Minn. Stat. § 13.32.  
Minn. Stat. § 13.3805, subd. 
1.  
Minn. Stat. § 13.384.  
Minn. Stat. § 13.46, subds. 2, 
7. 
Minn. Stat. §§ 144.291-
144.298. 

• Data that would identify alleged victims or reporters of criminal sexual 
conduct, domestic abuse, or maltreatment of minors or vulnerable adults. 

• Internal affairs data relating to allegations of law enforcement personnel 
misconduct or active law enforcement investigative data. 

• Educational data, health data, medical data, welfare data or mental health 
data that are not-public data. 

• Certain medical records. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.01, subd. 3. 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd.1. 

The following procedure must be used to close a meeting under this 
exception: 

Page 12 of 25

https://mn.gov/admin/data-practices/opinions/library/#/detail/appId/1/id/267745
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13.43
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13d.01
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13d.05
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13D.05
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13D.05
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13d.05
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13d.05
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13.32
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13.3805
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13.3805
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13.384
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13.46
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=13.46
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/144
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/144
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13D.01
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/13D.05


RELEVANT LINKS: 

League of Minnesota Cities Information Memo:   10/30/2020  
Meetings of City Councils  Page 17 

 • The council must state on the record the specific grounds for closing the 
meeting and describe the subject to be discussed.  

• The meeting must be electronically recorded, and the recording must be 
preserved for at least three years after the meeting. 

 

H. Common issues 
 This section provides an overview of some of the common issues cities face 

while attempting to comply with the open meeting law. 
 

1. Data practices 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subds. 
1(a), 2(a). See section II.G.b.-
Certain not-public data.  

Generally, meetings may not be closed to discuss data that is not public 
under the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act (MGDPA). However, 
the public body must close any part of a meeting at which certain types of 
not-public data are discussed. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
2(a).  
Minn. Stat. § 13.03, subd. 11. 

If not-public data is discussed at an open meeting when the meeting is 
required to be closed, it is a violation of the open meeting law. Discussions 
of some types of not-public data may also be a violation of the MGDPA. 

 However, not-public data may generally be discussed at an open meeting 
without liability or penalty if both of the following criteria are met: 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
1(b). • The disclosure relates to a matter within the scope of the public body’s 

authority. 
• The disclosure is necessary to conduct the business or agenda item 

before the public body. 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.05, subd. 
1(c). 

Data that is discussed at an open meeting retains its original classification 
under the MGDPA. However, a record of the meeting is public, regardless 
of the form. It is suggested that not-public data that is discussed at an open 
meeting not be specifically detailed in the minutes. 

 

2. Interviews 
Channel 10, Inc. v. Indep. 
Sch. Dist. No. 709, 298 Minn. 
306, 215 N.W.2d 814 (Minn. 
1974). 

The Minnesota Supreme Court has held that a school board must interview 
prospective employees in open sessions.  

See section II.H.6. - Serial 
meetings. 

The Supreme Court concluded that the absence of a statutory exception to 
the open meeting law for interviews indicated that the legislature had 
decided that such sessions should not be closed. The reasoning would seem 
to apply to a city council’s interview of prospective officers and employees 
as well, if a quorum is present. 
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Mankato Free Press v. City of 
North Mankato, No. C1-96-
100036 (Fifth Jud. Dist. 
1996). 

In 1996, a district court found that it was not a violation of the open meeting 
law for candidates to be serially interviewed by members of a city council in 
one-on-one closed interviews. In this case, five city councilmembers were 
present in the same building, but each was conducting separate interviews in 
five different rooms. Because there was no quorum present in any of the 
rooms, the court found there was no meeting. The decision, however, was 
appealed. 

Mankato Free Press v. City of 
North Mankato, 563 N.W.2d 
291 (Minn. Ct. App. 1997). 
Mankato Free Press v. City of 
North Mankato, No. C9-98-
677 (Minn. Ct. App. Dec. 15, 
1998) (unpublished decision). 

In 1997, the Minnesota Court of Appeals reversed the district court’s 
decision and remanded the case back to the district court for a factual 
determination on whether the city used the one-on-one interview process in 
order to avoid the requirements of the open meeting law. 

 On remand, the district court found that the private interviews were not 
conducted for the purpose of avoiding public hearings. The case was again 
appealed. In an unpublished decision, the court of appeals affirmed the 
district court’s decision. 

 The conclusion that can be drawn from this decision appears to be that if 
serial meetings involving less than a quorum of a public body are held for 
the purpose of avoiding the requirements of the open meeting law, it will 
constitute a violation of the law. Cities that are considering holding private 
interviews with job applicants should first consult their city attorney. 

 

3. Executive sessions 
A.G. Op. 63-A-5 (June 13, 
1957). See also Minn. Stat. § 
13D.01, subd. 1(b) (4).  

The attorney general has advised that executive sessions of a city council 
must be open to the public. 

 

4. Informational meetings and committees 
St. Cloud Newspapers, Inc. v. 
Dist. 742 Community 
Schools, 332 N.W.2d 1 
(Minn. 1983). 

The Minnesota Supreme Court has held that informational seminars about 
school-board business, which the entire board attends, must be noticed and 
open to the public. As a result, it appears that any scheduled gathering of a 
quorum of a city council where it receives information about city business 
must be properly noticed and open to the public, regardless of whether the 
council takes or contemplates taking action at that gathering.  

 In addition, many city councils create committees to make recommendations 
regarding a specific issue. Commonly, such a committee will be responsible 
for researching the issue and submitting a recommendation to the council for 
its approval. These committees are usually advisory, and the council is still 
responsible for making the final decision. 
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 This type of committee may be subject to the open meeting law. Some 
factors that may be relevant in deciding whether a committee is subject to 
the open meeting law include: how the committee was created and who are 
its members; whether the committee is performing an ongoing function, or 
instead, is performing a one-time function; whether the committee receives 
public funds or uses public facilities or staff; and what duties and powers 
have been granted to the committee. 

DPO 05-014. For example, the commissioner of the Minnesota Department of 
Administration has advised that “standing” committees of a city hospital 
board that were responsible for management liaison, collection of 
information, and formulation of issues and recommendations for the board 
were committees subject to the open meeting law. The advisory opinion 
noted that the standing committees were performing tasks that relate to the 
ongoing operation of the hospital district and were not performing a one-
time or “ad hoc” function. 

DPO 07-025. In contrast, the commissioner has advised that a city’s Free Speech Working 
Group was not a committee that was subject to the open meeting law. This 
group consisted of members, including city officials, that the city council 
had appointed to develop and review strategies for addressing free-speech 
concerns relating to a political convention that was going to be held in the 
city. The commissioner reasoned that the group was not a committee subject 
to the open meeting law because it did not have any decision-making 
authority. 

A.G. Op. 63a-5 (Aug. 28, 
1996).  
 

City councils also routinely appoint individual councilmembers to act as 
liaisons between the council and particular groups. These types of groups 
may be considered a committee that is subject to the open meeting law.  

Sovereign v. Dunn, 498 
N.W.2d 62 (Minn. Ct. App. 
1993). See also Minnesota 
Daily v. Univ. of Minnesota, 
432 N.W.2d 189 (Minn. Ct. 
App. 1988) and Zahavy v. 
Univ. of Minnesota, 544 
N.W.2d 32 (Minn. Ct. App. 
1996). 

The Minnesota Court of Appeals considered a situation where the mayor and 
one other member of a city council attended a series of mediation sessions 
regarding an annexation dispute that were not open to the public. The court 
of appeals held that the open meeting law did not apply to these meetings, 
concluding “that a gathering of public officials is not a ‘committee, 
subcommittee, board, department or commission’ subject to the open 
meeting law unless the group is capable of exercising decision-making 
powers of the governing body.” 

Sovereign v. Dunn, 498 
N.W.2d 62 (Minn. Ct. App. 
1993). 

The court of appeals also noted that the capacity to act on behalf of the 
governing body is presumed where members of the group comprise a 
quorum of the body and could also arise where there has been a delegation 
of power from the governing body to the group. 

Thuma v. Kroschel, 506 
N.W.2d 14 (Minn. Ct. App. 
1993). 

In addition, a separate notice for a special meeting of the city council may 
also be required if a quorum of the council will be present at a committee 
meeting and will participate in the discussion. 
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 For example, when a quorum of a city council attended a meeting of the 
city’s planning commission, the Minnesota Court of Appeals ruled that there 
was a violation of the open meeting law, not because of the 
councilmembers’ attendance at the meeting, but because the 
councilmembers conducted public business in conjunction with that 
meeting.  

A.G. Op. 63a-5 (Aug. 28, 
1996). DPO 16-005. 

Based on that decision, the attorney general has advised that mere 
attendance by additional councilmembers at a meeting of a council 
committee held in compliance with the open meeting law would not 
constitute a special city council meeting requiring separate notice. The 
attorney general warned, however, that the additional councilmembers 
should not participate in committee discussions or deliberations, absent a 
separate notice of a special city council meeting. 

 

5. Chance or social gatherings 
St. Cloud Newspapers, Inc. v. 
District 742 Cmty. Sch., 332 
N.W.2d 1 (Minn. 1983). 
Moberg v. Indep. Sch. Dist. 
No. 281, 336 N.W.2d 510 
(Minn. 1983). DPO 18-003. 

Chance or social gathering of city councilmembers will not be considered a 
meeting subject to the open meeting law as long as there is not a quorum 
present, or, if a quorum is present, as long as the quorum does not discuss, 
decide, or receive information about official city business. 

Hubbard Broadcasting, Inc. 
v. City of Afton, 323 N.W.2d 
757 (Minn. 1982). 

The Minnesota Supreme Court has held that a conversation between two 
councilmembers over lunch regarding an application for a special-use permit 
did not violate the open meeting law because a quorum was not present. 

 

6. Serial meetings 
Moberg v. Indep. Sch. Dist. 
No. 281, 336 N.W.2d 510 
(Minn. 1983). See also DPO 
10-011 and DPO 06-017. 

The Minnesota Supreme Court has noted that meetings of less than a 
quorum of the public body held serially to avoid public hearings or to 
fashion agreement on an issue may violate the open meeting law depending 
on the circumstances.  

Mankato Free Press v. City of 
North Mankato, 563 N.W.2d 
291 (Minn. Ct. App. 1997). 

A Minnesota Court of Appeals’ decision also indicates that serial meetings 
could violate the open meeting law. The Minnesota Court of Appeals 
considered a situation where individual councilmembers conducted separate, 
serial interviews of candidates for a city position in one-on-one closed 
interviews. Although the district court found that no meetings had occurred 
because there was never a quorum of the council present, the court of 
appeals remanded the decision back to the district court for a determination 
of whether the councilmembers had used this interview process for the 
purpose of avoiding the requirements of the open meeting law. 

Mankato Free Press v. City of 
North Mankato, No. C9-98-
677 (Minn. Ct. App. Dec. 15, 
1998) (unpublished decision). 

On remand, the district court found that the private interviews were not 
conducted for the purpose of avoiding the requirements of the open meeting 
law. This decision was also appealed, and the court of appeals, in an 
unpublished decision, agreed with the district court’s decision. 
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 A city that wants to hold private interviews with applicants for city 
employment should first consult with its city attorney. 

 

7. Training sessions 
Compare St. Cloud 
Newspapers, Inc. v. Dist. 742 
Community Schools, 332 
N.W.2d 1 (Minn. 1983) and 
A.G. Op. 63a-5 (Feb. 5, 
1975). 

Whether the participation of a quorum or more of councilmembers in a 
training program should be considered a meeting under the open meeting 
law would likely depend on whether the program includes a discussion of 
general training information or a discussion of specific matters relating to an 
individual city. 

A.G. Op. 63a-5 (Feb. 5, 
1975). 

The attorney general has advised that a city council’s participation in a non-
public training program devoted to developing skills at effective 
communication was not a meeting subject to the open meeting law. 

 However, the opinion also stated that if there were to be any discussions of 
specific city business by the attending members, such as where 
councilmembers exchange views on the city’s policy in granting liquor 
licenses, such discussions would likely violate the open meeting law. 

DPO 16-006. The commissioner of the Department of Administration has likewise advised 
that a school board’s participation in a non-public team-building session to 
“improve trust, relationships, communications, and collaborative problem 
solving among Board members,” was not a meeting subject to the open 
meeting law if the members are not “gathering to discuss, decide, or receive 
information as a group relating to ‘the official business’ of the governing 
body.” 

 However, the opinion also advised that if there were to be any discussions of 
specific official business by the attending members, either outside or during 
training sessions, it could be a violation of the open meeting law. 

 

8. Telephone, email, and social media 
Moberg v. Indep. Sch. Dist. 
No. 281, 336 N.W.2d 510 
(Minn. 1983). 
 

It is possible that communication through telephone calls, email, or other 
technology could violate the open meeting law. The Minnesota Supreme 
Court has indicated that communication through letters and telephone calls 
could violate the open meeting law under certain circumstances. 

DPO 09-020. The commissioner of the Minnesota Department of Administration has 
advised that back-and-forth email communication among a quorum of a 
public body in which official business was discussed violated the open 
meeting law. However, the opinion also advised that “one-way 
communication between the chair and members of a public body is 
permissible, such as when the chair or a staff sends meeting materials via 
email to all board members, as long as no discussion or decision-making 
ensues.” 
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O’Keefe v. Carter, No. A12-
0811 (Minn. Ct. App. Dec. 
31, 2012) (unpublished 
decision). But see DPO 17-
005. 

In contrast, the Minnesota Court of Appeals, in an unpublished decision, has 
concluded that email communications are not subject to the open meeting 
law because they are written communications and are not a “meeting” for 
purposes of the open meeting law.  

 

 
The decision also concluded that even if the email messages were subject to 
the open meeting law, the substance of the emails in question did not contain 
the type of discussion that would be required for a prohibited “meeting” to 
have occurred. The decision noted that the substance of the email messages 
was not important and controversial; instead, it related to a relatively 
straightforward operational matter. The decision also noted that the town 
board members did not appear to make any decisions in their email 
messages. 

Minn. Stat. § 480A.08, subd. 
3. 

Because this decision is unpublished, it is not binding on other courts. In 
addition, the outcome of this decision might have been different if the 
substance of the emails had related to something other than operational 
matters, for example, if the emails were attempting to build agreement on a 
particular issue that was going to be presented to the town board at a future 
meeting.  

Minn. Stat. § 13D.065. In 2014, the open meeting law was amended to provide that “the use of 
social media by members of a public body does not violate the open meeting 
law as long as the social media use is limited to exchanges with all members 
of the general public.” Email is not considered a type of social media under 
the new law. 

 The open meeting law does not define the term “social media,” but this term 
is generally understood to mean forms of electronic communication, 
including websites for social networking like Facebook, LinkedIn, and 
MySpace as well as blogs and microblogs like Twitter through which users 
create online communities to share information, ideas, and other content. 

 It is important to remember that the use of social media by city 
councilmembers could result in other claims, in addition to open meeting 
law claims, such as claims of defamation or of bias in decision making. 

 As a result, councilmembers should make sure that any comments they make 
on social media are factually correct, and they should not make any 
comments demonstrating bias on issues that will come before the council in 
the future for a quasi-judicial decision, such as the consideration of whether 
to grant an application for a conditional use permit.  

Moberg v. Indep. Sch. Dist. 
No. 281, 336 N.W.2d 510 
(Minn. 1983). See Section II. 
H.6. - Serial meetings. 
See DPO 17-005. 

It is also important to remember that serial discussions between less than a 
quorum of a public body that is subject to the open meeting law could 
violate the open meeting law under certain circumstances. 
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 Therefore, city councils and other groups to which the open meeting law 
applies should take a conservative approach and avoid using letters, 
telephone conversations, email, and other such technology if the following 
circumstances exist: 

 • A quorum of the council will be contacted regarding the same matter. 
• City business is being discussed. 

Minn. Stat. § 13.02, subd. 7. Another thing councilmembers should be careful about is which email 
account they use to receive emails relating to city business because such 
emails would likely be considered government data that are subject to a 
public-records request under the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act 
(MGDPA). The best option would be for each councilmember to have an 
individual email account that the city provides and city staff manage. 
However, this is not always possible for cities due to budget, size, or 
logistics. 

 If councilmembers don’t have a city email account, there are some things to 
think about before using a personal email account for city business. First, 
preferably only the councilmember should have access to the personal email 
account. Using a shared account with other family members could lead to 
information being inadvertently deleted. Also, since city emails are 
government data, city officials may have to separate personal emails from 
city emails when responding to a public-records request. 

 Second, if the account a city councilmember wants to use for city business is 
tied to a private employer, that private employer may have a policy that 
restricts this kind of use. 

 Even if a private employer allows this type of use, it is important to be aware 
that, in the event of a public-records request under the MGDPA or a 
discovery request in litigation, the private employer may be compelled to 
have a search done of a councilmember’s email communication on the 
private employer’s equipment or to restore files from a backup or archive.  

See Handbook, Records 
Management, for more 
information about records 
management. 

What may work best is to use a free, third-party email service, such as gmail 
or Hotmail, for your city account and to avoid using that email account for 
any personal email or for anything that may constitute an official record of 
city business since such records must be retained in accordance with the 
state records-retention requirements. 

 

I. Advisory opinions 
 

1. Department of Administration 
Minn. Stat. § 13.072, subd. 
1(b).  
See DPO for an index of 
advisory opinions by topic. 

The commissioner of the Minnesota Department of Administration has 
authority to issue non-binding advisory opinions on certain issues related to 
the open meeting law. 
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 A court or other tribunal must give deference to an advisory opinion. A $200 
fee is required. The Data Practices Office (DPO) of the Department of 
Administration handles these requests. 

See Requesting an Open 
Meeting Law Advisory 
Opinion from DPO. 

A public body subject to the open meeting law can request an advisory 
opinion from the commissioner. In addition, a person who disagrees with the 
manner in which members of a governing body perform their duties under 
the open meeting law can also request an advisory opinion. 

 

2. Minnesota Attorney General 
Minn. Stat. § 8.07.    The Minnesota Attorney General is authorized to issue written advisory 

opinions to city attorneys on “questions of public importance.” 
See index of Attorney 
General Advisory opinions 
from 1993 to present. 

The Attorney General has issued several advisory opinions on the open 
meeting law. 

Star Tribune Co. v. Univ. of 
Minnesota Bd. of Regents, 
683 N.W.2d 274, 289 (Minn. 
2004). 

Opinions of the Attorney General are not binding on the courts but are 
entitled to careful consideration when they are of long standing. 

 

J. Penalties 
Minn. Stat. § 13D.06, subd. 2. 
O’Keefe v. Carter, No. A12-
0811 (Minn. Ct. App. Dec. 
31, 2012) (unpublished 
decision). Minn. Stat. § 
541.07 (2). 

An action to enforce the open meeting law may be brought by any person in 
any court of competent jurisdiction where the administrative office of the 
governing body is located. In an unpublished decision, the court of appeals 
concluded that this broad grant of jurisdiction authorized a member of a 
town board to bring an action against his own town board for alleged 
violations of the open meeting law.  

 This same decision also concluded that a two-year statute of limitations 
applies to lawsuits under the open meeting law. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.06, subds. 
1, 4. 

A councilmember who intentionally violates the open meeting law can be 
subject to personal liability in the form of a civil penalty of up to $300. The 
city may not pay this penalty. A court may take into account a 
councilmember’s time and experience in office to determine the amount of 
the penalty. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.06, subd. 4. 
See LMC information memo, 
LMCIT Liability Coverage 
Guide, Section III-M, Open 
meeting law and bankruptcy 
lawsuits, for information about 
insurance coverage for lawsuits 
under the open meeting law. 

In addition, a court may award reasonable costs, disbursements, and attorney 
fees of up to $13,000 to the person who brought the violation to court. The 
court may award costs and attorney fees to a city only if the action is found 
to be frivolous and without merit. A city may pay for any costs, 
disbursements, and attorney fees awarded. 
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Minn. Stat. 13D.06, subd. 4. If a plaintiff prevails in a lawsuit under the open meeting law, an award of 
reasonable attorney fees is mandatory if the court determines the public 
body was the subject of a prior written advisory opinion from the 
commissioner of the Department of Administration, and the court finds that 
the opinion is directly related to the lawsuit and that the public body did not 
act in conformity with the opinion.  

 A court is required to give deference to the advisory opinion in a lawsuit 
brought to determine whether the open meeting law was violated.  

Minn. Stat. § 13D.06, subd. 4 
(d). Coalwell v. Murray, No. 
C6-95-2436 (Minn. Ct. App. 
Aug. 6, 1996) (unpublished 
opinion). Elseth v. Hille, No. 
A12-1496 (Minn. Ct. App. 
May 13, 2013) (unpublished 
opinion). 

No monetary penalties or attorney fees may be awarded against a member of 
a public body unless the court finds there was intent to violate the open 
meeting law. 

Minn. Stat. § 13D.06, subd. 3. 
Claude v. Collins, 518 
N.W.2d 836 (Minn. 1994). 
Brown v. Cannon Falls 
Township, 723 N.W.2d 31 
(Minn. Ct. App. 2006). Funk 
v. O’Connor,  916 N.W.2d 
319 (Minn. 2018). 

If a person is found to have intentionally violated this chapter in three or 
more separate, sequential actions, the person must be removed from office 
and may not serve in any other capacity with that public body for a period of 
time equal to the term of office the person was serving.  

Minn. Stat. § 13D.06, subd. 3 
(b) and (c). 

If a court finds a separate, third violation that is unrelated to the previous 
violations, it must declare the position vacant and notify the appointing 
authority or clerk of the governing body. 

 As soon as practicable, the appointing authority or governing body shall fill 
the position as in the case of any other vacancy. 

Quast v. Knutson, 276 Minn. 
340, 150 N.W.2d 199 (Minn. 
1967). 

 

The open meeting law does not address whether actions taken at an improper 
meeting would be invalid. The Minnesota Supreme Court once held that an 
attempted school district consolidation was fatally defective when the 
initiating resolution was adopted at a meeting that was not open to the 
public. 

Sullivan v. Credit River 
Township, 217 N.W.2d 502 
(Minn. 1974). In re D & A 
Truck Line, Inc., 524 N.W.2d 
1 (Minn. Ct. App. 1994). Lac 
Qui Parle-Yellow Bank 
Watershed Dist. v. 
Wollschlager, No. C6-96-
1023 (Minn. Ct. App. Nov. 
12, 1996) (unpublished 
opinion). DPO 11-004. 

However, in more recent decisions, Minnesota courts have refused to 
invalidate actions taken at improperly closed meetings. The Minnesota 
Supreme Court has noted that the open meeting law does not provide for 
such a remedy because the open meeting law “does not specify that actions 
taken at a meeting which is not public shall be invalid.”  
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  Park Advisory Commission Memo 

 
 

CITY OF WYOMING 
P.O. Box 188, 26885 Forest Blvd., Wyoming, MN 55092 

Phone: 651-462-0575   Fax: 651-462-0576 
 

 
Date: July 29, 2025 
 

Presented to: Park Advisory Commission  
Presented by: Grant MacFarlane, Assistant City Administrator  
Department: Administration 
Reference: 2025 SHIP Grant 
Method: Communication 
  
Background Information:  
Chisago County State Health Improvement Partnership (SHIP) recently advertised its 2024 – 2025 Community Partner 
Award Grant to cities within Chisago County. This grant assists entities in creating opportunities to invest in equitable, 
healthy, and positive conditions which promote the health and well-being of all Minnesotans. SHIP’s mission is to aid 
communities in the creation of sustainable policies, systems, and/or environmental changes. The Community Partner 
Award Grant offers cities grant funding (up to $2,999.00) which would be used to further advance the mission of SHIP. 
 
The City of Wyoming was awarded this grant in late June of 2025 to complete the “Expanding Accessible Park Amenities 
– Picnic Tables” grant. As a part of this grant, SHIP will be awarding the City of Wyoming a total of $2,999.00 to complete 
the project. 
 
The Expanding Accessible Park Amenities project will see the City of Wyoming purchase three accessible tables for use at 
our community parks. Two of the tables will be located at Goodview Park while the third table is installed at Lion’s Park. 
These parks were chosen due to their high volume of visitors as well as for their existing picnic shelters. SHIP’s grant will 
enable the City to introduce accessible tables to two of the busiest parks within the community. These additional 
amenities are intended to further allow a greater number of individuals, with all degrees of ability, to enjoy these parks. 
 
The picnic tables were delivered on Friday, July 25th and are anticipated to be installed before mid-August.  
 
The design of the tables can be seen below: 
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PUBLIC SAFETY 

P.O. Box 188, 7665 Wyoming Trl., Wyoming, MN 55092 
Phone: 651-462-0577   Fax: 651-462-0506 
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Park Advisory Commission Communication 

 
 

 
 
Date: July 29, 2025  
 
Presented to: Park Advisory Commission 
Presented by: Grant MacFarlane, Assistant City Administrator 
Department: Administration 
Reference: Hawk Meadows – New Tree 
Method: Communication  
 
Background Information: 
In late 2024, a local resident reached out to the City with interest in donating and dedicating a tree in memory of his 
late father. Public Works Superintendent Steve Reeves took the lead on this project and collaborated with this 
resident over the following months to select an appropriate tree species and location for the project to take place. In 
addition to this, Mr. Reeves and the resident also coordinated on an appropriate time to plant the tree which could 
coincide with the family’s availability.  
 
In early July 2025, a Green Mountain Maple was planted at Hawk Meadows to honor the resident’s father. The 
resident covered the full cost of the tree and associated labor provided by the Public Works Department. There are 
no visible markings that indicate this tree is dedicated to the individual, the resident simply wished to have 
something permanent to dedicate to his father. 
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