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STATE OF MINNESOTA  DISTRICT COURT

COUNTY OF RAMSEY SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
Case Type: Other Civil

Reverend Tim Christopher, Sarah Cade 
Hauptman, and the Minnesota Gun Owners 
Caucus,  

Plaintiffs,  

vs.  

Ramsey County, Bob Fletcher, in his official 
capacity as Ramsey County Sherriff, and the 
State Agricultural Society,  

Defendants.  

Court File Number: 62-CV-21-4223 

DEFENDANTS RAMSEY COUNTY AND 
SHERIFF BOB FLETCHER’S 
MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN 

OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ 
MOTION FOR TEMPORARY 

INJUNCTION 

INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiffs brought this action against Ramsey County, Bob Fletcher in his official 

capacity as Ramsey County Sherriff (“Sheriff Fletcher”) (collectively, the “Ramsey County 

Defendants”), and the State Agricultural Society (“Society”), seeking a declaratory judgment 

pursuant to two counts, only one of which is purportedly against the Ramsey County Defendants. 

(See generally Compl.) But the crux of Plaintiffs’ claim is that the Society has unlawfully 

prohibited State Fair-goers from lawfully carrying personal firearms on the State Fairgrounds. 

Plaintiffs point to no action or inaction of the Ramsey County Defendants that amounts to an 

unlawful prohibition of personal firearms and, as such, it is unclear why the Ramsey County 

Defendants have been named in this action. The Ramsey County Defendants have merely been 

contracted as an enforcement agency, tasked with the enforcement of the Society’s already 

established rules, bylaws, and ordinances.   
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Even if proper defendants, the Dahlberg factors do not support the issuance of an 

injunction against the Ramsey County Defendants. Plaintiffs have alleged no claim that is likely 

to succeed against the Ramsey County Defendants and have failed to show that any irreparable 

harm will be suffered as a result of the Society’s rule. Plaintiffs’ failure to establish either of 

these factors is alone a sufficient basis for this Court to deny Plaintiffs’ motion for an injunction. 

An analysis of the remainder of the Dahlberg factors further supports the denial.  

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

The Minnesota State Fair is one of the most popular tourist destinations in the Midwest, 

occurring each year during the 12 days leading up to and through Labor Day. Over 2,000,000 

people attended the 2019 State Fair, and, after a year hiatus due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the 

2021 State Fair looks forward to welcoming Minnesotans back to the Fair from August 26, 2021, 

to September 6, 2021.  

The Minnesota State Fair and its operations are governed by the Society. The Society 

delegates represent all 87 county fairs in Minnesota, along with a few dozen statewide 

agricultural groups. From these delegates, a 10-member volunteer board of managers is elected 

annually to set the policies and procedures governing the operation of the State Fair. Under 

Minn. Stat. § 37.20, the Society is authorized to establish bylaws, ordinances, and rules for the 

State Fair.  

The Society has prohibited certain items from the fairgrounds, including but not limited 

to weapons like firearms. See Allowed and Prohibited Items, 

https://www.mnstatefair.org/faq/allowed-and-prohibited-items/ (last visited August 17, 2021). 

The rules also state that all bags, purses, coolers, and packages will be subject to search at each 
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of the State Fair’s admission gates and that there will be walk-through metal detectors at each of 

these gates. Id.

In May 2021, the Society disbanded the State Fair’s existing, stand-alone police 

department. It wished instead to partner with another law enforcement agency to provide law 

enforcement services throughout the State Fairgrounds during the 2021 State Fair. The Society 

determined that the Ramsey County Sheriff’s Office (“RCSO”) was the appropriate choice to 

provide these services, and the Society and Ramsey County entered into an agreement governing 

the provision of those services (“Agreement”). (Ex. 1 to Compl.)  

Pursuant to the terms of the Agreement, the RCSO will provide law enforcement services 

on the fairgrounds during the 2021 State Fair, including but not limited to patrol services, 

criminal investigative services and crime-scene processing services, and responses to reports of 

criminal activity and medical, fire, and other emergencies. (Compl. Ex. 1 at p. 1-2.)  The 

Agreement specifically provides that the RCSO is not responsible for gate security, including the 

use of metal detectors at the 2021 State Fair. In fact, under the terms of the Agreement: 

The Agricultural Society shall be responsible for security screening at entrance 
points at the Fairgrounds, including bag checks and the use of magnetometers.  
The County, through the RCSO, will not be responsible for security screening, 
bag or container checks, or other components of admittance to the Fairgrounds.  
The County, through the RCSO, will not be responsible for security, security 
screening, or ingress or egress to the State Fair parking lots. 

(Compl. Ex. 1 at III.3.)  

Plaintiffs filed a Complaint against the Ramsey County Defendants and the Society on 

August 10, 2021, seeking declaratory judgment pursuant to two counts. (See generally Compl.) 

Plaintiffs allege specifically that they are entitled to a declaratory judgment that the Society has 

adopted a rule incompatible with Minnesota’s gun permitting law (Count I) and that they are 

entitled to a declaratory judgement that the Society has failed to update a data inventory policy 
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under state law (Count II). Only Count I is alleged against the Ramsey County Defendants. 

(Compl. at p. 12-13.) Plaintiffs also moved for a temporary injunction on August 10, 2021, 

asking the Court to temporarily enjoin all of the Defendants from “excluding, ejecting, removing, 

or citing any person who has a permit to carry a pistol” from the 2021 State Fair. (Pls.’ Memo. 

at 2.)  

ARGUMENT 

I. The Dahlberg factors require denial of the temporary injunction.  

A temporary injunction “is an extraordinary equitable remedy . . . meant to preserve the 

status quo pending an adjudication on the merits.” Metro. Sports Facilities Comm’n v. Minnesota 

Twins P'ship, 638 N.W.2d 214, 220 (Minn. Ct. App. 2002), review denied (Minn. Feb. 4, 2002). 

“The party seeking the injunction must demonstrate that there is an inadequate legal remedy and 

that the injunction is necessary to prevent great and irreparable injury.” U.S. Bank v. Angeion 

Corp., 615 N.W.2d 425, 434 (Minn. Ct. App.2000) (citing Cherne Indus., Inc. v. Grounds & 

Assocs., Inc., 278 N.W.2d 81, 91 (Minn.1979)), review denied (Minn. Oct. 25, 2000).  

A district court must consider five factors to determine whether a temporary injunction is 

warranted: (1) the nature and relationship of the parties; (2) the balance of relative harm between 

the parties; (3) the likelihood of success on the merits; (4) public policy considerations; and 

(5) any administrative burden involving judicial supervision and enforcement. Dahlberg Bros. v. 

Ford Motor Co., 137 N.W.2d 314, 321-22 (Minn. 1965).  

The party seeking a temporary injunction bears the burden of demonstrating that 

injunctive relief is appropriate. See Angeion Corp., 615 N.W.2d at 434. “An injunction will not 

be granted to prevent a mere assumption of a possible result; rather, some irremediable damage 

must be shown.” Hideaway, Inc. v. Gambit Invs. Inc., 386 N.W.2d 822, 824 (Minn. Ct. 

App.1986) (citing Indep. Sch. Dist. No. 35 v. Engelstad, 144 N.W.2d 245, 248 (Minn. 1966)).  
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Failure to make a showing as to the second or third Dahlberg factors alone are sufficient 

grounds to deny a motion for a temporary injunction. See Sanborn Mfg. Co. v. Currie, 500 

N.W.2d 161, 164 (Minn. Ct. App. 1993) (explaining failure to show likelihood of success on the 

merits is ground for denial of a temporary injunction); Morse v. City of Waterville, 458 N.W. 2d 

728, 729 (Minn. Ct. App. 1990) (explaining failure to show irreparable harm is sufficient 

grounds to deny a temporary injunction). As such, it is appropriate for the Court to consider 

those factors first.  

A.  Dahlberg Factor #3 – Plaintiffs’ Likelihood of Success 

The likelihood that one party will succeed on the merits is the most important factor in 

the Dahlberg analysis. Softchoice, Inc. v. Schmidt, 763 N.W.2d 660, 666 (Minn. Ct. App. 2009). 

If a plaintiff fails to show any likelihood of winning the case on the merits, district courts may 

not grant an injunction. Currie, 500 N.W.2d at 164. 

1. Plaintiffs’ alleged claim against the Ramsey County Defendants is 
without basis.  

Plaintiffs allege two causes of action in their Complaint. Only Count I refers to the 

Ramsey County Defendants. (Compl. at p. 12.) But even Count I does not make a connection to 

the actions or inactions of the Ramsey County Defendants.  

Plaintiffs challenge the Society’s rule banning firearms at the State Fair and attempt to tie 

the Ramsey County Defendants to their challenge by alleging generally that the Ramsey County 

Sheriff’s Department will be responsible for enforcing the Society’s rules, including the ban on 

firearms.  (Pls.’ Memo. at 5.)  Yet, their challenge is to the Society’s rule; the rule was not 

created by the Ramsey County Defendants. There is no basis for including the Ramsey County 

Defendants as their role, through the RCSO, is limited to enforcing a rule they did not create, a 

point acknowledged by the VP of the Minnesota Gun Owners Caucus, who has stated: “We are 
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only including [the Ramsey County Sheriff’s Office] in the lawsuit simply because they have 

been contracted by the fair to provide security within the fair so we have no expectation that the 

Ramsey County Sheriff's Office intends to infringe upon the rights of permit holders.”  Carli 

Petrus, A Constitutional law professor breaks down Second Amendment after gun owner’s group 

sues Minnesota State Fair, KTTC (August 11, 2021), https://kttc.com/2021/08/11/a-

constitutional-law-professor-breaks-down-second-amendment after-gun-owners-group-sues-

minnesota-state-fair/ .   

Moreover, Plaintiffs claim that their right to carry pistols is impermissibly infringed by 

the announcement that the Society intends to have metal detectors at the 2021 State Fair, “which 

will inevitably detect pistols of those unlawfully carrying them.”  (Pls.’ Memo. at 7; Boyle Decl. 

Ex. M.) They claim that the use of metal detectors is an example of “governmental overreach,” 

and they point to Sheriff Fletcher as the top peace office who they claim will enforce the use of 

such devices. (Pls.’ Memo. at 7.) Yet, as Plaintiffs are well-aware from the terms of the 

Agreement, the RCSO is not responsible for gate security, including the use of metal detectors at 

the 2021 State Fair. In fact, under the terms of the Agreement: 

The Agricultural Society shall be responsible for security screening at entrance 
points at the Fairgrounds, including bag checks and the use of magnetometers.  
The County, through the RCSO, will not be responsible for security screening, 
bag or container checks, or other components of admittance to the Fairgrounds.  
The County, through the RCSO, will not be responsible for security, security 
screening, or ingress or egress to the State Fair parking lots. 

(Compl. Ex. 1 at III.3.) As such, Plaintiffs’ claim against the Ramsey County Defendants is 

without basis.  

2. Minn. Stat. § 471.633 does not provide a private right of action.  

In Count I, Plaintiffs assert claims under the Declaratory Judgment Act, Minn. Ch. 555. 

Yet, Plaintiffs fail to assert an underlying cause of action as is required to support a claim under 
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the Declaratory Judgment Act. The Declaratory Judgment Act “is not an express independent 

source of jurisdiction.” All. For Metro. Stability v. Metro. Council, 671 N.W.2d 905, 915 (Minn. 

Ct. App. 2003)    

They attempt to create a hook relative to the Ramsey County Defendants for their claim 

by asserting the RCSO’s enforcement responsibilities at the State Fair constitute an effort to 

“regulate firearms, ammunition, or their respective components to the complete exclusion of any 

order, ordinance or regulation by them” under Minn. Stat. § 471.633. (Pls.’ Memo. at 10-11.) 

They then argue that the basis for that alleged effort is pre-empted by Minn. Stat. § 471.633, 

which deprives the RCSO of that authority. (Id.) 

Yet, there is no private right of action provided under Minn. Stat. § 471.633. Under 

Minnesota law, a statute does not provide the basis for “a civil cause of action unless the 

language of the statute is explicit or it can be determined by clear implication.” Halva v. 

Minnesota State Colls. & Univs., 953 N.W.2d 496, 504 (Minn. 2021) (holding that the Official 

Records Act did not create a private cause of action). There is nothing in Minn. Stat. § 471.633 

that confers a private right of action with respect to Plaintiffs. Consequently, Plaintiffs have no 

right to bring this action and would be unable to enforce any order from this Court requiring the 

allowance of properly registered firearms at the Minnesota State Fair. Accordingly, Plaintiffs’ 

claim against the Ramsey County Defendants is unlikely to succeed on the merits, because 

Plaintiffs have no right to assert this claim against them. 1

1 Plaintiffs make a passing reference to Minn. Stat. § 624.714 relative to the Sheriff in their brief.  
Although it is unclear as to an argument, if any, they make relative to the Sheriff under the 
statute, any argument is derivative of their professed challenge to the Society’s rule prohibiting 
firearms at the State Fair, which erroneously assumes that § 624.714 authorizes them to carry a 
permitted pistol in any public place.
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Even if Plaintiffs were able to assert a private cause of action, it would not apply to the 

Ramsey County Defendants in this case. In the Agreement, the RCSO agrees to the “enforcement 

of state law or any rule, bylaw, or ordinance of the Agriculture Society, consistent with 

Minnesota Statutes Section 37.20.” (Compl. Ex. 1 at II.1.c.) The RCSO’s duties are clearly 

delineated as duties of enforcement of the Society’s already established rules, bylaws or 

ordinances. (Compl. Ex. 1 at II.1.b.) Its duties do not include regulation through its creation of 

rules, ordinances or bylaws for purposes of regulating firearms, ammunition or other components 

as provided in Minn. Stat. §471.633. See, e.g., State v. Eide, 898 N.W.2d 290 (Minn. Ct. App. 

2017) (interpreting § 417.633 in challenge to Metropolitan Airports Commission ordinance); 

Gottwalt v. Olson, No. 16-1098 (JRT/LIB), 2017 WL 1173595 (D. Minn. March 28, 2017) 

(interpreting § 417.633 in challenge to City of St. Cloud Ordinance). And the RCSO has not in 

fact made or created any rules, ordinances, or bylaws regulating firearms, ammunition, or other 

components at issue in this case. Thus, even if Minn. Stat. § 417.633 somehow considered, by its 

terms, it does not apply to the Ramsey County Defendants in this case.  

In sum, Plaintiffs’ claims are not properly alleged against the Ramsey County 

Defendants, and Plaintiffs have failed to even state a claim against the Ramsey County 

Defendants upon which relief can be granted.  

The third Dahlberg factor does not weigh in favor of an injunction. 

B. Dahlberg Factor #2 – Comparative Harm 

Plaintiffs argue that they will suffer irreparable harm if the Court denies their motion for 

a temporary injunction. (Pls.’ Memo. at 8-9.) When analyzing the second Dahlberg factor, the 

balance of relative harm between the parties, a district court weighs the harm to be suffered by 

the moving party if the injunction does not issue compared to the harm to be suffered by the 
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nonmoving party if the injunction issues. Dahlberg, 137 N.W.2d at 321. The party seeking a 

temporary injunction must establish that it will suffer irreparable harm if its motion is denied, 

while the party opposing the motion need show only substantial harm. See Pacific Equip. & 

Irrigation, Inc. v. Toro Co., 519 N.W.2d 911, 915 (Minn. Ct. App.1994), review denied (Minn. 

Sept. 16, 1994). As stated above, “[t]he failure to show irreparable harm is, by itself, a sufficient 

ground upon which to deny a preliminary injunction.” Morse, 458 N.W. 2d at 729. 

1. Plaintiffs cannot show they have suffered irreparable harm.

Plaintiffs contend that any restriction on their Second Amendment rights would constitute 

irreparable harm as a matter of law. Yet, in support, they cite to cases that only discuss 

irreparable harm as a matter of law as to likely restrictions on a plaintiff’s First Amendment 

rights, not Second Amendment rights. See Pavek v. Simon, 467 F. Supp. 3d 718, 754 (D. Minn. 

2020); Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373-74 (1976). (Pls.’ Memo. at 8-9.) And a Minnesota 

Federal District Court recently concluded that while the “Supreme Court has recognized that the 

loss of First Amendment freedoms, for even minimal period of time, unquestionably constitutes 

irreparable injury . . . it is not at all clear that [this] principle . . . applies in other constitutional 

contexts.” Let Them Play MN v. Walz, No. 21-CV-79 (ECT/DTS), 2021 WL 423923, at *12 (D. 

Minn. Feb. 8, 2021) (quotation omitted); see also Kachalsky v. County of Westchester, 701 F.3d 

81 (2d Cir. 2012) (“it would be . . . imprudent to assume that the principles and doctrines 

developed in connection with the First Amendment apply equally to the Second [Amendment]”); 

Plastino v. Koster, No. 4:12-CV-1316 CAS, 2013 WL 1769088, at *3 & n.5 (E.D. Mo. Apr. 24, 

2013) (concluding that temporary violations of the Second Amendment and the Equal Protection 

Clause would not automatically constitute irreparable harm). Because Plaintiffs have not cited a 

single case where a possible violation of Second Amendment rights alone constitutes irreparable 
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harm and make no other arguments as to harm to be suffered outside of a possible infringement 

to their Second Amendment rights, they have not met their burden of demonstrating that they 

would suffer irreparable harm absent an injunction.  

Moreover, although Plaintiffs argue that irreparable harm is present as a matter of law 

because the Society’s rule violates their Second Amendment rights, Plaintiffs do not allege any 

constitutional violation in their Complaint or as their claim in their temporary injunction 

briefing; rather, their arguments focus on whether the rule violates state statute. As such, the 

Court should not conclude that Plaintiffs have shown irreparable harm based on the deprivation 

of a constitutional right when Plaintiffs do not even raise a constitutional challenge before this 

Court.  

Finally, “[a] trial court cannot enjoin what a party only assumes . . . or fears will be a 

possible result.” See Costley v. Caromin House, Inc., 313 N.W.2d 21, 28 (Minn. 1981). 

Plaintiffs’ claims specifically as to the Ramsey County Defendants are merely speculative. The 

Society is solely responsible for security screening at the fairground admission gates, including 

bag checks and the use of metal detectors. (Compl. Ex. 1 at III.3.) The RCSO has no 

responsibility for security screening, will not be monitoring the new use of metal detectors, and 

will not be denying entrance to those individuals wishing to visit the fairgrounds carrying 

firearms. Plaintiffs’ claim against the Ramsey County Defendants necessarily assumes that a 

person will be able to carry a pistol past the Society’s admission screening practices and be 

admitted into the fair, and then will later use or show that pistol in a way that requires the 

intervention of RCSO officers. As such, an injunction is improper because any claim that 

irreparable harm will be suffered due to the actions of the Ramsey County Defendants is based 

on complete speculation. 
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2. Substantial harm is likely if the injunction is entered 

If an injunction were issued, there is ample evidence of the likelihood of substantial 

harm. 

First, the RCSO has developed an operations and safety plan in connection with its 

responsibilities for providing law enforcement services to the Society during the 2021 State Fair. 

The operations and safety plan for 2021 was designed with the gate security plan and the 

firearms ban in mind. To force the RCSO to rework the operations and safety plan just days 

before the 2021 State Fair opens is untenable. (Knafla Aff. at ¶ 9.) 

Second, there is evidence that the Society’s long-standing policy of banning firearms on 

the fairgrounds is in the best interest public safety. (Knafla Aff. at ¶ 9; Martin Aff. at ¶ 4.) 

Civilian training on the use of firearms does not require scenarios that are more likely to occur in 

a densely crowded environment. (Martin Aff. at ¶5). Given the large and dense crowds common 

at the Minnesota State Fair, any discharge of a firearm creates a high likelihood of striking one or 

more innocent bystanders. (Knafla Aff. at ¶ 8.) Further, even the sight of a firearm on the 

fairgrounds could cause fairgoers to panic. (Metusalem Aff. at ¶ 6.) Due to the high volume of 

fair attendees, stampedes induced by frightened fairgoers who observe an openly carried firearm 

and believe there could be an active shooter on the grounds, particularly if the weapon is a long 

gun, could easily result in numerous injuries and possible fatalities. (Id.)  

The second Dahlberg factor does not weigh in favor of an injunction.  

C.  Dahlberg Factor #1 – The Parties’ Preexisting Relationship 

Plaintiffs argue that the first Dahlberg factor, the nature and relationship of the parties, 

weighs in favor of a temporary injunction. (Pls.’ Memo. at 7-8.) “The purpose of a temporary 

injunction is to preserve the status quo until judgment.” Upper Midwest Sales Co. v. Ecolab, Inc., 
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577 N.W.2d 236, 244 (Minn. Ct. App. 1998). A court’s review of the status quo is the existing 

relationship prior to the parties’ dispute. See Queen City Constr., Inc. v. City of Rochester, 604 

N.W.2d 368, 372 (Minn. Ct. App. 1999) (citing Dahlberg, 137 N.W.2d at 322). This factor 

evaluates the understanding among the parties as to what each might reasonably expect of the 

other as a result of their relationship. See Dahlberg, 137 N.W.2d at 322. To that end, only 

evidence that the parties’ relationship will change while awaiting trial on the merits weighs in 

favor of granting an injunction.  

Plaintiffs provide no evidence or argument regarding any alleged change that will occur 

with respect to their relationship with the Ramsey County Defendants, and more particularly, the 

RCSO, in the event an injunction is not entered. The RCSO has never before provided law 

enforcement services to the Minnesota State Fair. In fact, the 2021 Minnesota State Fair will 

mark the first time that the RCSO will provide law enforcement services at the State Fair. 

Importantly, the RCSO’s services do not include security screening services, including the use of 

metal detectors. (Compl. Ex. 1 at III.3.) And, according to Plaintiffs, the use of metal detectors is 

the crux of their argument relative to the evaluation of the status quo for purposes of their 

motion. Thus, there can be no argument that there is a prior relationship between Plaintiffs and 

the Ramsey County Defendants that requires an injunction to otherwise prevent a change while 

awaiting trial on the merits.  

Further, the rule prohibiting firearms at the Minnesota State Fair pre-existed the current 

dispute. Guns have been banned at the State Fair since 2003. While the new use of metal 

detectors may make detection of pistols easier, it does not change the parties’ relationships, the 

longstanding prohibition of firearms, and Plaintiffs’ inability to bring concealed pistols on the 

State Fair grounds.  
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The first Dahlberg factor does not weigh in favor of an injunction. 

D. Dahlberg Factor #4 – Public Policy Considerations 

Plaintiffs argue that the fourth Dahlberg factor weighs in favor of an injunction because 

public policy considerations, specifically the public’s interest in protecting constitutional rights, 

supports the injunction. (Pls.’ Memo. at 14-15.) Once again, Plaintiffs base the analysis of this 

factor on an alleged violation of their constitutional rights, a claim they have not made in their 

Complaint or in any other form before this Court. As such, the Court should not consider this 

rationale when Plaintiffs have not even raised a constitutional challenge.   

Moreover, the public’s interest in having a safe State Fair for all attendees weighs in 

favor of denying the injunction. Although Plaintiffs seemingly scoff at the likelihood of danger 

posed by gun violence next to a Pronto Pup stand, the Princess Kay of the Milky Way butter 

sculptures, and horse barrel racing, the presence of firearms at the State Fair, a crowded 

environment full of all types of individuals from different backgrounds and different viewpoints, 

young and old alike, engaging in numerous activities, including the consumption of alcohol, 

poses a significant threat. In fact, with the dense crowds common at the State Fair, any discharge 

of a firearm, purposeful or accidental, is likely to strike one or more innocent bystanders. (Knafla 

Aff. at ¶8.)   

Further, even the sight of a firearm on the fairgrounds in our current societal climate 

where gun violence and mass shootings occur quite commonly could cause fairgoers, unaware 

that a firearm may be being lawfully carried, to panic. (Metusalem Aff. At ¶6.) Due to the 

volume of fairgoers, stampedes induced by frightened individuals who catch a glimpse of a 

firearm would result in numerous injuries and possible fatalities. (Id.) It simply does not “strain 

credulity” to imagine the numerous dangers posed by allowing deadly weapons on the Minnesota 
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State Fairgrounds. (See Pls.’ Br. at 15.) Defendants have a real and valid interest in public safety 

and banning firearms on the fairgrounds is a key part of the Society’s public safety plan.  

The fourth Dahlberg factor does not weigh in favor of an injunction. 

E.  Dahlberg Factor #5 – Administrative Burdens

Plaintiffs argue that the fifth Dahlberg factor also weighs in favor of an injunction 

because “little-to-no judicial supervision would be required to enforce the temporary injunction.” 

(Pls.’ Memo. at 15-16.) But the Court would bear a significant administrative burden if the 

Plaintiffs’ motion for a temporary injunction is granted.  

If the Court grants Plaintiffs’ motion for a temporary injunction, it is likely the Society 

will adopt additional security measures and procedures to promote safety for all fairgoers at the 

2021 State Fair. These new rules would likely affect the RCSO’s duties and responsibilities for 

the administration of law enforcement activities. In addition, to the likely extent the Society’s 

new rules, bylaws, or ordinances and changes are challenged by the Plaintiffs, the Court will be 

required to intercede and administer additional and continuing supervision.   

The fifth Dahlberg factor does not weigh in favor of either party’s position. 

F.  The Dahlberg factors require denial of the temporary injunction.  

The five Dahlberg factors, analyzing the parties’ relationship, the comparative harm, the 

Plaintiffs’ likelihood of success, the public policy considerations, and administrative burdens 

each establish that the temporary injunction must be denied. As such, the Court should deny the 

Plaintiffs’ motion for a temporary injunction.  

II. A temporary injunction requires a bond.  

If this Court grants Plaintiffs’ request for a temporary injunction, Minnesota law requires 

that security be posted by Plaintiffs to cover damages from a wrongfully granted temporary 

injunction.  
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No temporary restraining order or temporary injunction shall be granted except 
upon the giving of security by the applicant, in such sum as the court deems 
proper, for the payment of such costs and damages as may be incurred or suffered 
by any party who is found to have been wrongfully enjoined or restrained. 

Minn. R. Civ. P. 65.03(a). The purpose of such a bond is to pay for harm resulting from an 

erroneous injunction and represents a prospective view of damages. Eide, 472 N.W.2d at 194. 

Plaintiffs argue that the Court should waive the bond requirement because the Defendants 

have no prospective damages from allowing fairgoers to possess and carry their firearms at the 

State Fair. (Pls.’ Memo. at 16-17.) But as previously stated, the Society’s prohibition of firearms 

is based in public safety and instituted to protect all fairgoers. The presence of firearms on the 

fairgrounds increases Defendants’ exposure of potential liability to fairgoers, based upon the 

increased possibility of injury and fatality that the presence of firearms will create at the State 

Fair.  

Because the presence of firearms at the State Fair will increase likelihood of injuries and 

fatalities and Defendants will face increased exposure to risk of potential liability, prospective 

damages are real and present in this case. Plaintiffs must be required to post a bond pursuant to 

Minn. R. Civ. P. 65.03.  
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CONCLUSION 

The Dahlberg factors require the denial of Plaintiffs’ motion for temporary injunction. As 

such, the Ramsey County Defendants respectfully request that this Court deny Plaintiffs’ motion.   

August 18, 2018 NILAN JOHNSON LEWIS PA  

By:   /s/ Tracy J. Van Steenburgh  
       Tracy J. Van Steenburgh (#0141173) 
       Kirsten H. Pagel (#0399114) 
       250 Marquette Avenue, Suite 800  
       Minneapolis, MN 55402-4501 
       Telephone: (612) 305-7500 
       Facsimile: (612) 305-7501 
       tvan@nilanjohnson.com 
       kpagel@nilanjohnson.com 
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RAMSEY COUNTY AND SHERIFF BOB 
FLETCHER  


