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INTRODUCTION

The Cotlow Plaintiffs submit that the Ventura Congressional Plan has some elements
in it with which the Cotlow Plaintiffs agree in concept. That plan, however, contains

other elements which make no common sense.



OVERVIEW
The first problem with the VenturaA Congressional plan is that it splits 14 counties
(including Washington County into three districts) as compared to the 7 counties split
in the Cotlow Plan. Thus, while the concepts of the two plans are similar, the Ventura
Plan should be rejected because of these needless cuts. It should also be‘ rejected for

- the following additional reasons:

District 1

Concepfually, proposed Ventura District 1, consisting of Minnesota’s southeast
agricultural areas and the related urban centers of Rochester, Mankato, St. Peter,
Winona, Fairmont does make sense. The plan, however, does not set forth anv
justifitation for excluding the balance of Nicollet County. If that county were included
but Martin County excluded, the plan would avoid needlessly splitting both of those

two counties.-

District 2
This District also makes some reasonable sense, being the agricultural areas of western
Minnesota including the Red River Valley. However, there is no rational basis for

dividing bdth Becker and Otter Tail Counties.



In addition, if this District were to be modified by adding Lake of the Woods, Beltrami,‘
Clearwater, Hubbard, Otter Tail, Wadena, Todd and Douglas Counties, the following
additional benefits would arise:.

(@) It would put the entire Red Lake Reservation in the same District with the White
Earth reservation, maximizing the influence of the native American
communities in the northern part of the state;

| (b) It would allow Meeker, McLeod and Sibley Counties to be joined with Scott,

southern Dakota and Carver Counties in an outlying suburban district.

District 3

~ A southern Dakota/Carver/Scott suburban district has great merit. vHowever, crossing
the Mississippi River to include parts of southern Washington County has no rational
basis. The Mississippi River, as the dividing line between Washington and Dakota
'Couﬁties, has both historical and geographical foundation as a boundary. It is
submittéd that the less populous counties of Meeker, McLeod, Sibley, Le Su‘eur, Rice

and Goodhue would be a more homogeneous addition.

District 4
The Ventura District 4, like the Cotlow Plan, has the merit of keeping all of Ramsey
County together in a single district. However, the Ventura Plan, substitutes northern

Washington County instead of northern Dakota County as Ramsey County’s partner.



No reason is set forth for that substitution. The Cotlow Plaintiffs suggest that the

substitution results in three undesirable consequences:

(@)

(b)

It needlessly divides Washington County into g_h;é_e_ different Congressional
Districts;

It puts Forest Lake and Stillwater in the same district with St. Paul instead of in a
district with théir southern Washington sisters of Woodbury, Cottage Grove and
Afton. In addition, it needlessly divides the city of Forest Lake;

It divides up the Wisconsin border éommuniﬁes into two districts. Those border
fowns do share a community of interest by virtue of the fact that they are on the
St. Croix River and are border towns. Federal issues pertaining to river
management and interstate cooperatibn among communities may well be

negatively impacted by this division.

District 5

This District is essentially the same as the proposed Cotlow Congressional District 5

and therefore the Cotlow Plaintiffs support its design. This district is also noteworthy

because it does not dissect Minneapolis as does the Zachman Plan nor does it combine

Minneapolis with St. Paul.



~ District 6

The Cotlow Plaintiffs concur with Ventura divisions of western suburban Hennepin

County. There are two probiems, however, with this district;

(@) It fails to fecognize ‘the community of interest along Interstate 94 and US
Highway 10 from Hennepin Co'unt y to St. Cloud. That corridor of dévelopment
should be recognized. The commonality of interests of its citizens in economic
development and in transportation development justifies a district of their own;

(b)  Pautting suburban Brooklyn Park, kBroc.)klyn Center, Coon Rapids, New Hope,
Crystal, Osseo, Columbia Heights and Fridley in the same district with western

- Hennepin Counfy is like trying to mix oil and water. Neither group benefits.
The community of interest of the named northern suburbé is not with western
Hennepin Counﬁv but is rather with adjoining Anoka County suburbs of Spring
Lake Park, Blaine, Lexington, Circle Pines and with their sister suburbs in
Washington County. An appropr’iéte east/west division of Hennepin is, it is
respectfully submitted, along US Highway 169, which divides Eden Prairie from
Bloomington, Brooklyn Park from Maple Grové ‘and Champlin from Davton.

The level and standard of development, on either side Qf that line, is distinctive.

- District 7
This District, too, makes some sense in concept except that deleting eastern Stearns,

Wright, Sherburne and Benton from western Hennepin County eliminates the






