
BREAKING NEWS: Met Council-approved Park Board 

agreement appears to “destroy” Council’s SWLRT defense in 

Federal lawsuit; Bob “Again” Carney Jr. sends Open Letter to MN 

Legislature, calls for hearing on “Ongoing deception by the 

Metropolitan Council”  

Contact: Bob “Again” Carney Jr: bobagaincarneyjr@gmail.com; cell phone: (612) 812-4867  

Note: A .pdf version of this News Release is attached. 

This is a “BREAKING NEWS” article from “candidate-journalist” Bob “Again” 

Carney Jr – Note: no “mainstream media” journalists were observed to be present at 

the 3/12/2015 Metropolitan Council meeting. 

Disclosure: Carney is a registered Lobbyist, representing “We the People”, an 

informal association; Carney does not represent or speak for Lakes and Parks 

Alliance. 

Metropolitan Council unofficial transcript excerpts and Carney’s Open Letter text 

are at the end of this News Release 

Video Links: 

Metropolitan Council 3/11/2015 meeting 

Minneapolis Park Board 3/4/2015 meeting 

Minneapolis, 3/12/15 – “Candidate-Journalist” and registered lobbyist for “We the People” (an informal 

association) Bob “Again” Carney Jr. sent an Open Letter to the Minnesota Legislature today, on the topic of 

“Ongoing deception by the Metropolitan Council”, calling for a hearing to be held by the Minnesota House 

Subcommittee on Metropolitan Council Accountability and Transparency.  Carney’s letter is rooted in his 

continuing advocacy for a “Transit Revolution” and his recent active involvement in the Southwest Light Rail 

process.   

Earlier this week U.S. Federal District Judge John Tunheim heard Lakes and Parks Alliance (“LPA”) attorney 

Lewis Remele argue for LPA’s Summary Judgment motion.  Remele challenged the Metropolitan Council’s 

“Alice in Wonderland” process, arguing that unless the current process is halted by a Court Order, the 

Metropolitan Council’s decision to start the Municipal Consent process could result in a “fait accompli” -- 

choosing the Council’s currently preferred alignment and designs even in the face of environmental, cost, and 

other counter-indicators.   

mailto:bobagaincarneyjr@gmail.com
http://metrocouncil.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=2175
http://v.qwikcast.tv/view.aspx?q=32KU6


Carney’s Open Letter to the Minnesota Legislature says, in part:  

“I have recently been at: the March 4th Park Board meeting that approved a Memorandum of 

Understanding with the Metropolitan Council -- the March 9th Federal Court Hearing on the Lakes and 

Parks Alliance's Summary Judgment Motion before Judge Tunhiem -- and the Metropolitan Council's 

March 11th meeting that approved the Memorandum of Understanding with the Park Board.”   

“Let me be frank in saying that as I left the Metropolitan Council's meeting I was in a state of shock that 

some might view as a form of psychological disorientation.  It is incredible and distressing to see such a 

large group of people, including elected office holders, widely reputed to be serious and responsible, 

going along without an opposing or questioning murmur with such an astonishingly blatant, ongoing 

practice of deception.” 

The text of Carney’s letter is at the end of this news release, and is in the attached .pdf file version of this news 

release. 

Yesterday the Metropolitan Council approved a Memorandum of Understanding text; the Minneapolis Park 

Board approved a Memorandum of Understanding at their March 4
th

 meeting.  Although the Minneapolis Park 

Board amended the Memorandum of Understanding text, Metropolitan Council Chair Adam Duininck told the 

Council they would be approving what the Park Board approved, and strongly advised approval, saying any 

change would require a new approval by the Park Board.  During public comments, Carney told the 

Metropolitan Council that according to Mark Fuhrmann the Park Board had amended their resolution bringing 

the Memorandum of Understanding forward, including language stating it was a legally binding document.  

Carney believes that because the Park Board believes they approved a legally binding agreement, the 

Metropolitan Council’s argument against LPA’s motion to dismiss have been “undermined or destroyed.”  

Carney’s statement to the Metropolitan Council is part of the transcript excerpts at the end of this news release. 

Carney plans to send out a “News/Advocacy” news release soon, with more detail, analysis, and advocacy 

regarding this rapidly unfolding story. 

<end> 

Transcribed excerpts from the Met Council’s 3/12/2015 meeting. 

 

Chair [about minute 1:30]: “… Public invitation to address the Council on matters that are not on the agenda tonight.  

Public comment on the agenda items has occurred in their respective committees.  Is there anyone who has asked to 

speak?  I don’t think there is.”  

Carney: at minute 1:48 [wants to speak, had signed up before the meeting.] 

Chair: “On matters not before us tonight?” 

Carney: “Well, according to Mr. Fuhrmann that’s correct.” 

Chair:  “Well, go ahead and come forth and address the Council.” 

Carney: [after questions about recording and rebroadcast, at about minute 2:18]:  “My name is Bob ‘Again’ Carney Jr., 



Minneapolis Minnesota… I feel like I’m back in Wonderland again.  I’m going to talk about a couple of things.  First of 

all, the [Minnesota House Subcommittee on Metropolitan Council Accountability and Transparency] Accountability 

Committee, the Subcommittee that the State House has, the Office of the Legislative Auditor came before that earlier this 

year, and talked about issues relating to governance.  And when they were looking at the Met Council they didn’t actually 

look at… they didn’t want to look at the issue of governance.  But continually, everybody that they talked to kept raising 

it.  And the operative word that was brought forward was ‘mistrust.’  There’s a huge problem that you have here.  Now, I 

want to mention in terms of the legal case, right now, that is in Federal Court, the record of the Met Council in trying to 

push forward one alternative to the exclusion of all others to me is something evident.  Your attorneys are arguing that 

that’s not going on.  But, I was at the Park Board hearing last Wednesday.  You have a Memorandum of Understanding on 

your Agenda.  But according to Mr. Fuhrmann, the Park Board amended the resolution bringing forward the 

Memorandum of Understanding, so technically that’s not on your Agenda as for the Transportation Committee, so it’s a 

subject that I can talk about here, according to Mr. Fuhrmann.  But I have to tell you that I dispute that, I think the Park 

Board actually amended the Memorandum of Understanding itself.  Be that as it may, the language is that it is to be a 

legally binding document.  So, if Mr. Fuhrmann is correct, then, he was asked to come to the podium to ask if the Met 

Council had any objection to that.  He did, he did not have any objection.  Adam, [the Chair] you were asked to come to 

the podium too, you did not.  So, whether it, the amendment was to the resolution bringing forward the Memorandum, or 

to the Memorandum, in either case you have the Park Board with the understanding this is a legally binding document.  

And now, Mr. Fuhrmann is saying ‘no, it’s not a legally binding document.’  Now in Court, earlier this week on this 

lawsuit, your attorneys were adamantly saying that this Summary Judgment motion should not go forward because there 

is [next four words are emphasized] no binding legal agreement that has the effect of limiting an alternative to Southwest 

Light Rail.  So, again, I’m back in Wonderland.  This is Wonderland.  Why do you call it a Memorandum of 

Understanding if the degree of misunderstanding is that the Met Council says that it’s not a legally binding agreement and 

the Park Board amended it to say that it is a legally binding agreement?  So I hope that you’ll ask -- I understand that the 

President of the Park Board is here -- I hope you’ll ask her to come forward and speak to this.  And I hope that you will 

clarify first of all whether you think the Memorandum was amended or not, but I also hope that you’ll talk about whether 

this is disingenuous, misleading, a farcical process.  These are issues that you have to address.  Thank you.  [concluded at 

minute 5:28]. 

Chair: “Thank you Mr. Carney, thank you for sticking mostly to the time limit.  And I’ll address a few of those comments 

in the business item when we get to it.  But just quickly to point out folks around the table, the point being made about 

what was said in Court a week or so ago, this question was asked at the Park Board, by the Park Board, it was about a 

different Memorandum of Understanding which actually was a non-binding, legally non legally binding document, so, just 

to clear that up.  But we will touch on this later when we get to the item on the business agenda. 

[other discussion not relevant]    

CM Schrieber [Minute 11:12]  And the last item Mr. Chairman deals with the Southwest Light Rail Line Memorandum of 

Understanding with the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board.  After meetings and negotiations a technical review 

process was agreed upon, as outlined in the documents included in your attachment materials, which all of you should 

have copies of, or are accessible to.  The Memorandum outlines processes for scoping and planning engagement, 

establishes an issue resolution team to focus solely on park and recreation areas, offers an opportunity for the Park Board 



to indicate its position on project scope and budget, notifies the Park Board if there is a significant change in design 

meetings and review.  These terms apply to the Green line LRT extension, and the Blue line LRT extension that may 

impact the Park Board resources.  The Memorandum of Understanding also addresses process and design consideration 

for bridge concepts for the Kenilworth channel crossing, encouraging collaboration and incorporating strategies and 

design features.  Mr. Chairman, I had hoped that Liz Weilinski would have been here.  I don’t know, I have not met her, 

if she is.  But if not, I want to acknowledge through Mr. Fuhrmann how well she worked with everybody in the 

negotiations.  She’s President of the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board.  And we wanted to express through Mr. 

Fuhrmann our thanks for the close collaboration and cooperation.  Mr. Fuhrmann is here in the audience if there are any 

further questions from the members about the process and documents.   Now, should I make the motion now, and then you 

want to discuss further some of these items?” 

Chair: “That would be great, yes.” 

CM Schreiber: “I therefore move Mr. Chairman, that the Metropolitan Council 1) approve the resolution to direct the 

Green line LRT extension, and Blue line LRT extension project offices to closely collaborate with the Minneapolis Park 

and Recreation Board, for the development, design and engineering, environmental review, and construction of both LRT 

projects, and, number 2) approve the attached Memorandum of Understanding with the Minneapolis Park and Recreation 

Board relating to the Green line LRT extension and Blue line LRT extension. “  

[Motion seconded] 

Chair: “There is a motion and a second.  Any discussion?  [brief silence].  Maybe I can start it out.  Thank you Council 

Member Schreiber and thank you to the Transportation Committee for moving this along.  I want to say a special word of 

thanks to Mark, [uncertain of some spelling] and Pat Born, and Nani, and Craig and Jim and others in the project office.  

You put a lot of time and effort into this over the last month.  I also want to say a thanks to President Wielinski.  She 

cannot be here tonight, she actually messaged me about a half hour ago, and was involved in an accident, she said she’s 

ok, but there was a car accident she was involved in, so she can’t make it to be here, she was hoping to be here.  But both 

her and Superintendent Miller and their staff and Board have been great to work with over the last few weeks.  It’s not 

been… it’s never easy to do negotiations on contentious issues, but they certainly brought, I think, a productive spirit to 

the conversation.  To address a couple of the questions before us about the MOU, and the resolution, so that the Park 

Board did amend their resolution, which is different than the MOU, the MOU was unchanged, and that’s what we’re 

agreeing to, if we change the MOU today we would actually have to have the Park Board agree to what we changed it to, 

so I strongly recommend that we pass the MOU that’s before us.  And it was the resolution that they changed some of 

their language to.  And if there are questions about either of those documents, I think Mark is, and others are ready to 

respond, and I’d be glad to share my perspective if folks have questions about that as well.  Any questions or discussion?”   

CM Cunningham: “Mr. Chairman, I read over this material and I just want to say that I know this was difficult.  I really 

want to thank you and the staff for actually working with the Park Board.  The comments I’ve got back from some of the 

Park Board people is that they really felt like they were heard, and that we were able to reach an agreement that reached 

and met many of the needs that they outlined as we are moving forward with this project.  So I just want to thank you for 

taking the time and effort to do that… to do this ‘yeo-person’s’ work.” 

Chair: “OK.  Any other questions or discussion?  Seeing none, all in favor say “aye.” 

Chorus: “Aye.” 



Chair: “All those opposed.” [a fraction of a second pause] “The motion is adopted.” 

Text of Carney’s “Open Letter to the Minnesota Legislature”: 

 

An open letter to the Minnesota Legislature 

 

re: Ongoing deception by the Metropolitan Council; call for hearing 

disclosure: I am a registered lobbyist, representing “We the People”, an informal association 

 

Dear Legislator: 

 

As you know, it has been widely reported that the new Metropolitan Council Chair, Adam Duininck, represents 

a kind of “fresh start” at the Metropolitan Council.  The most recent relevant Legislative Auditor's report found 

widespread distrust of the Council among stakeholders, and addressed governance issues, although that was not 

part of the original scope of the report. 

 

I have recently been at: the March 4
th

 Park Board meeting that approved a Memorandum of Understanding with 

the Metropolitan Council -- the March 9
th

 Federal Court Hearing on the Lakes and Parks Alliance's Summary 

Judgment Motion before Judge Tunhiem -- and the Metropolitan Council's March 11
th

 meeting that approved 

the Memorandum of Understanding with the Park Board.   

 

Let me be frank in saying that as I left the Metropolitan Council's meeting I was in a state of shock that some 

might view as a form of psychological disorientation.  It is incredible and distressing to see such a large group 

of people, including elected office holders, widely reputed to be serious and responsible, going along without an 

opposing or questioning murmur with such an astonishingly blatant, ongoing practice of deception. 

 

During the March 9
th

 Federal Court hearing, Louis Remele, the LPA's attorney, spoke of an “Alice in 

Wonderland” world in which the verdict comes before the trial.  The LPA is arguing that by initiating the 

Municipal Consent process before the required draft EIS, and by negotiating private deals with multiple other 

entities -- most recently the Minneapolis Park Board -- the Metropolitan Council is attempting to manage the 

process to a predetermined result, eliminating all alternatives as a “fait accompli” before the required EIS is 

available.  The Metropolitan Council's lawyer, arguing against the LPA's motion, repeated a claim made during 

the Motion to Dismiss hearing: there is no pre-determining and legally binding agreement.  At the earlier 

hearing, the Metropolitan Council insisted that a Memorandum of Understanding reached with the City of Saint 

Louis Park was not legally binding – although it was widely publicized as an assurance that moving freight rail 

out of Kenilworth and into Saint Louis Park would not happen, and would never again be considered. 

 

Under these circumstances, you would think the Metropolitan Council might have wanted to err on the side of 

caution regarding their recently announced agreement with the Minneapolis Park Board.   

 

Here’s what the Metropolitan Council did instead:  At the March 4
th

 Park Board meeting, Commissioner Olson 

introduced an amendment to the Memorandum of Understanding Resolution, making it explicit that this was a 

legally binding agreement.  The Memorandum of Understanding itself was also amended with other language.  

Park Board President Wielinski then asked a representative of the Metropolitan Council to come forward and 

say whether there was any objection to the proposed amendments.  Chair Adam Duininck was present in the 

audience, but did not come forward.  Mark Fuhrmann spoke instead, and said there was no objection.  The 

amendments were passed on a voice vote, with no audible “no” and two noted abstentions, 

 

From this, any reasonable person would conclude the Park Board had been assured by the Metropolitan Council 

that they were, in fact, entering into a binding legal agreement with the Metropolitan Council.  On examining 

the Memorandum of Understanding and integral documents, and considering the Metropolitan Council has said 

they will pay for work done by the Park Board studying tunnels under the Channel, it is evident the thrust of the 



agreement is to end the Park Board’s earlier efforts to examine tunneling under the Channel as a reasonable 

alternative.  The overall effect of the agreement is to -- as a fait accompli -- eliminate a reasonable alternative 

from further consideration, before the required EIS is available. 

 

However, at the Metropolitan Council's March 11
th

 meeting, while the Memorandum of Understanding was 

presented to the Council -- referred from the Transportation Committee for a final vote -- no mention was made 

in the Agenda packet materials of the Park Board's amendment to their resolution; as noted, the “binding legal 

agreement” language was approved after the Metropolitan Council explicitly affirmed that they had no 

objection.  When I brought this up to Mr. Fuhrmann before the March 11
th

 meeting, he said that the 

Memorandum of Understanding had not been amended to include the “binding legal agreement” language.  But 

of course, from the Park Board's point of view, that was explicitly part of the agreement.  I had earlier thought 

the Memorandum of Understanding had been amended to include the “binding legal agreement” language. 

 

I addressed the Metropolitan Council at their March 11
th

 meeting, acknowledging Mr. Fuhrmann's distinction 

that the Park Board had amended its resolution, and not the Memorandum of Understanding, but pointing out 

that either way, the Park Board's understanding was that there was a binding legal agreement with the 

Metropolitan Council.  I also told the Metropolitan Council that the Park Board had asked if the Metropolitan 

Council had any objection to the “binding legal agreement” language, and had been told there was no objection. 

 

The day before, I had been at another meeting also attended by Park Board President Wielinski, and told her the 

Agenda packet for the Metropolitan Council's upcoming meeting had a Memorandum of Understanding 

document without the “legally binding agreement” language – as noted that language was actually part of the 

resolution, and did not amend the Memorandum text.  She said she would be at the Metropolitan Council's 

meeting.  During the Metropolitan Council's deliberation on the Memorandum of Understanding, Chair 

Duininck announced he had received a text from President Wielinksi; there had been an auto accident, she was 

uninjured, but would not be at the meeting.  Thus, no representative of the Park Board was available to provide 

more information about what I had told the Metropolitan Council. 

 

Under these circumstances, you would think the Metropolitan Council might have delayed their approval of the 

Memorandum of Understanding – since the Park Board so clearly believed it was a legally binding agreement, 

and since the Metropolitan Council had made the fact that no such legally binding agreement existed such a 

central argument in their defense of the LPA lawsuit.  During their deliberations, neither Mr. Fuhrmann nor 

Chair Duininck disputed the nub of my account: that the Park Board had asked the Metropolitan Council if there 

was any objection to the “legally binding agreement” language, and had been told there was no objection. 

 

I am calling on the Minnesota Legislature's House Subcommittee on Metropolitan Council Accountability and 

Transparency to hold a hearing focusing on the Metropolitan Council's actions throughout the Southwest Light 

Rail process.  Because “no build” is still a reasonable alternative, we need to know, by fiscal quarter, how much 

taxpayer money has already been spent on this project by all entities.  The Legislature needs to make its own 

assessment of how misleading the Metropolitan Council has been in this process – I respectfully submit that it is 

only a question of degree.  Finally, the Legislature should be briefed on what is going on with the LPA's lawsuit. 

 

Sincerely, 

bobagain 

Bob “Again” Carney Jr. 
 

 


