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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA 

 
Reverend Tim Christopher, Sara Cade 
Hauptman, and the Minnesota Gun Owners 
Caucus, 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 
 
Ramsey County, Bob Fletcher, in his 
official capacity as Ramsey County 
Sheriff, and the State Agricultural Society, 
 
 Defendants. 
 

 
Case No. 0:21-cv-02292-JRT-KMM 

 
 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO DISMISS 

PLAINTIFFS’ CLAIMS AGAINST 
DEFENDANTS RAMSEY COUNTY 

AND SHERIFF BOB FLETCHER  

 
INTRODUCTION 

 Plaintiffs Christopher, Hauptman, and the Minnesota Gun Owners Caucus have 

sued the State Agricultural Society (“Society”), Ramsey County, and Bob Fletcher in his 

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

County Defendants”), claiming the Society’s ban on firearms during the 2021 Minnesota 

State Fair violates their constitutional right to carry a firearm and that the Society should 

be prohibited from enforcing its ban at any State Fair in the future. Plaintiffs’ Amended 

Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted as to the Ramsey County 

Defendants. Plaintiffs fail to identify any action by Sheriff Fletcher or Ramsey County 

during the 2021 State Fair that deprived any of them of any constitutional right or privilege. 

As to prospective relief, they have no standing to seek an injunction and have failed to 

identify any duty for purposes of seeking a writ of mandamus to compel performance.  

CASE 0:21-cv-02292-JRT-KMM   Doc. 12   Filed 10/22/21   Page 1 of 13



 

 2 
4851-5132-2106 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

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

Compl. at ¶¶ 26-28.) The Society delegates represent all 87 county fairs in Minnesota, 

along with delegates from various regional and statewide agricultural and education 

groups. (Id. ¶ 25.) 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. (Id. ¶ 26.) Under Minn. Stat. § 37.16, the Society, through its board of managers, is 

authorized to establish bylaws, ordinances, and rules for the State Fair. (See id. ¶ 21.) The 

Society formally adopted a firearm-ban policy as Rule 1.24 on August 17, 2021. (Id. ¶ 40.) 

Rule 1.24 provides that persons possessing personal pistols will be denied admission to the 

State Fair. (Id.) 

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

department. (Id. ¶ 35-36, 41.)  It wished instead to partner with another law enforcement 

agency to provide law enforcement services throughout the State Fairgrounds during the 

2021 State Fair. (Id. ¶ 41.) 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”). (Id. ¶ 44; Notice of Removal Ex. 1, Compl. Ex. 1 (ECF No. 1-1)) Pursuant 

to the terms of the Agreement, the RCSO was to 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. (Notice of Removal Ex. 1, 
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Compl. Ex. 1 at p. 1-2 (ECF No. 1-1))  The RCSO was not responsible for security 

screenings at the entrance points to the State Fair grounds. (Id. at p. 4.)  

Plaintiffs allege that Plaintiff Christopher decided not to attend the 2021 State Fair 

after purchasing entry and bus tickets because he would not be able to bring his personal 

pistol with him. (Am. Compl. ¶¶ 7, 62.) And Plaintiff Hauptman was denied entry to the 

2021 State Fair because she was carrying her personal pistol. (Am. Compl. ¶¶ 8, 61, 86.)  

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

on August 10, 2021, seeking a declaratory judgment pursuant to two counts. (See generally 

id.) Plaintiffs alleged 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 under state law (Count II). Only Count I was alleged against the 

Ramsey County Defendants. (Id. at p. 12-13.) Plaintiffs also moved for a temporary 

injunction on August 10, 2021; this motion was denied by the Court on August 25, 2021. 

(See generally Notice of Removal Ex. 1, Aug. 25, 2021 Order (ECF No. 1-3))  

Plaintiffs filed an Amended Complaint on September 16, 2021, alleging five counts, 

specifically that: (1) Defendants’ deprived Plaintiffs’ of their individual right to bear arms 

(“Count 1”); (2) Plaintiffs are entitled to declaratory judgment that the Society has adopted 

a rule incompatible with Minnesota’s gun permitting law (“Count 2”); (3) Plaintiffs are 

entitled to a writ of mandamus compelling Defendants to comply with Minnesota’s gun 

permitting law (“Count 3”); (4) Plaintiffs are entitled to mandamus damages (“Count 6”); 
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and (5) the Society breached a contract with Plaintiffs (“Count 7”). (Am. Compl. at 13-17.) 

Only Counts 1, 2, and 31 are alleged against the Ramsey County Defendants. (Id.)   

ARGUMENT 

            Plaintiffs’ lawsuit involves a challenge to the Society’s Rule 1.24, which prohibits 

Minnesota State Fair admission of persons possessing personal pistols. Although Plaintiffs’ 

challenge is narrow, they seek to cast an impermissibly wide net, and they have 

inexplicably named Ramsey County and Sheriff Fletcher as defendants.   Plaintiffs’ claims 

against the Ramsey County Defendants have no basis in law or fact, and dismissal of their 

Complaint against the Ramsey County Defendants is appropriate.    

I. Count 1:  No Action Alleged That Would Support at § 1983 Claim.  
 
Plaintiffs first allege that Sheriff Fletcher and Ramsey County are liable under 42 

U.S.C. § 1983.  Yet, to state a § 1983 claim, a plaintiff must allege that a defendant, acting 

under color of state law, deprived him or her of a right, privilege, or immunity secured by 

the United States Constitution or by laws of the United States. 42 U.S.C. § 1983; West v. 

Atkins, 487 U.S. 42, 48 (1988). Further, “[l]iability under section 1983 requires a causal 

link to, and direct responsibility for, the deprivation of rights” protected by the 

Constitution. Madewell v. Roberts, 909 F.2d 1203, 1208 (8th Cir.1990); Speed v. Ramsey 

County, 954 F. Supp. 1392, 1397 (D. Minn.1997) (same). Put differently, a civil rights 

 
1 Count 6, by its title language “Against All Defendants” also proports to be alleged against the 
Ramsey County Defendants but the actual allegations contained in paragraphs 114-117 only relate 
to the Society. Specifically, Plaintiffs assert that “Plaintiffs are entitled to recovery of damages 
which they have incurred or will incur due to Agricultural Society’s failure to comply with 
Minnesota law.” (Am. Compl. ¶ 117 (emphasis added).) As such, Plaintiffs have not alleged they 
are entitled to any mandamus damages related to the actions of the Ramsey County Defendants.  
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claimant must plead facts showing each named defendant’s personal involvement in 

alleged constitutional wrongdoing. Ellis v. Norris, 179 F.3d 1078, 1079 (8th Cir.1999); 

see also Beck v. LaFleur, 257 F.3d 764, 766 (8th Cir.2001) (upholding summary dismissal 

of civil rights claims because plaintiff’s complaint “failed to allege sufficient personal 

involvement by any of defendants to support such a claim”).  

Although a § 1983 complaint does not have to include detailed factual allegations, 

the complaint must contain enough facts to state a claim to relief that is “plausible on its 

face.” Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 663, (2009) (quoting Bell Atlantic Corp. v. 

Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, (2007)). “A claim has facial plausibility when the pleaded factual 

content allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for 

the misconduct alleged.” Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 663.   

Here, Plaintiffs only allege generally that Plaintiff Christopher was deprived of his 

rights when he unilaterally decided not to attend the 2021 State Fair because he would not 

be able to bring his personal pistol with him. (Am. Compl. ¶¶ 7, 62.) They also allege that 

Plaintiff Hauptman was deprived of her rights when she was denied entry to the 2021 State 

Fair by the Agricultural Society because she was carrying her personal pistol. (Am. 

Compl. ¶¶ 8, 61, 86.) And they allege generally that the MGOC was deprived of its rights 

by the “Defendants’ enforcement of the laws, regulations, policies, practices, and customs 

challenged herein.” (Am. Compl. ¶ 9.) 

Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaint is completely devoid of any facts that allege that 

Sheriff Fletcher or any employee or agent of Ramsey County engaged in any conduct that 

serves as a basis for their § 1983 claim that each of them was deprived of a constitutional 
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right.  Beck v. LaFleur, 257 F.3d 764, 766 (8th Cir. 2001) (upholding summary dismissal 

of civil rights claims, because plaintiff’s complaint failed to allege sufficient personal 

involvement by any of defendants to support such a claim).  

As to the Ramsey County Defendants, Plaintiffs make only conclusory statements.  

Thus, they allege only generally that they were deprived of their individual right to bear 

arms when the Defendants refused “to allow Plaintiffs to lawfully carry firearms into and 

at the State Fair in violation of the constitutional right to keep and bear arms and state 

law” (Am. Compl. ¶ 94.).  Such conclusory statements are completely and unequivocally 

insufficient to plead a § 1983 claim.  See Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678 (explaining that “labels 

and conclusions” and “naked assertions devoid of further factual enhancement” are 

insufficient to plead a § 1983 claim).2 As such, Plaintiffs have failed to state a claim that 

the Ramsey County Defendants are liable for any alleged constitutional violation.3  

II.  Count 2:  No Future Violation of Statute or Constitutional Right  
 

In Count 2 of their Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs assert they are entitled to a 

declaratory judgment under the Declaratory Judgment Act, Minn. Ch. 555, and injunctive 

relief under Minn. Stat. § 555.08 because the Ramsey County Defendants have violated 

Minnesota law. Unlike Count 1, which focuses on alleged harm that they claim occurred 

 
2 The only specific action cited by the individual Plaintiffs in their Amended Complaint is the 
denial, or probable denial, of entry to the 2021 State Fair. (Am. Comp. ¶ 7, 8, 59, 61, 62, 85, 86.) 
Under the terms of the Agreement, permitting or denying entry to the 2021 State Fair was 
completely outside of the scope of responsibilities of the RCSO and was instead left up to the 
Agricultural Society itself. (Notice of Removal Ex. 1, Compl. Ex. 1 at p. 4 (ECF No. 1-1)) 
 
3 With respect to any challenge to the sufficiency of Plaintiffs’ allegations as to their constitutional 
right and the lawfulness and constitutionality of the Society’s rule, the Ramsey County Defendants 
join in the Society’s motion to dismiss. 
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during the 2021 State Fair, in Count 2, Plaintiffs seek an order to enjoin possible action at 

a future State Fair. Yet, as to the Ramsey County Defendants, Plaintiffs lack standing and 

fail to state a claim that would entitle them to an injunction relative to enforcement of the 

Society’s rule banning guns at any future State Fair.   

As an initial matter, Minnesota’s Uniform Declaratory Judgements Act is not a 

cause of action; Plaintiffs “must present a substantive cause of action ‘that would be 

cognizable in a nondeclaratory suit.’” Weavewood, Inc. v. S&P Home Investment, LLC, 

821 N.W.2d 576, 579 (Minn. 2012). The Ramsey County District Court already correctly 

recognized that Plaintiffs had failed to present a substantive cause of action when it denied 

Plaintiffs’ motion for a temporary injunction. (Notice of Removal Ex. 1, Aug. 25, 2021 

Order at 10-11 (ECF No. 1-3)) Because Count 2 does not plead a cause of action, the Court 

should dismiss it.  

Further, in order to seek relief from a court, a party must have a sufficient stake in 

a justiciable controversy. Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 U.S. 727, 731-32 (1972). A party may 

acquire standing either by statute or as an aggrieved party who as has suffered some injury-

in-fact. Marine Credit Union v. Detlefson-Delano, 830 N.W.2d 859, 864 n.3 (Minn. 2013). 

The party must assert “a harm that is both ‘concrete’ and ‘actual or imminent, not 

conjectural or hypothetical.’” Hanson v. Wooston, 701 N.W.2d 257, 262 (Minn. Ct. App. 

2005) (quoting Whitmore v. Arkansas, 495 U.S. 149, 155 (1990)). “Moreover, the injury 

must be fairly traceable to the challenged action of the defendant and likely to be redressed 

by a favorable judicial decision.” Garcia-Mendoza v. 2003 Chevy Tahoe, 852 N.W.2d 659, 

663 (Minn. 2014). As such, a plaintiff seeking injunctive relief must show he or she “‘faces 

CASE 0:21-cv-02292-JRT-KMM   Doc. 12   Filed 10/22/21   Page 7 of 13



 

 8 
4851-5132-2106 

a threat of ongoing or future harm’” and that “’if unchecked by the litigation, the 

defendant’s allegedly wrongful behavior will likely occur or continue . . . .’” Park v. Forest 

Serv. of the United States, 205 F.3d 1034, 1037 (8th Cir. 2000). And “[p]ast exposure to 

illegal conduct does not in itself show a present case or controversy regarding injunctive 

relief . . . if unaccompanied by any continuing, present adverse effects.” O’Shea v. Littleton, 

414 U.S. 488, 495-96 (1974).  

The Agreement, upon which Plaintiffs rely in arguing that the Ramsey County 

Defendants have violated the law and should be enjoined from alleged further violations, 

was only effective from August 25, 2021, through September 6, 2021, and specified that 

the RCSO would provide law enforcement services on the State Fairgrounds only “during 

the 2021 State Fair.” (Notice of Removal Ex. 1, Compl. Ex. 1 at 1 (ECF No. 1-1)) Thus, 

the Ramsey County Defendants have no future enforcement responsibilities and thus there 

is no conduct to enjoin in the future. Plaintiffs have not established that they face a threat 

of ongoing or future harm, and, as such, have not asserted facts sufficient to establish 

standing as to this claim against the Ramsey County Defendants.  

Even if Plaintiff had standing to assert this claim, such a judgment and the 

concomitant injunction Plaintiff seeks could not be enforced as Plaintiffs fail to state a 

claim for which relief can be granted. Minnesota’s Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act 

gives the courts power to issue a declaratory judgment as to a party’s legal “rights, status 

and . . . relations.” Minn. Stat. § 555.01. The purpose of declaratory judgments is to 

“declare the existence of rights in doubt or uncertainty, rather than create new rights.” 

Ketterer v. Indep. Sch. Dist. No. 1 of Chippewa Cnty., 79 N.W.2d 428, 439 (Minn. 1956). 
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“A Declaratory judgment is a procedural device through which a party’s existing legal 

rights may be vindicated so long as a justiciable controversy exists.” Weavewood, Inc. v. S 

& P Home Inv., LLC, 821 N.W.2d 576, 579 (Minn. 2012) (quotation omitted).  

Plaintiffs’ Count 2 against the Ramsey County Defendants is based upon a claim 

that 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” in violation of Minn. Stat. § 471.633, 

§ 624.714, and the Second Amendment. (Am. Compl. at ¶¶ 3-6.) But Minn. Stat. §471.633, 

§ 624.714, and the Second Amendment do not afford Plaintiffs a claim; the Ramsey County 

Defendants cannot be found in violation of either statute or the Second Amendment 

because their enforcement activities do not “regulate” firearms, ammunition, or their 

respective components under § 471.633, and their enforcement activities do not “change, 

modify, or supplement” the criteria for “issuance of permits to carry” under Minn. Stat. 

§ 624.714, subd. 23.  

Plaintiffs’ true challenge is to the Society’s Rule 1.24 banning firearms at the State 

Fair.  They attempt to tie the Ramsey County Defendants to that challenge by alleging 

generally that the RCSO and Sheriff Fletcher will be responsible for enforcing that rule. 

(Am. Compl. at ¶¶ 88-89.) But, again, Plaintiffs’ challenge is to the Society’s rule. Pursuant 

to the terms of the Agreement, the RCSO agreed to the “enforcement of state law or any 

rule, bylaw, or ordinance of the Agriculture Society, consistent with Minnesota Statutes 

Section 37.20.” (Notice of Removal Ex. 1, Compl. Ex. 1 at II.1.c (ECF No. 1-1)) The 

RCSO’s duties were  clearly delineated as duties of enforcement of the Society’s already 
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established rules, bylaws or ordinances. (Notice of Removal Ex. 1, Compl. Ex. 1 at II.1.b. 

(ECF No. 1-1))  The RCSO’s duties did 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 Plaintiffs do not allege that RCSO made or created any rules, 

ordinances, or bylaws regulating firearms, ammunition, or other components at issue in 

this case. 

Nor did the RCSO’s enforcement activities have any impact, let alone effect on the 

criteria for “issuance of permits to carry” under the provisions of § 624.714, subd. 23. The 

Minnesota Citizens’ Personal Protection Act (“MCPPA”) criminalizes possession of a 

pistol without first obtaining a permit and various other related offenses.  It also permits 

judicial review of the denial or revocation of a permit.  There is nothing in the RCSO’s 

enforcement activities with respect to the State Fair that would have implicated or even 

touched on the provisions of the MCPPA. 

In sum, Plaintiffs’ Count 2 is not properly alleged against the Ramsey County 

Defendants, Plaintiffs lack standing, and have failed to even state a claim against the 

Ramsey County Defendants upon which relief can be granted. 
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III. Count 3:  No Allegation Of A Statutory Duty To Compel  

In Count 3 of their Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs assert they are entitled to a writ 

of mandamus to compel the Ramsey County Defendants “to refrain from enforcing 

ordinances which contravene Minnesota State law.” (Am. Compl. ¶¶ 109, 113.) Yet, 

mandamus is not the proper remedy by which to prohibit governmental action. And further, 

again, Plaintiffs fail to point to any activity by the Ramsey County Defendants in the future 

that they claim must be prohibited in accordance with Minnesota law.  

Mandamus is an extraordinary remedy that is available only to compel a duty clearly 

required by law. N. States Power Co. v. Minn. Metro. Council, 684 N.W.2d 485, 491 

(Minn. 2004) (emphasis added). That means that the “legal right to the act demanded [must 

be] so clear and complete as not to admit any reasonable controversy.” A district court's 

grant of mandamus is only for the “rare cases that the officials act in so clearly an arbitrary 

and capricious a manner that their action may be reviewed on mandamus.” Mendota Golf, 

LLP v. City of Mendota Heights, 708 N.W.2d 162, 176 (Minn. 2006) (quotation omitted). 

And a petitioner seeking mandamus bears the burden of proving that the petitioner is 

entitled to relief. See Breza v. City of Minnetrista, 725 N.W.2d 106, 109-10 (Minn. 2006).  

Again, “mandamus will lie only to compel performance of a duty which the law 

clearly and positively requires.” Day v. Wright County, 391 N.W.2d 32, 34 (Minn. Ct. App. 

1986). Although Plaintiffs phrase their request for mandamus as if the Ramsey County 

Defendants have an affirmative  “duty to refrain”—this is no duty at all. Instead, Plaintiffs’ 

mandamus claim is actually a request for an order that Defendants be forbidden or 

prohibited from committing a certain action. The proper remedy for such a request is for 
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an injunction; an injunction may issue to restrain an action while mandamus only compels 

action. State ex rel. Sholes v. Univ. of Minn., 54 N.W.2d 122, 129 (1952). As such, 

mandamus is not the proper method by which a plaintiff may ask that the opposing party 

be forbidden from committing certain actions but, rather, it demands the opposing party be 

compelled to do an act. Id.; see also State ex rel. Gadell-Newton v. Husted, 103 N.E.3d 

809, 812 (Ohio 2018) (explaining that a writ of mandamus is an inappropriate tool to 

restrain, prohibit, or prevent rather than “compel” the actions of another); In re Wilbourn, 

590 So.2d 1381, 1385 (Miss. 1991) (same); State ex rel. Peterson v. Olson, 307 N.W.2d 

528, 531 (N.D. 1981) (same). Plaintiffs seek to restrain, prohibit, or prevent the Ramsey 

County Defendants from enforcing the Agriculture Society’s rule. Because they do not 

seek to compel any legal duty, any claims related to a writ of mandamus should be 

dismissed.  

 Moreover, like Plaintiffs’ declaratory judgment and injunction claim, their 

mandamus claim is based upon a claim that 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” in 

violation of Minn. Stat. § 471.633, § 624.714, and the Second Amendment. (Am. Compl. 

at ¶¶ 3-6.) But, again, the Ramsey County Defendants cannot be found in violation of either 

statute or the Second Amendment because their enforcement activities do not “regulate” 

firearms, ammunition, or their respective components under § 471.633 and their 

enforcement activities do not “change, modify, or supplement” the criteria for “issuance of 

permits to carry” under Minn. Stat. § 624.714, subd. 23. Supra II.  
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Finally, as is evident in the Agreement, attached to Plaintiffs’ Complaint as Exhibit 

1 and incorporated in their Amended Complaint (Am. Compl. ¶ 45), the RCSO’s 

enforcement responsibilities expired with the expiration of the Agreement at the end of the 

2021 State Fair.  

As such, Count 3 is not properly alleged against the Ramsey County Defendants, 

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

which relief can be granted. 

CONCLUSION 

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

amounts to an unlawful prohibition of personal firearms, and, as such, have failed to state 

a claim against them upon which relief can be granted. As such, the Ramsey County 

Defendants respectfully request that this Court dismiss them from this action.  

 
 
 
 
Dated: October 22, 2021 

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 
 
ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANTS 
RAMSEY COUNTY AND SHERIFF 
BOB FLETCHER  
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