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I. INTRODUCTION
Plaintiff-Intervenor Jesse Ventura submits this Memorandum of Justification in support
of his Proposed Redistricting Plan. Unlike the other three plans submitted to the Panel, Plaintiff-
Intervenor Ventura’s plan is the product of a fifteen-month public process, including regular
public meetings in St. Paul and public hearings conducted at seven different sites around the
state, with guiding prinéiples, maps and other materials readily available on a well-advertised
\&;ébéite.l A political.ly, géographically, and ethnically representative commission® met,
discussed, and found consensus on Ventura’s plan. This panel should adopt Ventura’s plan
because it achieves population e\quality and compactness, with only minor deviations for
protection of communities of interest and to ensure faimess to both incumbents and challengers.
II. ARGUMENT

Unlike the other submitted plans, Ventura’s plan does not maximize or minimize

opportunities for any political party or incumbent. The plan was created from scratch, designed

to reflect changes in the state’s populatidn, and based on the neutral principals announced in the
Court’s Order, dated December 11, 2001. Slight deviations from equal population and

compactness were made to avoid the division of political subdivisions and to protect other

.communities of interest, such as socioeconomic characteristics and land-use similarities. In

addition, after completion of the plan, minor adjustments were made to ensure fairness for

incumbents and challengers alike.

' http://www.mnplan.state.mn.us/redistricting.

2 The commission’s membership, which can be found on its web site, includes members of the
Republican, DFL, Green, and Independence parties, as well as members of the League of
Women Voters and Common Cause.



A. Ventura’s Coneressional Plan Proposes Five Metropolitan Area Districts and

Three Out-State Rural Districts.

1. Narrative description
Plans that maintain four urban and four rural districts for historical or incumbent
protection reasons, necessaﬁly fail to account for the fz;lct that 58% of the population now resides
in the eleven-county metro area.3 If growth happened uniformly across the state, there would be
no reason to redistrict now. The 2000 census results renders the four urban/four rural historical
bﬁﬁn,daries meaningless. Ventura’s plan alters current district lines in recognition of the chang¢ '
in Minnesota’s population demographics and predominantveconomies of the state.* The plan

divides the state into eight districts, as follows:

District 1: Southeast Minnesota consists of agricultural
areas and their regional urban centers, including Rochester,
Mankato, St. Peter, Winona and Fairmont.

District 2: Western Minnesota consists of an
agricultural area, including the Red River Valley and the.
agricultural based economies of southwestern Minnesota.

District 3: Metro area, southern suburbs (including
Carver, Scott, Dakota, south Washington counties) consists of high
population growth and relatively high income households.

District 4: Ramsey County and northern Washington
County (including St. Paul, its suburbs and the area in its
northeastern and eastern growth sectors in Washington County).

District 5: Minneapolis and its south and southwestern
suburbs, in the direction of the city’s principal growth sectors.

District 6: Suburban Hennepin County and adjacent
parts of southern Anoka County.

-3 Census figures indicate that fifty-eight (58) percent of the state’s population is located in the
eleven-county metropolitan area. See http://www.mnplan.state.mn.us/demography/
Cen2000redistricting/Cen00ctypopr.html.

4 Govermnor Ventura’s Congressional Plan was drafted to coincide with Minnesota’s land-use
map. (Mansky Aff., at § 2). A copy of the state land use map with an overlay of the
Govemor’s Congressional Plan is included with Ventura’s plan map submissions.



District 7: Northern metro suburban and exurban
growth area, which links fast growing communities to the core of
the metro area along major transportation corridors (including I-35.
Minn. 63, US 169, US 10, 1-94 and Minn. 55 and St. Cloud
urbanized area). ‘

District 8: Northeast Minnesota consists of areas
involved in mining, forest products industries, and recreation.

Seven of eight districts contain the ideal population; the Sixth District hés a deviation of
one person because the state’s population is not equally divisible by eight. |

All districts are composed of compact, contiguous territory. The compactness
measurements are: 0.45 using the Roeck test; 0;3.5 using the Polst;y-Popper test; and 4,155 using
the Perimeter test. While the plan splits 14 counties and 7 municipalities, the Benton, Dakota
and Le Sueur county splits are due to cities that lie on the county lines (Royalton, Hastings and
New Prague). Hennepin County was split because its population is greater than the district limit.
When choosing between dividing a city or a county, Ventura’s plan splits counties.

2. Separation of Minneapoiis and St. Paul.

Ventura’s plan recognizes that Minneapblis and St. Paul are unique communities of
interest and separates the cites into two distinct districts.? The results of the “supplemental
survey” to the 2000 Census show clear distinctions between the two cities which establish that
- St. Paul is more like its suburban neighbors than Minneapolis.0 St. Paul is a more family-
clnjiented town, with families making up 54.4 pércent of its households to Minneapolis’ 45.5

percent and with 17.8 percent of the total households featuring married couples with children to

5 See generally, John S. Adams & Barbara J. Van Drasek, Minneapolis-St. Paul: People, Place,
and Public Life 9-11 (1993) (observing cities are Siamese twins).

- 6 See generally Curt Brown & Bill McAuliffe, Distinct Twins: Minneapolis. St. Paul, Census
Shows Cities Share Many Traits, Yet Have Own Identities, Star Tribune, November 20,
2001, at A1 (discussing the census numbers released by the U.S. Census Bureau).







