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Sponsor Statement
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"Establishing nJoint Task Force on the Census and Redistricling."
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TimelLine of Census and Redistricting Events
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Under provisions of HIR 44, if adopted by the voters, the
board would have until 30 days after appointment or delivery
of the census data, whichever is later, to draft a plan of redistricting.

Under the provisions of HIR 44, the board would have 90 days after appointment
ard delivery of the census data to issue a proclamation adopting a final plan.
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Population Changes by House District, 1990-96

House
District

HD 1

HD 2

HD 3

HD 4

HD 5

HD 6

HD 7

HD a

HD 9

HD 10
HD 11
HD 12
HD 13
HD 14
HD 15
HD 16
HD 17
HD 18
HD 19
HD 20
HD 21
HD 22
HD 23
HD 24
HD 25
HD 26
HD 27
HD 28
HD 29
HD 30
HD 31
HD 32
HD 33
HD 34
HD 35
HD 36
HD 37
HD 38
HD 39
HD 40

Statewide

= Growth below statewide average Q

Representative

Bill Williams

Ben Grussendorf
Kim Elton

Bill Hudson
Albert Kookesh
Alan Austerman
Gail Phillips
Gary Davis

Mark Hodgins
Joe Green

Norman Rokeberg

Mark Hanley
Ethan Berkowitz
Terry Martin
Eric Croft

Allen Kemplen
John Cowdery
Con Btinde
Jerry Sanders
Brian Porter
Joe Ryan
Ramona Barnes
Eldon Mulder
Pete holt

Fred Dyson

Vic Kohring
Scott Ogan
Beverly Masek
John Davies
Tom Brice

Pete Kelly

Al Vezey
GeneTherriault
Jeannette James
Gene Kubina
Irene Nicholia
Reggie Joule
Richard Foster
Ivan lvan

Carl Moses

Estimate
7/01/96

14,908
14,857
14,702
15,008
14,643
14,028
15,688
16,197
14,650
15 761
15,943
15,265
15,642
13,227
15,762
15,401
16,948
16.483
17,462
15,954
15,825
16.109
11,963
15.776
15.057
16,276
18.590
20,583
14,334
14,547
13,565
13,955
14,503
13,491
13,350
13,168
14,558
15,284
16,280
11,057

607,800

= Above average

Census
4/01/90

13,985
14,541
13,427
13,492
13,544
13,309
13 661
13.547
13,331
13.589
13.833
13,663
13,801
14,207
14.023
13.920
14.131
13.758
14,029
13.892
13,971
14 031
14,129
13.510
13.695
13,950
14,993
14 895
13,247
13,242
13,395
13,793
13,138
12,806
12,808
12,776
12.889
13 565
14,507
15,020

550,043

AN

Change

923
316
1,275
1,516
1,099
719
2,027
2,650
1,319
2,172
2,110
1,602
1.841
- 980
1,739
1,481
2,817
1,725
3,433
2,062
1,854
2.078
-2,166
2,266
2,362
2.326
3,597
5.688
1,087
1,305
170
162
1,365
685
542
392
1.669
1,719
1,773
- 3,963

Average
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Percent

6.6%
2.2%
9.5%
11.2%
8.1%
5.4%
14.8%
19.6%
9.9%
16.0%
15.3%
11.7%
13.3%
-6.9%
12.4%
10.6%
19.9%
19.8%
24.5%
14.8%
13.3%
14 8%
-15.4%
16.8%
17 2%
16 7%
24 0%
38 2%
8.2%
9.9%
1.3%
1.2%
10.4%
5.3%
4.2%
3.1%
12 9%
12 7%
12 2%
- 26.4%

10.5%

= Actual loss of population



REDISTRICTING PLANS

Drew Plan after Legislative Impasse
Rejected or Corrected Plan
Approved Plan Drawn by Another
Plan not Challenged

No Plan Needed

Success Rate
Legislatures
Commissions

Governors

Peter S Wattson
Senate Coun el
Minnesota

COURT ACTION ON

1991-94

House

14

18

50

599%(29 of 49)

Senate

10
12
21

_Q
50

66% (33 of 50)

60%(21  of 35) 58% (21 of 36)

67%(8 of 12) 83% (10 of 12)

0% (0 of 2)

50% (1 of 2)

October 26, 1994

Congressional

63% (27 of 43)
59% (23 of 39)
100% (4 of 4)



December 5, 1996

LEGISLATIVE AND CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING PLANS
1991-96

HOUSE PLAN SENATE PLAN CONGRESSIONAL PLAN
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Unresolved Questions for the 1990's:

* How can the 3aw accommodate the competing interests of different
m|nor_|t¥ groups, e.g.. African Americans and Latinos, in the same
S

distric

* How far will State and local governments be required to ?o in
dr.awm([) districts for protected minority groups when these clash

with other traditional redistricting criteria, such as compactness
or the desire to keep municipalities together?

* Does the Voting Rights Act regulre.a State or local government,
which cannot draw a district or district where minority voters can
elect their preferred candidate, to draw districts that provide for
the maximum degree of influence?

* How will the Department of Justice, which has expressed
disagreement with the decision in Shaw v. Reno, interpret and
enforce Section 5 in light of that decision? In other words, will
the Department of Justice, during preclearance deliberations,
consider alternative plans that contain "bizarre" or "highly
irregular" districts?

* Are single-member districts necessarily the best remedy for at-
large vote dilution, or should other remedies, like limited or

cumulative voting systems, bhe considered?

* In the year 2000, it is likely that redistricting plans will be
drawn on personal computers. How will state legislatures or local
?overnments (or courts) be able to make rational decisions when
here are literal hundreds of plans being drawn, all with a
variety of benefits and shortcomings?

¥ Should minority leaders or minority legislators push for
creating more minority districts when it will jeopardize or reduce
their political party's strength in the legislature?

arty affiliation play in voting rights suits?

* What role will ’o
Or, put differently, "what will the <courts do "if "a minority

candidate's lack of success can he shown to be attributable to
party affiliation?



Alaska Redistricting Case: The 1990's

Hickel u Southeast Conference, 846 P.2d 38 (Alaska 1992)

The Alaska Supreme Court found that the Governor’s reapportionment plan for Southeast
Alaska violated the anti-gerrymandering provisions of the Alaska Constitution by failing to
observe existing municipal boundaries and ignoring natural geographic boundaries by splitting all
of the major islands of the Alexander Archipelago. The court reasoned that municipalities in the
state areper se socio-economic areas. The court found that a desire to increase Native
representation in a specific district did not justify departure from the anti-gerrymandering
provisions. A reapportionment plan may minimize the anti-gerrymandering provisions when
minimization is the only means available to satisfy Voting Rights Act requirements.

The court found that the Governor’s plan for the Mat-Su Borough violated the anti-
gerrymandering provisions when it divided up excess borough population among five other
election districts. The court concluded that excess population should, to the maximum extent
possible, be kept together and added to another socio-economicaily and compact district.

The court found that the governor’s plan violated the anti-gerrymandering provision by
combining populations of Inupiaq and Athabaskan Natives in a single district. The court found
that the combination of these tribal groups did not create a district that encompasses as nearly as
practicable a relatively integrated socio-economic area.

The court found sua sponle that the division of the Aleutian Islands into two districts violates
the anti-gerrymandering provisions.

The court found that determination of the population base for redistricting purposes did not
require adjustment of the census population to delete non-resident military personnel ifthere
was an adequate showing that it was not possible to accurately identity those military personnel
who are non-residents and that failure to adjust for military personnel did not introduce an

urban' rural bias.

The Supreme Court directed the Superior Court to formulate an interim plan for the approaching
general election.



