















































adopted redistricting plans that the public and the parties praise as fair and balanced by
consistently applying neutral principles. Hippert, No.Al11-0152 (Minn. Special
Redistricting Panel Feb. 21, 2012) (Order Adopting Cong. Redistricting Plan) (noting but
not removing incumbent conflicts); Hippert, No. A11-0152 (Minn. Special Redistricting
Panel Feb. v21, 2012) (Order Adopting Legis. Redistricting Plan) (same). As the Hippert
panel observed, “districts do not exist for the benefit of any particular legislator” or “any
political party.” Hippert, No. A11-0152 (Minn. Special Redistricting Panel Feb. 21, 2012)
(Order Adopting Cong. Redistricting Plan); Hippert, No. A11-0152 (Minn. Special
Redistricting Panel Feb. 21, 2012) (Order Adopting Legis. Redistricting Plan). Consistent
with that approach and Rucho’s clear instruction that courts not wade into political matters,
if we are called upon to draw new districts, we will do so solely through application of our
stated neutral redistricting principles.

Finally, we address the request of plaintiff-intervenors Dr. Bruce Corrie, et al. (the
Corrie plaintiffs) that we deem individuals incarcerated at the time of the 2020 Census to
be residing at their last known place of residence. This position, which they alone urge, is
contrary to the parties’ stipulation that the panel and the parties will use the 2020 Census
Redistricting Data, which places prisoners at the location of their incarceration. See
Karcher, 462 U.S. at 738 (explaining that “the census data provide the only reliable—albeit
less than perfect—indication of the districts’ ‘real’ relative population levels”). And the
Corrie plaintiffs acknowledge that no existing law authorizes us to perform the requested
reallocation. We conclude that reallocating prisoners constitutes a policy change that is

the province of the legislature, not the courts. See Connor, 431 U.S. at 415.
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