STATE OF MINNESOTA
SPECIAL REDISTRICTING PANEL
C0-01-160

Susan M. Zachman, Maryland Lucky R. N
Rosenbloom, Victor L.M. Gomez, Gregory .

G. Edeen, Jeffrey E. Karlson, Diana V. Bratlie,

Brian J. LeClair and Gregory J. Ravenhorst,

individually and on behaif of all citizens

and voting residents of Minnesota

similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,
“and
Jesse Ventura,_
Plaintiff-Applicant Intervener, ~ MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
OF MOTION FOR
INTERVENTION

v.
--Oral Argument Requested
Mary Kiffmeyer, Secretary of State of
Minnesota and Doug Gruber, Wright
County Auditor, individually and on
behalf of all Minnesota county chief
election officers,

Defendants.

Introduction
By Complaint filed on January 4, 2001 in Wright County District Court, Plaintiffs
petitioned Chief Justice Kathleen A. Blatz for appointment of 2 special three-judge redistricting
panel to examine the constitutionality of the state’s current districting plans in light of 2000
census data. Oracr of Chief Justice, Nos. C8-91-85, C0-01-160 (Mar. 2, 2001). The Chief
J ﬁstic«: granted the petition, but stayed the appointment of the panel to permit the legislature to
reapportion the state’s legislative and congressional districts without judicial interference. Id..

Thereafter, the Minnesota Senate and the House passed conflicting congressional and legislative



redistricting plans, and adjoumed before reaching any resolution on these gar?ﬂicting proposals.
Following the legislature’s adjournment, Chief Justice Blatz appointed a five-judge panel to hear
all matters in conneciion with the disposition of the above-entitled action. Orderof Chief
Justice, No. C0-01-160 (July 12, 2001). Plaintiffs ask this Panel to draw new congressional and
legislative districts, which will govern Minnesota’s elections and directly affect every
Minnesotan’s constitutional right to participate in the democratic process.

Applicant for Intervention, Jesse Ventura (“Appficant”), moves the panel to intervene in
this lawsuit as a matter of right or, in the alternative, for permissive intervention should any party
object. As a citizen of the state of Minnesota, Applicant has a stake in this task and, thus, has
standing to bring this motion. See Snydet’s Drug Stores. Inc. v. Minnésota State Bd. of
Pharmacy, 301 Minn. 28, 32, 221 N.W.2d 162, 165 (1974) (noting party has standing to

intervene if his/her legitimate interest may be injured in fact); Hanlon v. Towey, 274 Minn. 187,

191 n.6, 142 N.W.2d 741, 743 n.6 (1966) (stating “voter’s standing to challenge

malapportionment. . . is well established™); see also Johnson v. Mortham, 915 F.Supp. 1529,

1536 (N.D.Fla. 1995) (recognizing that registered voters have standing and substantial interest in
action fhat chall;nges voting district in which they are registered). Moreover, as an
indispensable part of the legislative process, Applicant rot onlj/ has the responsi‘bility of
protecting Minnesotan’s rights with respect to any new redistricting law, but also bears the
burdeﬁ of ensuring that such laws further interests beyond those represented by traditional
political parties. Given these‘constimtionally-deﬁncd duties, Applicant has a significant interest

in the outcome of this matter and is entitled to intervene under Minn. R. Civ. P. 24.



Discussion

L APPLICANT IS ENTITLED TO INTERVENTION 'AS A MATTER OF
RIGHT UNDER MINN. R. CIV. P. 24.01.

.
Rule 24.01 of the Minnesota Rules of Civil Procedure provides that a party may intervene

as a matter of right if:
A. The party’s application is timely;

B. The party’s interest relates to the transaction that is the
subject of the parties’ action;

C. Circumstances show that the action’s disposition may,
as a practical matter, impair the applicant’s ability to
protect that interest; and

D. The party’s ihl:crcsi is not adeguately represented by the
existing parties.

Minneapolis Star & Tribune Co. v. Schumacher, 392 N.W.2d 197, 207 (Minn. 1986).

Recognizing that intervention enhances an efficient use of an overburdened court system, the

_ drafters created this rule to promote more extensive use of intervention. Engelrup v. Potter, 302
Minn. 157, 162, 224 N.W . 2d 484, 4«8‘;;’ (1974), Snvder’s Drug Stores, 301 Minn. at 34, 221
N.W.2d at 166. Rule 24 shouid be constmeq liberally, and technicalities should not be invoked
to avoid intewemiom Engeirup, 302 Minn. at 165, 224 N.W.2d at 488 (citing Clark v. Sandusky,
205 F.2d 915, 918 (7" Cir. 1953)); see Blue Cross/Blue Shield v. Flam, 509 N.W.2d 393, 396

(Minn. Ct. App. 1993) (noting Rule 24 should be applied liberally), review denied (Minn. Feb.

24, 1994); Erickson v. Bennett, 409 N.W.2d 884, 887 (Minn. Ct. App. 1987) (rccogniiiing spirit
of Rule 24 is to encourage all legitimate intervention). |
A. Applicant’s motion to intervene is timely.

“Timeliness” is determined on a case-by-case basis. Engelrup, 302 Minn. at 165, 224

N.W.2d at 488. Here, the Special Redistricting Panel ordered that all motions to intervene






