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INTRODUCTION AND REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE JUDICIAL INTERVENTION 

Immediate judicial intervention is necessary to prevent Respondents from erroneously 

omitting a proposed amendment to the Minneapolis City Charter from the Minneapolis ballot for 

the November 8, 2016 general election. The final deadline for all ballot questions for the November 

election to be submitted to Hennepin County is August 26, 2016, three weeks from today. See 
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Minn. Stat. § 205.16, subd. 4. At the direction of the Minneapolis City Council, and contrary to 

Minn. Stat. § 410.12, Respondents are about to generate a ballot that does not include a proposed 

charter amendment requiring Minneapolis police officers to carry professional liability insurance, 

despite the fact that Petitioners and fellow advocates gathered the number of signatures legally 

required to place the amendment before voters. 

Upon receipt of this petition, the Court must “immediately set a time for a hearing on the 

matter and order the officer, board or individual charged with the error, omission or wrongful act 

to correct the error or wrongful act or perform the duty or show cause for not doing so.” Minn. 

Stat. § 204B.44(b). “The court shall issue its findings and a final order for appropriate relief as 

soon as possible after the hearing.” Id. 

PARTIES 

1. Petitioner David Bicking is an individual residing at 4200 Cedar Avenue, 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55407. Petitioner is the Chair of the Committee for Professional Policing. 

Petitioner is a citizen of the United States and of Minnesota. Petitioner is a qualified and eligible 

voter of the City of Minneapolis, a home rule charter city.  

2. Petitioner Michelle Gross is an individual residing at 241 Vincent Avenue North, 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55405. Petitioner is a Board Member of the Committee for Professional 

Policing. Petitioner is a citizen of the United States and of Minnesota. Petitioner is a qualified and 

eligible voter of the City of Minneapolis, a home rule charter city. 

3. Petitioner Janet Nye is an individual residing at 2112 Portland Avenue, 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55404. Petitioner is a Board Member of the Committee for Professional 

Policing. Petitioner is a citizen of the United States and of Minnesota. Petitioner is a qualified and 

eligible voter of the City of Minneapolis, a home rule charter city. 
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4. Petitioner Jill Waite is an individual residing at 3800 Sheridan Avenue North, 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55412. Petitioner is a Board Member of the Committee for Professional 

Policing. Petitioner is a citizen of the United States and of Minnesota. Petitioner is a qualified and 

eligible voter of the City of Minneapolis, a home rule charter city. 

5. Respondent Casey Joe Carl is the City Clerk for the City of Minneapolis. Along 

with the other Respondents, he is responsible for preparing the Minneapolis ballot for the general 

election to be held on November 8, 2016. 

6. Respondent Grace Wachlarowicz is the duly appointed and acting Director of 

Elections for the City of Minneapolis. Along with the other Respondents, she is responsible for 

preparing the Minneapolis ballot for the general election to be held on November 8, 2016.   

7. Respondent Ginny Gelms is the Elections Manager for Hennepin County, which 

comprises the City of Minneapolis. Along with the other Respondents, she is responsible for 

preparing the Minneapolis ballot for the general election to be held on November 8, 2016. 

8. Respondent Minneapolis City Council is the legislative branch of the City of 

Minneapolis.  

9. Respondent City of Minneapolis is a political subdivision of the State of Minnesota. 

JURISDICTION 

10. This court has jurisdiction under Minn. Stat. § 204B.44, which allows “[a]ny 

individual [to] file a petition . . . for the correction of any . . . errors, omissions, or wrongful acts 

which have occurred or are about to occur” on the part of any “municipal clerk . . . or any other 

individual charged with any duty concerning an election.”  

11. Judicial intervention is necessary to prevent Respondents from erroneously 

omitting a proposed amendment to the Minneapolis City Charter from the Minneapolis ballot for 
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the November 8, 2016 general election. At the direction of the Minneapolis City Council, and 

contrary to Minn. Stat. § 410.12, Respondents are about to generate a ballot that does not include 

a proposed charter amendment requiring Minneapolis police officers to carry professional liability 

insurance, despite the fact that Petitioners and fellow advocates gathered the number of signatures 

legally required to place the amendment before voters.  

12. Alternatively, Petitioners request a declaratory judgment under the Uniform 

Declaratory Judgments Act (the “Act”), which states that “[a]ny person . . . whose rights, status, 

or other legal relations are affected by a statute . . . may have determined any question of 

construction or validity arising under the . . . statute . . . and obtain a declaration of rights, status, 

or other legal relations thereunder.” Minn. Stat. § 555.02. Like Minn. Stat. § 204B.44, the Act is 

“remedial; its purpose is to settle and to afford relief from uncertainty and insecurity with respect 

to rights, status, and other legal relations; and is to be liberally construed and administered.” Minn. 

Stat. § 555.12.  

FACTS 

13. A committee of city residents recently came together to require Minneapolis police 

officers to carry professional liability insurance. The Committee for Professional Policing (the 

“Committee”) is composed of dozens of individuals.  

14. The Committee mobilized to place a charter amendment (the “Amendment”) on the 

November 8, 2016 ballot. The Amendment proposes, via the italicized language below, that 

Minneapolis police officers be required to carry professional liability insurance: 

Section 7.3(a)(2) Police Officers. Each peace officer appointed in the police department 

must be licensed as required by law.  Each such licensed officer may exercise any lawful 

power that a peace officer enjoys at common law or by general or special law, and may 

execute a warrant anywhere in the county.  Each appointed police officer must provide 

proof of professional liability insurance coverage in the amount consistent with current 

limits under the statutory immunity provision of state law and must maintain continuous 
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coverage throughout the course of employment as a police officer with the city.  Such 

insurance must be the primary insurance for the officer and must include coverage for 

willful or malicious acts and acts outside the scope of the officer’s employment by the city.  

If the City Council desires, the city may reimburse officers for the base rate of this coverage 

but officers must be responsible for any additional costs due to personal or claims history.  

The city may not indemnify police officers against liability in any amount greater than 

required by State Statute unless the officer’s insurance is exhausted.  This amendment shall 

take effect one year after passage. 

 

15. Pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 410.12, the Committee needed to assemble a petition of 

voters equal to five percent of the votes cast in the 2014 state general election in Minneapolis – or 

6,869 signatures – to qualify the Amendment for the ballot. The Committee began its signature 

collection efforts in or around June 2013.  

16. On June 2, 2016, the Committee submitted a total of 14,602 signatures in support 

of the Amendment to the Minneapolis Charter Commission.  

17. On June 7, 2016, Respondent Casey Carl provided a timeline for processing the 

petition, stating via email that the first opportunity for the City Council (the “Council”) to adopt 

the ballot question language would be July 1.  

18. On June 13, 2016, the Charter Commission accepted the petition and transmitted it 

to the Council by referring it to the City Clerk. 

19. Although all “registered voters” in Minneapolis were “eligible to sign the petition” 

pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 410.12, Minneapolis did not count the signatures of 2,085 registered 

voters as valid. For example, Minneapolis did not count the signatures of Latino voters who wrote 

down only their first names and paternal last names, omitting the maternal last name that would 

be listed last on a driver’s license. In addition, Minneapolis did not count the signatures of 

registered voters who moved within the city, disproportionally disenfranchising renters, low-

income people, and homeless people. For this reason, the Committee’s petition did not contain 
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enough valid signatures according to the City’s discriminatory criteria. The Committee then 

promptly obtained enough additional valid signatures to meet the City’s criteria. 

20. On July 11, 2016, the City Clerk certified that the petition contained 7,054 valid 

signatures and was thus sufficient and in compliance with relevant statutory provisions. The City 

Clerk forwarded the petition to the Council so that it could fix the Amendment’s final form – the 

only discretionary responsibility allotted to the Council under Minn. Stat. § 410.12.  

21. The Council did not vote regarding whether to place the proposed Amendment on 

the November ballot until August 5, 2016. 

22. On August 5, 2016, the Council voted by a margin of 10-3 not to place the proposed 

Amendment on the November ballot.  

23. Upon information and belief, and based on the resolution passed by the Council on 

August 5, Respondents will issue ballots for the November 8, 2016 election that fail to include the 

proposed Amendment.  

ANALYSIS 

24. The City of Minneapolis is about to unlawfully act in violation of its duty to place 

the Amendment before voters in November. Unless this court intervenes swiftly, the Council’s 

refusal to fulfill its duty will precipitate exactly the kind of wrongful ballot omission that Minn. 

Stat. § 204B.44 is designed to thwart.     

25. The Minnesota Constitution grants voters in charter cities like Minneapolis the right 

to amend their city charter by a petition submitted to voters. Minn. Const. art. XII, § 5 (“Home 

rule charter amendments may be proposed by a charter commission or by a petition of five percent 

of the voters of the local government unit as determined by law and shall not become effective 

until approved by the voters by the majority required by law.”). 
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26. Section 410.07 of the state law provides that, subject to the limitations in Chapter 

410 of the Minnesota statutes, a city charter may, in relevant part, provide “for the regulation of 

all local municipal functions as fully as the legislature might have done before home rule charters 

for cities were authorized by constitutional amendment in 1896.” Minn. Stat. § 410.07 (emphasis 

added). Requiring Minneapolis police officers to carry professional liability insurance falls 

squarely within the scope of this authorization. 

27. In her opinion advising the Council not to place the Amendment on the ballot, the 

Minneapolis City Attorney argues that “the proposed amendment forbids what” Minnesota statutes 

466.07 and 471.44 require; i.e., that Minneapolis provide “a defense and indemnity for 

employees,” and specifically provide “a defense for police officers sued for actions arising out of 

an arrest.”  

28. Yet Ms. Segal concedes that § 466.07 only “requires municipalities to defend and 

indemnify their employees for damages . . . so long as the employee was acting within the scope 

of his or her job duties and was not guilty of malfeasance, willful neglect of duty or bad faith.” 

29. Ms. Segal also concedes that § 471.44 “requires municipalities to furnish legal 

counsel to defend a peace officer in actions brought . . . resulting from an arrest made in the good 

faith performance of official duties” (emphasis added). Section 471.44 also requires municipalities 

to “pay the reasonable costs and expenses of defending such suit, including witness fees and 

reasonable counsel fees.” Minn. Stat. § 471.44, subd. 1 (emphasis added).   

30. Requiring officers to obtain their own insurance does not forbid Minneapolis from 

defending and indemnifying their employees for damages so long as the employee was acting 

within the scope of his or her job duties and was not guilty of malfeasance, willful neglect of duty, 

or bad faith. See Minn. Stat. § 466.07. 
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31. Requiring officers to obtain their own insurance does not forbid Minneapolis from 

furnishing legal counsel to defend police officers in actions brought resulting from arrests made in 

the good faith performance of official duties. Nor does it forbid Minneapolis from paying the 

reasonable costs and expenses of defending such suit, including witness fees and reasonable 

counsel fees. See Minn. Stat. § 471.44, subd. 1. 

32. Ms. Segal argues that under §§ 466.07 and 471.44, “the City is obligated to provide 

insurance coverage.” In fact, the City is only required to (1) defend and indemnify its employees 

for damages so long as the employee was acting within the scope of his or her job duties and was 

not guilty of malfeasance, willful neglect of duty, or bad faith; and (2) furnish legal counsel to 

defend police officers in actions brought resulting from arrests made in the good faith performance 

of official duties, and pay the reasonable costs and expenses of defending such suit, including 

witness fees and reasonable counsel fees. The statutes cited above, §§ 466.07 and 471.44, do not 

address outside insurance purchased by either Minneapolis or individual officers. 

33. With regard to outside insurance, Ms. Segal states that Minneapolis “could choose 

to buy individual policies for its police officers, but it would contradict state law to require the 

officers to do so.” The proposed amendment requires police officers to carry professional liability 

insurance, but not to pay for the base rate of this coverage – it allows Minneapolis to “reimburse 

officers for the base rate.” So under the proposed Amendment, Minneapolis could pay for 

individual policies for its police officers, which Ms. Segal admits does not conflict with state law. 

34. Ms. Segal argues that requiring officers to be responsible for any additional costs 

due to personal or claims history “flies directly in the face of the two state law requirements” 

discussed above. Yet Minn. Stat. §§ 466.07 and 471.44 do not require Minneapolis to provide 

insurance coverage for police officers, much less to pay the rate of this coverage regardless of an 
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officer’s personal or claims history. The City is only required to (1) defend and indemnify its 

employees for damages so long as the employee was acting within the scope of his or her job duties 

and was not guilty of malfeasance, willful neglect of duty, or bad faith; and (2) furnish legal 

counsel to defend police officers in actions brought resulting from arrests made in the good faith 

performance of official duties, and pay the reasonable costs and expenses of defending such suit, 

including witness fees and reasonable counsel fees. The proposed Amendment does not preclude 

the City from doing what state law requires. 

35. Under the proposed Amendment, a police officer could hypothetically have a 

claims history and increased premium through no fault of his or her own. This remote possibility, 

however, does not somehow prove that the proposed Amendment conflicts with state law. The 

proposed Amendment is in harmony with state statutes. 

36. Moreover, insurance companies that provide professional liability policies are well-

versed in risk assessment separate and apart from decisions to settle claims. 

37. Ms. Segal also argues that the labor agreement between the City and the Police 

Officers Federation of Minneapolis (the “Federation”) already addresses liability insurance. Yet 

Ms. Segal concedes that Article 26 merely “embeds in the labor agreement the City’s duties and 

obligations under state law,” which have been discussed in detail above. 

38. Ms. Segal, purposely using the passive voice, argues that Section 26.3 “makes clear 

that if outside insurance is purchased” (emphasis added), Minneapolis must pay all premiums for 

such coverage. In fact, Section 26.3 states that Minneapolis “may, at its option, maintain a standard 

policy of liability insurance covering employees against the actions and claims” referenced in 

Minn. Stat. § 466.07; that is, actions or claims related to an officer’s conduct while (1) acting 

within the scope of his or her job duties, and (2) not guilty of malfeasance, willful neglect of duty, 
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or bad faith. If Minneapolis maintains such a policy, it must pay the premiums; but Minneapolis 

does not maintain such a policy. The policy addressed in Section 26.3 is a contract between the 

City and an insurance company. The proposed Amendment requires individual coverage, not that 

Minneapolis maintain a blanket or group policy. 

39. The proposed Amendment requires that police officers carry professional liability 

insurance themselves. As a result, the proposed Amendment does not conflict with the labor 

agreement or the City’s obligations under the Minnesota Public Employment Labor Relations Act 

(“PELRA”) set out in Chapter 179A of the Minnesota Statutes. 

40. Ms. Segal argues that Minneapolis “may not adopt an ordinance or a charter 

provision that unilaterally changes an existing provision in a labor agreement.” The proposed 

Amendment does not change an existing provision in a labor agreement. Further, the requirement 

under PELRA to bargain any change to a labor agreement is not absolute. Matters of legitimate 

public policy fall within the scope of managerial rights. Law Enforcement v. Sherburne County, 

695 N.W.2d 630 (2005). The details of implementation may be a matter for collective bargaining, 

but the one-year deadline for implementation included in the proposed Amendment provides 

ample time for such negotiations. 

A. Petitioners Have Obtained the Right to Amend the Minneapolis Charter 

Through the Ballot this November  

 

41. The Minneapolis Charter Commission must allow voters to propose an amendment 

to the city charter by a petition of voters equal to five percent of the total votes cast in the city 

during the last state general election. See Minn. Stat. § 410.12. During the last statewide election, 

in 2014, Minneapolis voters cast a total of 137,362 ballots. A successful petition therefore requires 

at least 6,869 registered voters’ signatures to be valid. 
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42. Amendment advocates fulfilled this statutory requirement and earned the right to 

place the proposed Amendment before the electorate on November 8, 2016. On July 11, 2016, the 

Minneapolis City Clerk submitted a certificate to the Minneapolis City Council attesting that the 

Amendment’s supporters had gathered a total of 15,752 signatures. The City Clerk validated a 

total of 7,054 of those signatures, 185 more than needed to satisfy Minn. Stat. § 410.12.  

43. Once the City Clerk certifies that a sufficient number of voters have signed a 

petition, a proposed amendment must “be submitted to the qualified voters at a general or special 

election and published as in the case of the original charter.” Minn. Stat. § 410.12, subd. 4. While 

“[t]he form of the ballot shall be fixed by the governing body,” the City Council does not have the 

discretion to evade its obligation to put an amendment on the ballot. Id. In this case, however, the 

Council refused to fulfill this duty, jeopardizing Petitioners’ rights to partake in direct democracy 

and to address one of their community’s most pressing needs; that is, police accountability.    

B. Respondents Must Carry Out Their Duty to Place the Charter Amendment 

on the Ballot Because the Proposed Amendment is Not Prohibited by State 

Law 

 

44. Although “it is well established in Minnesota that when a proposed charter 

amendment is manifestly unconstitutional, the city council may refuse to place the proposal on the 

ballot,” this case features no such conflict with state law. Minneapolis Term Limits Coalition v. 

Keefe, 535 N.W. 2d 306, 308 (Minn. 1995).  

45. While a city cannot enact a local regulation that conflicts with state law, the 

proposed Amendment would not create such a conflict. As Minnesota courts have explained, “[i]t 

is elementary that an ordinance must not be repugnant to, but in harmony with, the laws enacted 

by the Legislature . . . . It cannot authorize what a statute forbids or forbid what a statute expressly 

permits, but it may supplement a statue or cover an authorized field of local legislation unoccupied 
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by general legislation.” Mangold Midwest Co. v. Village of Richfield, 143 N.W. 2d 813, 816-17 

(Minn. 1966) (citation and internal quotations omitted). Here, requiring Minneapolis police 

officers to carry professional liability insurance would be in complete harmony with state law. It 

would not forbid what state law expressly requires.  

46. Specifically, in determining whether a city ordinance conflicts with state law, 

Minnesota courts have explained that a local ordinance that is “merely additional or 

complementary to or in aid and furtherance” of a state law does not conflict with that state law.  

Mangold, 143 N.W.2d at 817. Courts have specifically held that an ordinance does not conflict 

with a state statute if its requirements exceed those of the state law, so long as it does not contradict 

the public policy of that state law. For example, a state statute regulating the sale of cigarettes and 

forbidding the sale of cigarettes to minors did not conflict with a local ordinance imposing 

additional licensing requirements on persons, companies, and corporations who sell cigarettes. 

State v. The Crabtree Co., 15 N.W.2d 98 (Minn. 1944).  A state statute regulating the licensing of 

liquor stores did not conflict with a local ordinance that banned the sale of liquor completely. State 

v. City of Duluth, 159 N.W. 792 (Minn. 1916). And in a case involving labor protections, a city 

fund for injured firemen was not preempted by a state law establishing a workers’ compensation 

system. Markley v. City of St. Paul, 172 N.W. 215 (Minn. 1919).  

47. Finally, the proposed Amendment is not preempted by state law. In determining 

whether state law has occupied the field, Minnesota courts consider four factors: (1) the subject 

matter regulated; (2) whether the subject matter is so fully covered by state law that it has become 

solely a matter of state concern; (3) whether the legislature in partially regulating the subject matter 

has indicated that it is a matter solely of state concern; and (4) whether the nature of the subject 

matter is such that local regulation will have an adverse effect on the general population. City of 
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Morris v. Sax Investments, Inc., 749 N.W.2d 1 (Minn. 2008) (citing Mangold, 143 N.W.2d at 820). 

Courts’ discussion of these factors is often overlapping, but the analysis generally turns on whether 

– even where the locality is regulating the same subject matter as the state – the state legislature 

has made it sufficiently clear, either through its words or through such comprehensive regulation, 

that it intends to occupy the field, and whether such local regulation negatively impacts the general 

populace. 

48. In Mangold, the court considered whether a local Sunday closing law was 

preempted by a state law on the same subject. After reviewing prior court decisions, the court 

found the local law valid, reasoning: 

[I]t would appear that this area of Sunday closing is not one which has been 

impliedly declared by the legislature to be solely of state concern. This is not the 

type of legislative enactment which purports to completely dictate the specific 

regulation of an area as [the traffic provisions in State v. Hoben] do. Instead, this is 

a rather complete policy statement by the legislature which the local municipality 

should be able to shape to its own needs by supplementary ordinances. 

 

Mangold, 143 N.W.2d at 821. Similarly, in State ex rel. Sheahan v. Mulally, 99 N.W.2d 892 (Minn. 

1959), the court found that a municipality was not foreclosed from regulating disorderly conduct 

where there was a state statute on the subject, because “[t]he legislature had not acted 

comprehensively on the subject; nor had it expressly indicated that it was a matter of state concern; 

nor were there adverse effects of local regulation which outweighed the historical regulation of 

this area by local governments.” Mangold, 143 N.W.2d at 820. 

49. Courts look favorably upon local regulation where it addresses an issue that is of 

particular concern for that community. In a case concerning a local anti-prostitution ordinance 

where the state had an extensive statute on prostitution, the court explained that “[p]rositution is 

one of the vices which historically has been of peculiar concern to our large cities,” upholding the 

city’s ability to regulate in that area along with the state. State v. Dailey, 169 N.W.2d 746, 747 
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(Minn. 1969). Here, police misconduct is an issue that is of particular concern for Minneapolis 

residents. Minneapolis police officers interact with more than a million people every year, and 

Minneapolis paid nearly $14 million in cases of alleged police misconduct from 2006 to 2012. 

50. Courts have additionally put a strong burden on the legislature to demonstrate its 

preemptive intent, highlighting judicial reluctance to find implied preemption and a preference for 

explicit preemption. As the court explained in Dailey in considering whether a state law regulating 

prostitution preempted a municipal ordinance on the same subject: 

It is imperative, if we are to give faithful effect to legislative intent, that the 

legislature should manifest its preemptive intent in the clearest terms. We can be 

spared the sometimes elusive search for such intent if it is declared by express terms 

in the statute. And where that is not done in the enactments of future legislatures, 

we shall be increasingly constrained to hold that statutes and ordinances on the 

same subject are intended to be coexistent. 

 

Id. at 748.  

51. Indeed, the Legislature clearly knows how to articulate its preemptive intent when 

it wishes to preempt.  For example, in City of Morris v. Sax Investments, the City of Morris enacted 

a local ordinance providing for habitability standards for rental housing in the city. 749 N.W.2d 1 

(Minn. 2008). The State Building Code expressly addressed municipal regulation of residential 

structures, providing that “the State Building Code applies statewide and supersedes the building 

code of any municipality,” and that “[a] municipality must not by ordinance or through 

development agreement require building code provisions regulating components or systems of any 

residential structure that are different from any provision of the State Building Code.” Id. at 7 

(citing Minn. Stat. § 16B.62, subd. 1). The court found that this express prohibition preempted the 

local law, because “the relevant language of the State Building Code expresses the legislature’s 

specific intent to supersede municipal building codes.” Id. 



15 

 

52. In State v. Hoben, 98 N.W.2d 813 (Minn. 1959), which involved the violation of a 

local traffic ordinance, the court recognized that although the legislature had allowed 

municipalities to regulate traffic, it had specifically provided for statewide uniformity in 

enforcement and regulation of traffic laws – clearly showing legislative intent to preempt this field 

but for the limited local regulation the state statute expressly permitted. Similarly, a more recent 

appeals court decision invalidated a local traffic ordinance providing for automated photo-

enforcement of traffic signals on the grounds that it violated the state traffic law’s uniformity 

requirement. State v. Kuhlman, 722 N.W.2d 1 (Minn. App. 2006). No such preemptive intent has 

been articulated by the legislature in Minn. Stat. §§ 466.07 and 471.44, indicating that the 

legislature has not impliedly preempted cities like Minneapolis from requiring Minneapolis police 

officers to carry professional liability insurance. 

53. In short, Minnesota state law has neither explicitly nor impliedly preempted 

localities from requiring police officers to carry professional liability insurance. Moreover, under 

the standards set out by the Minnesota Supreme Court for when state laws will be interpreted as 

implicitly preempting local authority, Minn. Stat. §§ 466.07 and 471.44 do not indicate an implicit 

intent to preempt.  

54. The Minneapolis City Council therefore had no basis on which to deem the 

proposed Amendment unconstitutional and has a duty to put it on the November 8, 2016 ballot. 

By refusing to fulfill its statutory obligation under Minn. Stat. § 410.12, the Council risks depriving 

Petitioners of their right to place the Amendment before Minneapolis voters. The Amendment’s 

imminent and wrongful omission from the ballot demands immediate relief under Minn. Stat. § 

204B.44.  
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, Petitioners respectfully request that this court issue an Order, pursuant to 

either Minn. Stat. § 204B.44 or Minn. Stat. § 555, requiring Respondents to prepare a ballot for 

the November 8, 2016 election that includes the proposed Amendment.  

 

 

Dated: August 5, 2016 

LAW OFFICE OF JOSHUA R. WILLIAMS 

________________________________ 

Tim M. Phillips, MN Bar No. 390907 

2836 Lyndale Ave. S, Suite 160 

Minneapolis, MN  55408 

Telephone (612) 486-5540 

Fax (612) 605-1944 

tphillips@jrwilliamslaw.com  
ATTORNEY FOR PETITIONERS  
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Acknowledgement 

 

 I hereby acknowledge that, pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 549.211, subd. 3, sanctions may be 

imposed by this Court if it determines that Minn. Stat. § 549.211, subd. 2, has been violated.  

 

 

Dated: August 5, 2016 

LAW OFFICE OF JOSHUA R. WILLIAMS 

________________________________ 

Tim M. Phillips, MN Bar No. 390907 

2836 Lyndale Ave. S, Suite 160 

Minneapolis, MN  55408 

Telephone (612) 486-5540 

Fax (612) 605-1944 

tphillips@jrwilliamslaw.com  
ATTORNEY FOR PETITIONERS  

 


