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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NORTH DAKOTA 

 
 

 

Civil No. 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS 

 

 

 

 

PLAINTIFFS’ OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION IN LIMINE 

 Defendant’s motion in limine should be denied. Defendant raises five arguments, none of 

which has merit.  

First, Defendant’s objection to the admission of expert reports should be overruled 

because, as other courts adjudicating redistricting cases in bench trials have concluded, expert 

reports are admissible under Federal Rules of Evidence (“Fed. R. Evid.”) Rule 807’s residual 

hearsay exception and are particularly helpful to the Court given the complex nature of Voting 

Rights Act (“VRA”) litigation.  

Second, Defendant’s contention that Plaintiffs’ expert Dr. Loren Collingwood used an 

“unreliable” data source, Dave’s Redistricting App (“DRA”), is misplaced. The voting age 

population (“VAP”) data reported by DRA is drawn directly from the U.S. Census Bureau and, as 

Dr. Collingwood shows, reports precisely the same figures as does Defendant’s preferred 

commercial software program, Maptitude. Moreover, DRA is routinely relied upon by experts, 

including court-appointed special masters, is used by state legislatures and redistricting 
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commissions across the country, and was even recommended to the public by the North Dakota 

Legislative Council.  

Third, Defendant’s objection to Plaintiffs’ expert Dr. Weston McCool’s conclusion that the 

disparate health, education, and employment conditions of Native American voters hinders their 

ability to participate in the political process is misplaced. The Eighth Circuit has held that this 

causal connection need not be proved, but rather is assumed true.  

Fourth, Defendant’s characterization of the Kaiser Family Foundation (“KFF”) as an 

“unreliable” source of health statistics should be rejected. KFF’s health statistics are routinely used 

by the North Dakota Legislative Council, the North Dakota Department of Health and Human 

Services, the National Institutes of Health, the U.S. Supreme Court, Circuit Courts of Appeals, and 

district courts. Moreover, KFF’s health statistics are a regular source of data underlying federal 

rules and regulations.  

Fifth, Defendants object to Plaintiffs’ supplemental disclosure of the newly elected 

Chairperson of Spirit Lake Nation, Lonna Jackson Street, because Plaintiffs did not list the precise 

same sentence to describe her discoverable knowledge as they had for former Chairperson 

Yankton. This argument is without merit. The subjects identified with respect to Chairperson 

Jackson Street all fall within the scope of the topics identified with respect to former Chairperson 

Yankton. And in any event, Plaintiffs intend to still call Mr. Yankton, and may call Ms. Jackson 

Street in the event information since she recently became Chair becomes relevant at trial. 

ARGUMENT 

I. The Court should admit the reports of experts who testify at trial. 

 The Court should admit the reports of experts who testify at trial. Rule 807 provides that a 

statement not specifically covered by an exception in Rules 803 and 804 is admissible after 
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reasonable notice to the adverse party if “(1) the statement is supported by sufficient guarantees of 

trustworthiness—after considering the totality of circumstances under which it was made and 

evidence, if any, corroborating the statement; and (2) it is more probative on the point for which it 

is offered than any other evidence that the proponent can obtain through reasonable efforts.” Fed. 

R. Evid. 807. Moreover, Rule 807, like all the rules of evidence, “should be construed so as to 

administer every proceeding fairly, eliminate unjustifiable expense and delay, and promote the 

development of evidence law, to the end of ascertaining the truth and securing a just 

determination.” Fed. R. Evid. 102. 

 In Perez v. Texas, a three-judge court adjudicating claims against Texas’s 2013 

redistricting plans ruled that expert reports were admissible under Rule 807. The court concluded 

that the reports “will be allowed subject to any further objections in open court if the expert testifies 

live or by trial deposition and adopts the statements in the report while under oath and subject to 

cross examination.” Order at 1-2, Perez v. Texas, Case No. 11-CA-360-OLG-JES-XR (W.D. Tex. 

July 3, 2017), ECF No. 1447 (attached as Exhibit 1). The court reasoned that “in bench trials, and 

in this case in particular, expert reports can greatly assist the trier of fact in understanding the basis 

for the expert’s opinions and determining how much weight to give the expert’s opinion.” Id. at 2. 

The court noted that it could disregard any hearsay or irrelevant portions, and that “[t]he issues in 

this case are not simple, the data and methodology used by certain experts can be complex, and 

time is of the essence.” Id. at 2. The court thus concluded that “[a]llowing the expert reports under 

Rule 807 will serve the general purpose of the rules and the interests of justice.” Id.1 Other courts 

 
1 At the time Perez was decided, Rule 807 included a requirement that the admission of the relevant 
evidence “will best serve the interests of justice.” See Ex. 1 at 2. In 2019, Rule 807 was amended 
and this portion was deleted as “superfluous” to Rule 102. See Fed. R. Evid. 807 Advisory 
Committee Notes, 2019 Amendments. 
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have followed the same approach. See, e.g., Bianco v. Globus Medical, Inc., 30 F. Supp. 3d 565, 

570-71 (E.D. Tex. 2014) (expert report with sworn declaration admissible on issues to be 

determined by the judge); Televisa, S.A. de C.V. v. Univision Commcn’s, Inc., 635 F. Supp. 2d 

1106, 1109-10 (C.D. Cal. 2009) (finding expert report admissible under Rule 807 because it was 

signed, adopted as a true and correct copy, testified to under oath, and subject to cross 

examination).  

VRA cases like this one involve complicated statistical analysis of voting patterns, election 

results, and socio-economic conditions. The expert reports in this case span hundreds of pages. It 

serves no purpose to multiply the trial proceedings by requiring the parties to elicit testimony and 

introduce individual exhibits for each particular fact and figure in the experts’ reports when the 

reports themselves contain all the relevant facts and data, the experts are subject to cross 

examination, and the Court is competent to review the testimony and reports and determine how 

to weigh the evidence.2 

 Moreover, under Rule 703, because this is a bench trial rather than a jury trial, Plaintiffs’ 

experts are permitted to testify at trial about otherwise inadmissible underlying facts or data 

supporting their opinions. As the Supreme Court has explained, 

in jury trials, . . . federal law generally bar[s] an expert from disclosing such 
inadmissible evidence. In bench trials, however, . . . the Federal Rules place no 
restriction on the revelation of such information to the factfinder. When the judge 
sits as trier of fact, it is presumed that the judge will understand the limited reasons 
for the disclosure of the underlying inadmissible information and will not rely on 
that information for any improper purpose. As we have noted, [i]n bench trials, 
judges routinely hear inadmissible evidence that they are presumed to ignore when 
making decisions. 

 

 
2 After filing his motion to exclude expert reports, Defendant requested that the parties agree to 
the admission of all the data, charts, and figures from the reports as separate exhibits. While 
Plaintiffs have no objection, it certainly contradicts Defendant’s argument, adds hundreds of 
exhibits for the parties and the Court to sort through, and makes little sense. 
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Williams v. Illinois, 567 U.S. 50, 69 (2012) (quotation marks and footnotes omitted) (emphasis in 

original) (second bracket in original). Thus, to the extent the reports themselves contain hearsay 

within hearsay or other inadmissible evidence, this Court is competent to hear that evidence 

without drawing any improper conclusions. Because Rule 703 would permit Plaintiffs’ experts to 

testify at trial as to any otherwise inadmissible information contained in their reports, there is no 

reason the Court cannot receive those reports into evidence in order to save the Court’s and the 

parties’ time. 

 Expert reports are routinely admitted into evidence in redistricting litigation given the 

complexity of the issues and the ability of judges presiding over bench trials to distinguish from 

material deserving more or less weight. The Court should do so here in the interest of judicial 

economy.3 

II. Dr. Collingwood properly used DRA—a reliable source for redistricting data—in his 
opinions regarding compactness and voting age population. 

 
 Dr. Collingwood properly relied upon DRA in reaching conclusions regarding 

compactness and voting age population (“VAP”) in his expert report. With no support or basis to 

so conclude—and for the first time on the eve of trial—Defendant characterizes DRA as containing 

“unreliable data” and being “unreliable software.” Memorandum in Support of Defendant[’s] 

Motion in Limine (“Def’s Memo.”) at 3. This criticism of DRA is unfounded and is belied by the 

evidence. 

 As an initial matter, Daubert challenges in bench trials generally are not a useful enterprise 

for the parties’ and Court’s time and resources.4 As the Eighth Circuit has explained, “Daubert is 

 
3 In Plaintiffs’ counsels’ experience, it is uncommon for defendants even to lodge any objection to 
the admission of expert reports in redistricting bench trials, for the reasons stated above. 
4 For example, Defendant’s expert Dr. Trey Hood made a number of assumptions and conclusions 
in his expert report that he admitted at his deposition to be methodologically incorrect. See, e.g., 
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meant to protect juries from being swayed by dubious scientific testimony. When the district court 

sits as the finder of fact, [t]here is less need for the gatekeeper to keep the gate when the gatekeeper 

is keeping the gate only for himself. Thus, we relax Daubert’s application for bench trials.” David 

E. Watson, P.C. v. United States, 668 F.3d 1008, 1015 (8th Cir. 2012) (internal quotation marks 

and citations omitted) (emphasis in original). In bench trials, if a party disagrees with an expert’s 

assumptions and methods and thinks that “other assumptions and methods [are] more appropriate, 

it ha[s] the opportunity to make this apparent through cross-examination and by presenting [its] 

own expert witness.” Id. (internal quotation marks omitted) (second bracket in original). 

 Regardless, Defendant’s contention that DRA is an “unreliable” source of redistricting data 

is incorrect. As Dave Bradlee, the founder and owner of DRA, explains in his attached declaration, 

DRA is a free, online redistricting tool that allows anyone to draw or analyze redistricting plans 

for Congress, state legislatures, and local offices. Ex. 2 (Declaration of Dave Bradlee) ¶¶ 3-4; see 

also http://www.davesredistricting.org. It was created in 2009 by Mr. Bradlee, a 20-year veteran 

of Microsoft with a Ph.D. in Computer Science from the University of Washington. Id. ¶¶ 2-3. It 

has revolutionized the redistricting process by giving the public the opportunity and ability to 

participate in a process that has all too often occurred behind closed doors—access that was 

previously limited to those able to pay thousands of dollars for commercial programs like 

Maptitude, the program touted by Defendant. Id. ¶ 4. DRA contains the Census data, such as total 

population and VAP by racial and ethnic group, necessary to draw and analyze redistricting plans. 

Id. ¶¶ 7-8. The VAP data reported by DRA is the same data contained in the commercial software 

 

ECF No. 65-4 (Hood Dep.) at 65:16-66:10 (Dr. Hood acknowledging it was “not methodologically 
correct” for him to have equally weighed elections in his Gingles 3 analysis). But Plaintiffs have 
not moved to exclude Dr. Hood or his opinions because the Court’s (and the parties’) time is 
limited and the Court is perfectly competent to weigh competing expert testimony at trial.  
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Maptitude, and like Maptitude, DRA draws that data directly from the U.S. Census Bureau. Id. ¶ 

7. Among other analytical information, DRA reports compactness scores for districts using 

common measures such as the Reock score (which measures the ratio of the area of a district to 

the area of the smallest circle that encloses the district) and the Polsby-Popper score (the ratio of 

the area of a district to the area of a circle whose circumference is equal to the perimeter of the 

district). Id. ¶¶ 9-11. As Dr. Bradlee explains in his attached declaration, DRA and its data are 

compiled by experienced and knowledgeable computer and data scientists using the same official 

Census data and mathematical formulas used by commercial software like Maptitude. Id. ¶ 6. The 

difference is that DRA does not charge any fee to users, while Maptitude comes at a steep cost. Id. 

¶ 4.5 

 Defendant offers no explanation for why DRA’s reporting of VAP is purportedly 

unreliable, nor does he contend that it differs in any way—much less any material way—from 

Maptitude’s reporting of that data. Nor could he. As Dr. Bradlee explains in his attached 

declaration, the VAP data in DRA comes directly from the U.S. Census Bureau—just the same as 

it does for Maptitude. Id. ¶ 7. Defendant offers no explanation for why a costly third-party 

company’s downloading of Census data is somehow more reliable than a transparent, free third 

party’s downloading of that same data. Moreover, Defendant—and his expert Dr. Hood—have 

access to Maptitude and presumably learned prior to filing this motion that the VAP data reported 

by Dr. Collingwood from DRA and the VAP data reported by Maptitude are precisely the same. 

 
5 Notably, Caliper, which sells Maptitude, does not view DRA as an unreliable source of data. 
Rather, it markets itself as an “Alternative to Dave’s Redistricting App” on its website, not because 
it reports more accurate Census data, but because it has additional “benefits” such as various 
features and customizable printouts. See Caliper Maptitude for Redistricting, Alternative to Dave’s 
Redistricting App, https://www.caliper.com/maptitude/solutions/alternative-to-daves-
redistricting-app.htm. 
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As Dr. Collingwood explains in his attached declaration (to which Maptitude reports are 

appended), Maptitude shows the exact same Native American VAP figures for the enacted plan’s 

Districts 9, 9A, 9B, and 15 as does DRA. Ex. 3 (Collingwood Dec). ¶¶ 5-6. The same is true for 

the reporting of the Native American VAP in District 9 in Plaintiffs’ Demonstrative Plans 1 and 

2. Id. ¶ 6.6 Defendant’s characterization of DRA as an “unreliable” source of VAP data is entirely 

baseless. 

Contrary to Defendant’s assertion, Def’s Memo. at 6, DRA has been relied upon by courts 

adjudicating redistricting litigation. For example, the Virginia Supreme Court appointed two 

special masters (one nominated by each of the two major political parties) to draw Virginia’s 2021 

redistricting plans. Both experts, Dr. Bernard Grofman and Mr. Sean Trende, relied upon DRA’s 

compactness scores to evaluate whether their plans complied with Virginia’s compactness criterion 

in proposing maps to the court. See Memo from Bernard Grofman, Ph.D. and Sean Trende to the 

Chief Justice and Justices of the Supreme Court of Virginia at 19, 32, & 46 (Dec. 7, 2021), 

https://www.vacourts.gov/courts/scv/districting/memorandum_re_va_redistricting_2021.pdf 

(Attached as Ex. 4). In another case, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia 

appointed Dr. Grofman as a special master to draw a remedial plan for the Virginia Beach City 

Council after concluding that the city’s at-large election method violated the VRA. Dr. Grofman 

 
6 Indeed, the only difference between the numbers reported by the Legislature and Dr. Hood and 
those that Dr. Collingwood used from DRA is that the Legislature and Dr. Hood cited the “single 
race” Native American figure; that is, they exclude from their figures people who identify as both 
part Native American and, e.g., part White. See, e.g. ECF No. 60-35 (Hood Report) at 2 n.4. This 
is legal error, as the Supreme Court has held. See Georgia v. Ashcroft, 539 U.S. 461, 473 n.1 (2003) 
(holding that, in a case (like this one) that “involves an examination of only one minority group’s 
effective exercise of the electoral franchise. . . . we believe it is proper to look at all individuals 
who identify themselves as [that minority],” not just those who identify as a single race (emphasis 
in original)). Nevertheless, as Dr. Collingwood explains, by comparing Maptitude’s “any part” 
Native American VAP data to his data obtained from DRA, he determined that the two sources 
report the precise same VAP figures. 
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used DRA to assess the VAP by race in the districts he drew, describing DRA as “a free user-

friendly mapping program that is becoming widely used in redistricting map-drawing.” Special 

Master’s Report at 2, 3, Holloway v. City of Virginia Beach, Case No. 2:18-cv-69 (E.D. Va. Sept. 

26, 2021), ECF No. 281-1 (attached as Ex. 5), 531 F. Supp. 3d 1015, vacated and remanded on 

other grounds, 42 F.4th 266 (4th Cir. 2022).7  

 In addition to its use by courts, DRA is also widely used by legislatures and redistricting 

commissions, both for their own mapdrawing and for receiving redistricting proposals from the 

public. Indeed, the North Dakota Legislative Council recommended, in both the 2011 and 2021 

redistricting cycles, that legislators and members of the public use DRA to submit proposals given 

the limited number of Maptitude licenses purchased by the legislature. See, e.g., Ex. 6 at 150 (Tr. 

of Aug. 26, 2021 N.D. Legislative Redistricting Committee). The North Dakota legislature is not 

alone in encouraging the use of DRA. See, e.g., Colo. Independent Redistricting Comm’ns, 

Opportunities for Public Engagement, https://redistricting.colorado.gov/content/opportunities-

for-public-engagement (“We recommend . . . Dave’s Redistricting” for submitting redistricting 

proposals to the Commission); Del. Gen. Assembly, Redistricting Information, 

https://legis.delaware.gov/redistricting (referring public to Dave’s Redistricting App for tool to 

submit proposed redistricting plans); Mo. Office of Administration, Redistricting Resources, 

https://oa.mo.gov/redistricting-resources (referring public to Dave’s Redistricting App); Mont. 

 
7 Dr. Grofman’s use and reliance on DRA is notable because he is among the preeminent 
redistricting experts in the country. Indeed, Dr. Grofman is largely considered the architect of the 
Gingles preconditions for assessing Section 2 claims. In Gingles, the Supreme Court cited his 
expert report and academic work extensively (his name appears 18 times in the decision), expressly 
adopting Dr. Grofman’s definition of racially polarized voting as part of the Gingles preconditions. 
See Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 53 n.21 (1986). There is no better evidence that DRA is a 
reliable source of redistricting data, accepted among experts in the field, than Dr. Grofman’s use 
of DRA in his court-appointed expert work. 
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Districting & Apportionment Comm’n, Instructions for Measuring Competitiveness in Dave’s 

Redistricting, https://leg.mt.gov/content/Districting/2020/maps/State-Legislative/measuring-

legislative-district-competitiveness.pdf (using Dave’s Redistricting App for mapping and data 

source to comply with redistricting criteria); Okla. Senate, Public Map Submissions, 

https://oksenate.gov/redistricting/public-map-submissions (“The Oklahoma Legislature is excited 

to partner with Dave’s Redistricting App (DRA)” to allow public to submit redistricting 

proposals); Penn. Legislative Reapportionment Comm’n, How to Submit a Statewide Map at 3-7, 

https://www.redistricting.state.pa.us/resources/documents/LRC%20Map%20Guide.pdf 

(encouraging citizens to use Dave’s Redistricting App to submit proposed redistricting plans); S.D. 

Legislature, Redistricting, https://sdlegislature.gov/Redistricting/Home (linking to legislative 

redistricting proposals drawn on DRA); Ex. 7 (Decl. of Sarah Augustine, Chair of the Washington 

Redistricting Comm’n) ¶ 7, 

https://www.courts.wa.gov/content/publicUpload/Redistricting/AugustineDecl%20Nov%2021%

20signed.pdf (explaining in declaration to Washington Supreme Court that Commission staff used 

Dave’s Redistricting App to draw redistricting plans). 

 Defendant is wrong to contend that the “only federal court that has addressed the 

admissibility of the output and data from [DRA] [to be] inadmissible.” Def’s Memo. at 6. As 

explained above, at least one federal court and one state supreme court have admitted DRA 

compactness and voting-age-population data and maps to draw court-ordered plans (including as 

part of a VRA compliance analysis). Moreover, in the case cited by Defendant, the court took no 

issue with the underlying data in DRA or the reliability of the application itself. Ohio Org. 

Collaborative v. Husted, No. 2:15-dc-1802, 2016 WL 8201848, at *8 (S.D. Ohio May 24, 2016). 

Rather, the court declined to permit maps created with DRA that showed the location of polling 
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stations in relation to minority populations because the “parameters [ ] used to produce the maps” 

was not explained. Id. at *8. But unlike VAP data, DRA does not contain polling station locations; 

that information would have needed to be separately imported and layered in by the expert from 

another data source—the precise parameters that were not explained to the court. The Ohio 

Organizing court did not conclude that DRA’s reporting of Census voting age population data or 

compactness scores was inaccurate, but rather that the proponents in that case had not adequately 

explained how they generated the polling place locations contained in their maps. Here, Plaintiffs 

have offered testimony from the owner and creator of DRA demonstrating the reliability of the 

Census and compactness data used by Dr. Collingwood, have shown that the data is the same as 

reported in Defendant’s preferred source, and have demonstrated the breadth of its use and 

acceptance in the field.  

 To be sure, Defendant notes that Dr. Collingwood testified at his deposition that there is a 

discrepancy between the compactness scores reported by DRA and Maptitude for certain North 

Dakota legislative districts. Def’s Memo. at 5-6. But Defendant omits that Dr. Collingwood 

explained that “Maptitude is really finnicky” and, for example, will sometimes “misplace[] where 

[a] boundary” is when map files are uploaded into it. ECF No. 74-1 at 185 (Collingwood Dep.). 

Thus, Dr. Collingwood explained, “if there’s a discrepancy between the two, it’s just as likely that 

the discrepancy is actually coming from Maptitude.” Id. Indeed, Defendant’s expert Dr. Hood 

faced this precise issue when his consultant attempted to load the enacted plan and Plaintiffs’ 

demonstrative plans into Maptitude to generate compactness reports for his expert report, as shown 

below: 
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Ex. 8 (Email from Clark Benson, Polidata, to Dr. Hood). Yet Defendant assumes, without any 

evidence, that DRA is the source of the discrepancy.8 

In his rebuttal report, Dr. Collingwood used Dr. Hood’s reporting of compactness scores 

generated from Maptitude “so that we at least had an even comparison” and were using apples-to-

apples numbers. Id. at 183. But that does not mean the DRA compactness scores were inaccurate, 

just that it made sense for the two experts to use a single program, whether that was Maptitude’s 

or DRA’s, as they compared the compactness scores of the districts. 

 DRA is a reliable source of Census and redistricting data that is widely used by experts, 

courts, legislatures, redistricting commissions, and the public. It has made redistricting 

 
8 Plaintiffs believe that both Maptitude and DRA are reliable sources of redistricting data for expert 
witnesses. 
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substantially more transparent—and was recommended by the North Dakota legislature itself. 

Defendant’s characterization of this important tool as “unreliable” is unfounded and unwarranted. 

III. Dr. Weston McCool properly concluded that systemic disparities hinder North 
Dakota Native Americans’ ability to participate effectively in the political process. 

 
 Dr. Weston McCool properly concluded that systemic disparities hinder North Dakota 

Native Americans’ ability to participate effectively in the political process.  As the Eighth Circuit 

has held, “[o]nce lower socio-economic status of [the minority group] has been shown, there is no 

need to show the causal link of this lower status on political participation.” Whitfield v. Democratic 

Party of State of Ark., 890 F.2d 1423, 1431 (8th Cir. 1989) (quoting United States v. Dallas Cnty. 

Comm’n, 739 F.2d 1529, 1537 (11th Cir. 1984)). The Eighth Circuit cited the Senate Report from 

which the totality of circumstances factors are derived, which explains that 

[d]isproportionate educational, employment, income levels and living conditions 
arising from past discrimination tend to depress minority political participation. 
Where these conditions are shown, and where the level of [minority] participation 
in politics is depressed, plaintiffs need not prove any further causal link between 
their disparate socio-economic status and the depressed level of political 
participation. 

 

Id. (quoting S. Rep. No. 417 at 29 n.144, 1982 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News at 207); see also 

Bone Shirt v. Hazeltine, 336 F. Supp. 2d 976, 1037-38 (D.S.D. 2004) (explaining that plaintiffs 

are not required to prove the causal nexus, “[r]ather the burden is on ‘those who deny the causal 

nexus to show that the cause is something else’” (quoting United States v. Marengo Cnty. Comm’n, 

731 F.2d 1546, 1569 (11th Cir. 1984))). The Eighth Circuit further explained that “[i]nequality of 

access is an inference which flows from the existence of economic and educational inequalities.” 

Id. (quoting Dallas Cnty. Comm’n, 739 F.2d at 1537). In this case, it is undisputed that Native 

American voters’ participation in politics is depressed, as Dr. Collingwood has explained, see ECF 

No.65-3 (Collingwood Rebuttal Report) at 4 (showing that Native American voter turnout in 
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District 9 is generally 20-30 percentage points lower than white turnout), and as Defendant’s expert 

Dr. Hood admitted that his own analysis shows, see ECF No. 65-4 (Hood Dep.) at 83 (reporting 

38.9% turnout among  District 9 Native American voters for 2020 presidential election versus 

69.7% turnout among District 9 white voters).9 

 Defendant is therefore wrong to conclude that Dr. Weston McCool made an improper 

“conclusory statement[],” Def’s Memo. at 8, that merely “cited the Senator Factor[],” id., for the 

proposition that Native American’s health, education, and economic disparities hinder their 

participation in the political process. Rather, binding Circuit precedent holds that this is precisely 

the inference that must be drawn from the data. Having established the predicate facts, Senate 

Factor 5’s linkage to the hindered participation in the political process is assumed. There was 

nothing improper in Dr. McCool inferring that linkage. 

IV. Dr. Weston McCool used reliable health data from the Kaiser Family Foundation. 

 Dr. Weston McCool used reliable health data from the Kaiser Family Foundation (“KFF”). 

As Defendant explains, Dr. McCool cited KFF for one statistic—the rate at which Native 

American versus white residents of North Dakota avoid health care due to its cost. Def’s Memo. 

at 9. Defendant contends that KFF is “unreliable,” Def’s Memo. at 9, and objects to Dr. McCool’s 

use of its statewide data rather than looking at data focused on Districts 9 and 15, id. at 10. These 

objections are misplaced. 

 First, KFF is a universally accepted, reliable source of health statistics and information. 

For example, the North Dakota Legislative Council routinely relies upon KFF for health statistics. 

See, e.g., N.D. Legislative Council, Telehealth Study – Background Memorandum (Aug. 2021), 

https://ndlegis.gov/sites/default/files/resource/committee-memorandum/23.9024.01000.pdf 

 
9 Dr. McCool, like the Court, will observe this testimony at trial. 
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(citing KFF health statistics); N.D. Legislative Council, Health Insurance Guaranteed Issue – 

Background Memorandum (July 2019) https://ndlegis.gov/sites/default/files/resource/committee-

memorandum/21.9072.01000.pdf (citing KFF health data); N.D. Legislative Council, Children’s 

Mental Health Services Resources (July 2018) 

https://ndlegis.gov/sites/default/files/resource/committee-memorandum/19.9355.01000.pdf 

(advising Health Services Committee to consult KFF resources). So does the North Dakota 

Department of Health and Human Services. See, e.g., Presentation to N.D. House Appropriations 

Comm., Medical Servs. Budget – House Bill 1012, 

https://www.nd.gov/dhs/info/testimony/2021/house-approp-hr/hb1012-medical-services-

overview-expansion-1-14.pdf (citing health statistics from KFF); Presentation to N.D. Senate 

Appropriations Comm, Senate Bill 2012, https://www.nd.gov/dhs/info/testimony/2019/senate-

approp/sb2012-overview-medical-services-2019-1-17.pdf (citing health statistics from KFF).  

 Reliance on KFF extends beyond North Dakota. The U.S. Supreme Court has repeatedly 

cited KFF’s health statistics in its opinions. See, e.g., Burwell v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 573 

U.S. 682, 699 (2014) (relying upon annual survey of health statistics published by KFF); Little 

Sisters of the Poor Saints Peter & Paul Home v. Pennsylvania, 140 S. Ct. 2367, 2393 (2020) (Alito, 

J., concurring) (citing to health statistics reported by KFF). So have federal circuit and district 

courts. See, e.g., Merck & Co., Inc. v. U.S. Dep’t of Health & Human Servs., 962 F.3d 531, 538 

n.5 (D.C. Cir. 2020) (citing health statistics from KFF); Forrest Gen. Hosp. v. Azar, 926 F.3d 221, 

223 n.7 (5th Cir. 2019) (relying upon health statistics reported by KFF); Stewart v. Azar, 313 F. 

Supp. 3d 237, 248 (D.D.C. 2018) (relying upon health statistics reported by KFF); California v. 

Trump, 267 F. Supp. 3d 1119, 1124 n.7 (N.D. Cal. 2017) (citing health statistics reported by KFF). 
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 The federal government relies on KFF too. The National Institutes of Health, as part of its 

National Library of Medicine, recommends KFF as a resource for health statistics. See NIH Nat’l 

Library of Medicine, Finding and Using Health Statistics, Kaiser Family Foundation, 

https://www.nlm.nih.gov/nichsr/stats_tutorial/section4/ex7_KFF.html. The National Resource 

Directory, a government database of “validated resources” for veterans, lists KFF among its 

recommended resources. https://nrd.gov/; https://nrd.gov/resource/detail/ 

11162263/Kaiser+Family+Foundation. The federal government has likewise cited KFF health 

statistics as the basis for issuing rules and regulations. See, e.g., Reproductive Health Services, 

Dep’t of Veterans Affairs, 87 Fed. Reg. 55287-01, 2022 WL 4105056, Interim Final Rule (Sept. 

9, 2022) (relying upon health statistics from KFF for rulemaking); COVID-19 Vaccination & 

Testing; Emergency Temporary Standard, Dep’t of Labor, Interim Final Rule, 86 Fed. Reg. 61402-

01, 2021 WL 5130519 (Nov. 5, 2021) (relying upon health data from KFF for rulemaking); 

Religious Exemptions & Accommodations for Coverage of Certain Preventative Servs. Under the 

Affordable Care Act, Dep’t of Treasury, 26 CFR Part 54, 82 Fed. Reg. 47792-01, 2017 WL 

4551336 (Oct. 13, 2017) (relying upon statistics from KFF for rulemaking); Average Cost of a 

Health Insurance Policy, Dep’t of Health & Human Servs., 42 C.F.R. § 100.2 (Aug. 6, 2007) 

(relying upon health statistics from KFF to calculate compensation under Vaccine Injury 

Compensation program). 

 If KFF suffices as a reliable source of data for the North Dakota legislature, the North 

Dakota Department of Health and Human Resources, the U.S. Supreme Court and lower federal 

courts, the National Institutes of Health, and federal agency rulemaking, then surely it is a reliable 

source of data for an expert in this case. 
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 Second, Defendant’s contention that Dr. McCool’s reliance on the KFF data is improper 

because it reports statewide, not localized, health disparities is likewise incorrect. As the Ninth 

Circuit has explained, “the court decisions from which the Senate factors were derived . . . both 

considered the existence of statewide discrimination as a factor . . . .” Gomez v. City of Watsonville, 

863 F.2d 1407, 1418 (9th Cir. 1988) (emphasis in original); see White v. Register, 412 U.S. 755, 

766-68 (1973) (citing statewide discrimination against Black and Mexican-American residents); 

Zimmer v. McKeithen, 485 F.2d 1297, 1306 (5th Cir. 1973) (citing effect of statewide racial 

segregation in education). As the Gomez court emphasized, this relevance of statewide data applies 

to the precise Senator Factor analyzed by Dr. McCool: 

These arguments apply with equal force to the fifth Senate Factor, which states that 
courts may consider ‘the extent to which members of the minority group in the state 
or political subdivision bear the effects of discrimination in such areas as education, 
employment, and health, which hinder their ability to participate effectively in the 
political process.’ Moreover, the literal language of the fifth Senate factor does not 
even support the reading that only discrimination by [the locality] may be 
considered; the limiting language describes the people being discriminated against, 
not the discriminator. 

 
863 F.2d at 1418 (emphasis in original); cf. League of United Latin Am. Citizens v. Perry, 548 U.S. 

399, 437 (2006) (holding that consideration of proportionality for a statewide plan must assess 

statewide, not regional, proportionality of representation). Defendant’s contention that statewide 

disparities cannot be considered as part of the fifth Senate Factor is incorrect as a legal matter, and 

certainly is not a basis to exclude the data. 

V. The Court Should Not Limit the Scope of Testimony for Chairperson Jackson Street 

 The Court should allow Chairperson Lonna Jackson Street, if called, to testify regarding 

the subjects identified in Plaintiffs’ supplemental disclosures. Defendant’s objection to the subjects 

identified with respect to Chairperson Jackson Street—specifically “the Tribe, its voters and local 

election conditions, and the needs of Tribal residents with respect to the state legislature” is 
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baseless as these topics all fall within the broader category of information Plaintiffs previously 

disclosed with respect to previous Chairperson Yankton, i.e. “the injury the Spirt Lake Tribe and 

its members have suffered by the State’s use of a redistricting plan that dilutes their vote.” 

Compare Def. Ex. 3, Plaintiffs’ 2nd Suppl. 26(a)(1) Disclosures, ECF 95-3 with Def. Ex. 2, 

Plaintiffs’ Initial Rule 26(a)(1) Disclosures, ECF 95-2; see Transamerica Life Ins. Co. v. Lincoln 

Nat. Life Ins. Co., 255 F.R.D. 645, 657 (N.D. Iowa 2009) (allowing witness testimony over 

objection with respect to topics that “could reasonably be read” as included in party’s disclosures). 

Nor can Defendant reasonably claim to be prejudiced by the disclosure of more specific topics for 

Chairperson Jackson Street. Transamerica, 255 F.R.D. at 657 (“it is difficult to see how Lincoln 

has been harmed by more specific disclosure of the content of [the witness’s] testimony”). This is 

particularly so given that Defendant never sought to depose former Chairperson Yankton, forgoing 

any opportunity to determine the scope of his testimony, which reasonably encompasses the 

specific topics identified with respect to Chairperson Jackson Street, among other topics. 

Regardless, Plaintiffs still intend to call former Chairperson Yankton to testify at trial, as 

he served as Chairperson for the Spirit Lake Nation during the 2021 redistricting process and 

during the majority of this suit and thus has relevant information about the injuries alleged by Spirt 

Lake. Chairperson Jackson Street was only recently elected Chairperson, replacing former 

Chairperson Yankton, and while Plaintiffs may call Chairperson Jackson Street in addition to 

Chairperson Yankton, they will do so to the extent she has non-cumulative information and 

evidence from the time since she became Chairperson that is within the scope of the identified 

topics and becomes relevant at trial.10  

 
10 This situation is similar to that of Defendant’s newly disclosed witness Erika White, who was 
only recently named Elections Director replacing one of Defendant’s previously disclosed 
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CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, Defendant’s motion in limine should be denied. 

   

 

witnesses. See Pls. Mot. in Limine at 9 n.6, ECF No. 97. Defendant has indicated that he reserves 
the right to call both witnesses. Id.  
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NORTH DAKOTA 

 
 

 

Civil No. 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS 

 

 

 

 

DECLARATION OF MARK P. GABER 
 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Mark P. Gaber, declare as follows: 
 

1. I am an attorney at the Campaign Legal Center, duly licensed to practice law in the 

District of Columbia and admitted to practice before this Court. 

2. Together with co-counsel, I represent Plaintiffs the Turtle Mountain Band of 

Chippewa Indians, Spirit Lake Tribe, Wesley Davis, Zachary S. King, and Collette Brown. 

3. I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein. 

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of the Order of the court in 

Perez v. Texas, Case No. 11-CA-360-OLG-JES-XR (W.D. Tex. July 3, 2017), ECF No. 1447. 

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of the Declaration of David 

G. Bradlee. 

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of the Declaration of Dr. 

Loren Collingwood. 

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of the Memorandum from 

Bernard Grofman, Ph.D and Sean Trende to the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Virginia, 

 
TURTLE MOUNTAIN BAND OF CHIPPEWA 
INDIANS, et al., 

Plaintiffs,  
  

v. 
   
MICHAEL HOWE, in his official capacity as 
Secretary of State of North Dakota, et al., 
 

Defendant. 
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dated December 7, 2021, and available at 

https://www.vacourts.gov/courts/scv/districting/memorandum_re_va_redistricting_2021.pdf. 

8. Attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of the Report of Special 

Master Bernard Grofman, Ph.D., in the matter Holloway v. City of Virginia Beach, 2:18-cv-69 

(E.D. Va. Sept. 26, 2021), ECF No. 281-1. I serve as counsel for Plaintiffs in the Holloway matter. 

9. Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of a transcript of the August 

26, 2021 North Dakota Legislative Redistricting Committee meeting, which was produced to the 

parties in the Walen v. Burgum matter by Defendants. 

10. Attached hereto as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of the Declaration of the 

Chair of the Washington Redistricting Committee, Sarah Augustine, to the Washington Supreme 

Court, dated November 21, 2021, and available at 

https://www.courts.wa.gov/content/publicUpload/Redistricting/AugustineDecl%20Nov%2021%

20signed.pdf. 

11. Attached hereto as Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of an email dated January 5, 

2023 between Clark Benson and Dr. Trey Hood III, produced to Plaintiffs by Defendants in 

response to a subpoena to Dr. Hood. 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct, to the best of my 

knowledge. 

Executed this 22nd day of May, 2023 in Washington, DC 

/s/ Mark P. Gaber 
Mark P. Gaber 
 
Senior Direct, Redistricting 
Campaign Legal Center 
1101 14th St. NW, Suite 400 
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Washington, DC 20001 
202-736-2200 
mgaber@campaignlegalcenter.org 
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Evaluation of Equal Population Criteria, Draft Virginia Congressional Districts 

District Population DeYiation Pct. Deviation 

783,413 - 1,259 --0.16% 

2 784,453 - 219 --0.03% 

3 784,353 - 319 --0.04% 

4 784,366 - 306 --0.04% 

5 785,740 1,068 0.14% 

6 783,436 - 1,236 --0.16% 

7 783,613 - 1,059 --0.13% 

8 784,141 - 531 --0.07% 

9 786,021 1,349 0.17% 

10 786,469 1,797 0.23% 

11 785,388 716 0.09% 
---
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Evaluation of Racial Criteria, Draft Virginia Congressional Districts 

District Non-Hispanic \\i'hite Total Minority Hispanic Blade Asian NatiYe API 

77.57% 22.43% 2.96% 15.35% 3.13% 0.83% 0.83% 

2 65.04% 34.96% 5.09% 23.68% 4.94% 0.86% 0.86% 

3 45.99% 54.01% 5.20% 44.50% 2.88% 1.05% 1.05% 

4 48.04% 51.96% 3.53% 45.26% 2.06% 0.97% 0.97% 

5 73.14% 26.86% 2.12% 22.02% 1.98% 0.71% 0. 1% 

6 86.52% 13.48% 3.08% 8.33% 1.32% 0.58% 0.58% 

7 56.74% 43.26% 12.77% 21.74% 7.36% 0.73% 0.73% 

8 62.87% 37.13% 111 7% 13.52% 11.35% 0.59% 0.59% 

9 90.51% 9.49% 1.44% 6.32% 1.05% 0.56% 0.56% 

10 72.89% 27.11% 6.37% 10.64% 9.09% 0.64% 0.64% 

11 62.89% 37.11% 8.55% 8.46% 19.1 5% 0.59% 0.59% 
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Evaluation of Compactness Criteria, Draft Virginia Congressional Distiicts 

Reock Polsby-Popper 

0.3198 0.3138 

0.2320 0.2111 

0.4345 0.33 77 

0.4979 0.3036 

0.4754 0.3378 

0.22 13 0.2220 

0.3997 0.2593 

0.5273 0.4020 

0.1647 0.2020 

0.3769 0 2535 

0.5 11 0.3957 
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2016-2020 Composite Election Results, Draft Virginia Congressional Districts 
A\·erage Dem Perfonnance = 54.01% 

District 

8 

3 

11 

4 

7 

10 

2 

5 

6 

9 

Democratic 

75.8% 

68.3% 

67.3% 

66.7% 

58.5% 

52.6% 

49.6% 

44.6% 

43.8% 

38.5% 

30.8% 

Republican 

21.8% 

29.8% 

30.5% 

31.6% 

39.5% 

45.3% 

48.3% 

53.6% 

54.2% 

59.5% 

67.6% 
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Evaluation of Equal Population Criteria, Draft Virginia Senate Districts 1-20 

District Population Deviation Pct. Deviation 

1 219,464 3,679 1.70% 

2 213,860 - 1,925 - 0.89% 

3 215,770 - 15 - 0.01 % 

4 218,232 2,447 1.13% 

5 219,146 3,361 1.56% 

6 213,557 - 2,228 - 1.03% 

7 217,620 1,835 0.85% 

8 214,868 - 917 - 0.42% 

9 214,702 - 1,083 - 0.50% 

10 21 2,752 - 3,033 - 1.41 % 

11 215,978 193 0.09% 

12 219,101 3,316 1.54% 

13 213,623 - 2,162 - 1.00% 

14 219,329 3,544 1.64% 

15 220,199 4,414 2.05% 

16 218,175 2,390 1.11% 

17 216,724 939 0.44% 

18 2 13,095 - 2,690 - 1.25% 

19 212,136 - 3,649 - 1.69% 

20 218,607 2,822 1.31% 
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Evaluation of Equal Population Criteria, Draft Virginia Senate Districts 21-40 

District Population Deviation Pct. Deviation 

21 214,208 - 1,577 - 0.73% 

22 213,170 - 2,615 - 1.21% 

23 215 ,570 - 215 - 0.10% 

24 211,657 - 4,128 - 1.91% 

25 217,082 1,297 0.60% 

26 212,878 - 2,907 - 1.35% 

27 213,276 - 2,509 - 1.16% 

28 210,572 - 5,213 - 2.42% 

29 216,720 935 0.43% 

30 215 ,164 - 621 - 0.29% 

31 220,345 4,560 2.11% 

32 220,926 5,141 2.38% 

33 212,814 - 2,971 - 1.38% 

34 213,696 - 2,089 - 0.97% 

35 214,667 - 1,118 - 0.52% 

36 216,066 281 0.13% 

37 220,175 4,390 2.03% 

38 215,783 - 2 0.00% 

39 215,194 - 591 - 0.27% 

40 214,492 - 1,293 - 0.60% 
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Evaluation of Racial Criteria, Draft Virginia Senate Districts 1-20 

District Non-Hispanic White Total Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native API 

1 89.13% 10.87% 3.64% 5.32% 1.21% 0.63% 0.02% 

2 89.52% 10.48% 4.12% 4.36% 1.35% 0.55% 0.06% 

3 89.90% 10.10% 1.75% 6.75% 0.95% 0.55% 0.08% 

4 78.83% 21.17% 2.46% 15.56% 2.24% 0.56% 0.03% 

5 91.07% 8.93% 1.55% 4.61% 1.96% 0.51% 0.09% 

6 95.04% 4.96% 0.91% 3.08% 0.37% 0.55% 0.02% 

7 85.62% 14.38% 1.80% 11.53% 0.44% 0.62% 0.01% 

8 79.55% 20.45% 2.09% 16.49% 1.15% 0.74% 0.02% 

9 63.65% 36.35% 1.43% 33.71% 0.49% 0.72% 0.04% 

10 77.77% 22.23% 1.68% 18.98% 0.75% 0.76% 0.04% 

11 78.93% 21.07% 2.52% 14.45% 3.29% 0.69% 0.04% 

12 76.44% 23.56% 2.92% 16.13% 3.72% 0.75% 0.02% 

13 42.61% 57.39% 3.42% 51.85% 1.03% 0.99% 0.07% 

14 48.27% 51.73% 2.22% 45.97% 2.41% 0.89% 0.01% 

15 47.76% 52.24% 5.40% 42.97% 2.77% 1.02% 0.07% 

16 71.75% 28.25% 3.61% 16.06% 7.62% 0.52% 0.06% 

17 53.40% 46.60% 2.45% 41.84% 1.24% 1.23% 0.02% 

18 47.79% 52.21% 3.58% 44.79% 2.48% 1.14% 0.11% 

19 72.22% 27.78% 5.27% 16.72% 4.61% 0.90% 0.12% 

20 74.15% 25 .85% 4.63% 16.45% 3.50% 0.81% 0.09% 
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Evaluation of Racial Criteria, Draft Virginia Senate Districts 21-40 

District Non-Hispanic White Total Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native API 

21 44.82% 55.18% 6.14% 44.33% 3.29% 1.09% 0.05% 

22 54.17% 45.83% 7.39% 27.64% 9.27% 0.70% 0.07% 

23 40.73% 59.27% 4.49% 50.95% 2.52% 0.88% 0.13% 

24 64.23% 35.77% 6.23% 23.97% 4.12% 0.99% 0.17% 

25 76.98% 23.02% 3.40% 16.73% 1.65% 1.03% 0.05% 

26 77.53% 22.47% 2.88% 17.46% 1.22% 0.79% 0.02% 

27 68.41% 31.59% 7.46% 19.35% 3.39% 0.88% 0.07% 

28 82.71% 17.29% 3.82% 11.22% 1.21% 0.85% 0.08% 

29 51.54% 48.46% 13.95% 26.03% 7.01% 0.79% 0.15% 

30 57.99% 42.01% 15.14% 15.08% 10.66% 0.45% 0.04% 

31 75.00% 25.00% 7.29% 7.29% 9.58% 0.53% 0.09% 

32 54.64% 45.36% 10.22% 10.28% 23.69% 0.47% 0.10% 

33 49.58% 50.42% 13.56% 23.79% 11.55% 0.68% 0.13% 

34 55.94% 44.06% 12.47% 18.01% 12.30% 0.64% 0.11% 

35 57.48% 42.52% 12.75% 8.68% 20.28% 0.62% 0.09% 

36 61.84% 38.16% 7.53% 6.21% 23.35% 0.68% 0.09% 

37 62.62% 37.38% 9.51% 7.50% 19.30% 0.68% 0.04% 

38 69.10% 30.90% 7.26% 7.14% 15.79% 0.35% 0.03% 

39 61.09% 38.91 % 10.41 % 20.12% 7.15% 0.68% 0.03% 

40 72.71% 27.29% 9.19% 8.05% 9.16% 0.52% 0.09% 

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-5   Filed 05/22/23   Page 31 of 56



�

���

������	
�	���������	
��	�����������������������
����
��������
��������������	�����	
��	����������� !"#�$�"�%&'(�#%)#���'&!��'�*��� �""��+�,%'"�%&"'�-(��(�.(�*���/�'&!�����0*"%1�02�3!!�02�4'%�)�5�!&6�'&!��'+�7#%'�%'�"!� ���83�&"��(�)%1���"#��)�!)�*3#%&�&!�'"�*%�"'�30*&���43!��"#�$+�900�!:�"#���%'"�%&"'�3��:!�$�;�00�4�����"#��<!0' 2�<!33���$�"�%&+�

�

Evaluation of Compactness Criteria, Draft Virginia Senate Districts 1-20 

District Reock Pols by-Popper 

1 0.3745 0.4002 

2 0.2564 0.2493 

3 0.2515 0.2093 

4 0.3527 0.2035 

5 0.3402 0.2451 

6 0.2509 0.2898 

7 0.2332 0.2985 

8 0.4159 0.3181 

9 0.3268 0.3734 

10 0.3581 0.2079 

11 0.2742 0.2644 

12 0.3853 0.3010 

13 0.5010 0.2871 

14 0.3205 0.2222 

15 0.3088 0.1653 

16 0.4649 0.2839 

17 0.2757 0.2549 

18 0.4424 0.4223 

19 0.3812 0.4630 

20 0.3244 0.3882 
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Evaluation of Compactness Criteria, Draft Virginia Senate Districts 21 -40 

District Reock Pols by-Popper 

21 0.5470 0.5411 

22 0.5694 0.4124 

23 0.3648 0.3497 

24 0.3029 0.2435 

25 0.3903 0.1461 

26 0.5008 0.2372 

27 0.5667 0.3387 

28 0.4884 0.3234 

29 0.3389 0.2190 

30 0.4421 0.3111 

31 0.3985 0.2480 

32 0.4623 0.3658 

33 0.3524 0.2829 

34 0.4183 0.4092 

35 0.4093 0.2617 

36 0.5147 0.2501 

37 0.3060 0.2548 

38 0.3123 0.3527 

39 0.4743 0.4465 

40 0.2930 0.3470 
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2017 Attorney General Election Results, Draft Virginia Senate Districts 1-20 
Average Dem Perfonnance = 53.33% 

District Democratic Republican 

14 79.5% 20.4% 

39 78.9% 21.0% 

40 78.7% 21.2% 

21 74.8% 25.1% 

23 71.0% 28.9% 

37 70.5% 29.4% 

34 69.7% 30.2% 

38 67.8% 32.1% 

35 67.7% 32.2% 

18 65 .0% 34.9% 

33 65.0% 34.9% 

32 63.9% 36.0% 

15 62.4% 37.5% 

36 62.3% 37.6% 

11 62.1% 37.8% 

13 62.0% 37.9% 

29 60.1% 39.7% 

22 57.4% 42.5% 

30 54.9% 45.0% 

31 54.3% 45 .7% 
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2017 Attorney General Election Results, Draft Virginia Senate Districts 21-40 
Average Dem Perfonnance = 53.33% 

District Democratic Republican 

17 53 .2% 46.8% 

16 52.3% 47.6% 

24 51.6% 48.2% 

4 47.8% 52.1% 

27 47.6% 52.2% 

20 46.1% 53.8% 

12 43.1% 56.8% 

19 42.1% 57.8% 

26 41.1% 58.9% 

9 39.6% 60.3% 

25 37.2% 62.7% 

28 37.0% 62.8% 

1 36.4% 63.5% 

5 36.3% 63.6% 

3 35 .9% 64.0% 

10 35 .9% 64.0% 

2 33.2% 66.7% 

8 31.8% 68.1% 

7 30.6% 69.3% 

6 23 .3% 76.6% 
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Evaluation of Equal Population Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 1-25 

District Population Deviation Pct. Deviation 

1 84,957 - 1,357 - 1.57% 

2 85,400 - 914 - 1.06% 

3 86,887 573 0.66% 

4 85,616 - 698 - 0.81% 

5 86,826 512 0.59% 

6 84,634 - 1,680 - 1.95% 

7 85,669 - 645 - 0.75% 

8 87,350 1,036 1.20% 

9 86,572 258 0.30% 

10 87,624 1,310 1.52% 

11 87,486 1,172 1.36% 

12 87,285 971 1.12% 

13 86,448 134 0.16% 

14 85,572 - 742 - 0.86% 

15 88,051 1,737 2.01% 

16 86,208 - 106 - 0.12% 

17 86,477 163 0.19% 

18 87,324 1,010 1.17% 

19 85,437 - 877 - 1.02% 

20 85,244 - 1,070 - 1.24% 

21 86,571 257 0.30% 

22 84,270 - 2,044 - 2.37% 

23 84,720 - 1,594 - 1.85% 

24 84,934 - 1,380 - 1.60% 

25 87,209 895 1.04% 
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Evaluation of Equal Population Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 26-50 

District Population Deviation Pct. Deviation 
--

26 87,291 977 1.13% 

27 84,213 - 2,101 - 2.43% 

28 87,454 1,140 1.32% 

29 87,418 1,104 1.28% 

30 85,420 - 894 - 1.04% 

31 87,054 740 0.86% 

32 85,347 -967 - 1.12% 

33 87,217 903 1.05% 

34 86,651 337 0.39% 

35 87,055 741 0.86% 

36 86,397 83 0.10% 

37 87,329 1,015 1.18% 

38 87,965 1,651 1.91% 

39 86,896 582 0.67% 

40 86,918 604 0.70% 

41 85,276 - 1,038 - 1.20% 

42 86,234 -80 -0.09% 

43 86,222 - 92 - 0.11% 

44 87,779 1,465 1.70% 

45 85,313 - 1,001 - 1.16% 

46 84,739 - 1,575 - 1.82% 

47 85,689 - 625 - 0.72% 

48 84,443 - 1,871 - 2.17% 

49 84,673 - 1,641 - 1.90% 

50 84,359 - 1,955 - 2.26% 
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Evaluation of Equal Population Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 51-7 5 

District Population Deviation Pct. Deviation 
--

51 85,784 - 530 - 0.61% 

52 87,218 904 1.05% 

53 86,080 - 234 - 0.27% 

54 88,305 1,991 2.31% 

55 86,747 433 0.50% 

56 86,862 548 0.63% 

57 86,076 -238 - 0.28% 

58 84,577 - 1,737 - 2.01% 

59 85,634 - 680 - 0.79% 

60 85,394 - 920 - 1.07% 

61 84,921 - 1,393 - 1.61 % 

62 87,359 1,045 1.21% 

63 84,966 - 1,348 - 1.56% 

64 85,980 - 334 - 0.39% 

65 87,139 825 0.96% 

66 85,065 - 1,249 - 1.45% 

67 85,966 - 348 -0.40% 

68 85,450 - 864 - 1.00% 

69 87,386 1,072 1.24% 

70 88,236 1,922 2.23% 

71 84,328 - 1,986 - 2.30% 

72 88,033 1,719 1.99% 

73 87,751 1,437 1.66% 

74 88,305 1,991 2.31% 

75 88,463 2,149 2.49% 
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Evaluation of Equal Population Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 76-100 

District Population Deviation Pct. Deviation 

76 85,270 - 1,044 - 1.21% 

77 87,759 1,445 1.67% 

78 87,774 1,460 1.69% 

79 87,800 1,486 1.72% 

80 85,693 - 621 - 0.72% 

81 84,718 - 1,596 - 1.85% 

82 86,012 -302 - 0.35% 

83 86,459 145 0.17% 

84 87,624 1,310 1.52% 

85 87,829 1,515 1.76% 

86 85,949 - 365 - 0.42% 

87 87,516 1,202 1.39% 

88 86,371 57 0.07% 

89 86,704 390 0.45% 

90 87,890 1,576 1.83% 

91 87,076 762 0.88% 

92 86,158 -156 -0.18% 

93 85,906 - 408 - 0.47% 

94 84,653 - 1,661 - 1.92% 

95 84,324 - 1,990 - 2.31 % 

96 85,578 - 736 - 0.85% 

97 86,997 683 0.79% 

98 86,690 376 0.44% 

99 85,558 - 756 - 0.88% 

100 84,937 - 1,377 - 1.60% 
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Evaluation of Racial Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 1-25 

District Non-Hispanic White Total Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native API 

1 79.98% 20.02% 6.95% 4.66% 7.83% 0.31% 0.02% 

2 71.88% 28 .12% 9.24% 7.35% 10.38% 0.59% 0.19% 

3 60.73% 39.27% 14.15% 15.02% 8.99% 0.73% 0.03% 

4 46.87% 53 .13% 11.98% 31.12% 9.03% 0.24% 0.03% 

5 72.61% 27.39% 7.04% 14.12% 4.85% 1.05% 0.02% 

6 76.46% 23.54% 3.50% 2.13% 17.48% 0.28% 0.00% 

7 72.74% 27.26% 7.65% 7.49% 11.33% 0.22% 0.00% 

8 55.70% 44.30% 9.77% 10.73% 22.72% 0.81% 0.09% 

9 58.17% 41.83% 9.65% 6.05% 25.19% 0.51% 0.02% 

10 62.24% 37.76% 6.79% 7.26% 22.49% 0.82% 0.18% 

11 62.30% 37.70% 8.50% 9.66% 18.38% 0.76% 0.08% 

12 65.41% 34.59% 8.45% 5.49% 19.75% 0.54% 0.00% 

13 56.64% 43.36% 14.57% 8.07% 19.74% 0.62% 0.09% 

14 50.74% 49.26% 14.38% 10.56% 23.69% 0.26% 0.14% 

15 63.91% 36.09% 10.33% 6.82% 17.98% 0.98% 0.03% 

16 63.30% 36.70% 11.75% 15.86% 8.09% 0.63% 0.06% 

17 49.30% 50.70% 13.30% 23.28% 12.29% 0.76% 0.20% 

18 60.03% 39.97% 9.97% 10.49% 18.59% 0.41% 0.07% 

19 41.62% 58.38% 17.84% 28.88% 10.10% 0.58% 0.06% 

20 52.33% 47.67% 21.50% 15.85% 9.19% 0.46% 0.03% 

21 60.81% 39.19% 11.29% 15.43% 11.54% 0.31% 0.03% 

22 69.31% 30.69% 9.35% 11.83% 8.25% 0.80% 0.04% 

23 42.51% 57.49% 13.67% 34.76% 7.19% 0.77% 0.25% 

24 45.24% 54.76% 16.37% 28.16% 8.72% 0.76% 0.19% 

25 51.33% 48.67% 13.89% 24.54% 8.69% 0.90% 0.14% 
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Evaluation of Racial Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 26-50 

District Non-Hispanic White Total Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native API 

26 48.36% 51.64% 7.10% 11.31 % 31.54% 0.62% 0.15% 

27 56.70% 43.30% 13.45% 8.84% 20.07% 0.51% 0.15% 

28 65.12% 34.88% 10.06% 8.62% 15.39% 0.34% 0.04% 

29 69.52% 30.48% 8.44% 8.96% 12.27% 0.53% 0.10% 

30 82.33% 17.67% 4.56% 6.01% 6.29% 0.52% 0.06% 

31 89.33% 10.67% 3.28% 5.59% 1.09% 0.62% 0.02% 

32 86.89% 13.11% 4.01% 6.89% 1.66% 0.62% 0.04% 

33 93.91% 6.09% 2.95% 1.84% 0.51% 0.68% 0.04% 

34 84.33% 15.67% 6.79% 5.53% 2.79% 0.38% 0.02% 

35 91.76% 8.24% 2.45% 4.56% 0.44% 0.64% 0.08% 

36 88.38% 11.62% 2.25% 7.83% 0.78% 0.58% 0.16% 

37 91.84% 8.16% 1.45% 5.22% 0.90% 0.57% 0.02% 

38 62.57% 37.43% 3.21% 30.87% 2.18% 0.65% 0.03% 

39 89.75% 10.25% 1.38% 7.28% 1.10% 0.57% 0.00% 

40 87.34% 12.66% 1.99% 7.63% 2.12% 0.51% 0.05% 

41 88.23% 11.77% 2.38% 3.97% 4.63% 0.58% 0.02% 

42 90.35% 9.65% 1.71% 6.11% 1.20% 0.28% 0.05% 

43 95.49% 4.51% 0.86% 2.67% 0.32% 0.55% 0.04% 

44 95.86% 4.14% 0.86% 2.34% 0.34% 0.58% 0.01% 

45 93.51% 6.49% 0.91% 4.45% 0.46% 0.54% 0.03% 

46 94.05% 5.95% 1.05% 3.90% 0.39% 0.54% 0.12% 

47 91.92% 8.08% 1.79% 5.51% 0.30% 0.50% 0.00% 

48 68.58% 31.42% 2.08% 27.86% 0.46% 0.96% 0.05% 

49 57.93% 42.07% 1.63% 38.87% 0.50% 1.01% 0.03% 

50 64.74% 35.26% 1.32% 32.74% 0.74% 0.47% 0.03% 
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Evaluation of Racial Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 51 -7 5 

District Non-Hispanic White Total Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native API 

51 85.85% 14.15% 1.26% 11.66% 0.62% 0.78% 0.03% 

52 69.33% 30.67% 3.10% 25.14% 1.64% 0.70% 0.01% 

53 82.50% 17.50% 1.78% 13.95% 0.76% 0.98% 0.03% 

54 72.39% 27.61% 3.48% 17.35% 5.95% 0.55% 0.01% 

55 86.87% 13.13% 1.84% 8.78% 1.95% 0.55% 0.07% 

56 73 .07% 26.93% 1.43% 24.09% 0.60% 0.81% 0.04% 

57 75.48% 24.52% 3.05% 10.09% 10.58% 0.54% 0.01% 

58 79.57% 20.43% 3.29% 11.27% 5.35% 0.49% 0.03% 

59 78.34% 21.66% 1.95% 15.91% 2.52% 0.88% 0.00% 

60 86.34% 13 .66% 1.56% 9.36% 1.61% 0.93% 0.03% 

61 85.50% 14.50% 3.66% 8.03% 1.82% 0.90% 0.05% 

62 79.62% 20.38% 3.67% 14.78% 0.88% 0.87% 0.09% 

63 77.88% 22.12% 5.30% 13.63% 2.05% 0.64% 0.07% 

64 65.65% 34.35% 9.47% 18.70% 4.59% 0.97% 0.11% 

65 70.39% 29.61% 5.81% 20.27% 2.30% 0.94% 0.02% 

66 68.67% 31.33% 4.89% 23.02% 2.12% 0.91% 0.13% 

67 70.91% 29.09% 3.31% 24.22% 0.77% 0.70% 0.01% 

68 78.15% 21.85% 2.71% 17.14% 0.70% 1.08% 0.04% 

69 74.17% 25.83% 5.67% 15.93% 2.93% 0.72% 0.26% 

70 53 .70% 46.30% 6.79% 34.05% 3.83% 1.10% 0.13% 

71 78.06% 21.94% 4.01% 13.93% 2.80% 1.20% 0.00% 

72 77.78% 22.22% 1.77% 18.21 % 1.84% 0.29% 0.07% 

73 80.11% 19.89% 2.90% 11.45% 5.00% 0.58% 0.00% 

74 68.26% 31.74% 3.38% 25.13% 2.11% 0.72% 0.06% 

75 56.49% 43.51% 6.15% 32.88% 3.23% 0.90% 0.16% 
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Evaluation of Racial Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 26-50 

District Non-Hispanic White Total Minority Hispanic Black Asian Native API 

76 51.96% 48.04% 6.89% 37.31% 2.96% 0.84% 0.11% 

77 44.52% 55.48% 3.47% 48.84% 1.83% 1.60% 0.07% 

78 74.48% 25 .52% 2.44% 18.50% 3.48% 0.60% 0.01% 

79 26.12% 73.88% 1.90% 69.35% 1.53% 1.12% 0.01% 

80 39.43% 60.57% 4.11% 52.10% 3.01% 0.82% 0.12% 

81 42.72% 57.28% 2.81% 52.00% 0.77% 1.66% 0.00% 

82 46.10% 53.90% 2.51% 49.74% 1.11% 0.47% 0.04% 

83 53.00% 47.00% 1.59% 43.69% 0.59% 1.37% 0.01% 

84 53.12% 46.88% 2.74% 41.55% 1.67% 1.22% 0.04% 

85 43.06% 56.94% 4.37% 49.08% 2.45% 0.59% 0.07% 

86 64.64% 35.36% 4.78% 25.04% 4.29% 0.82% 0.18% 

87 32.35% 67.65% 4.38% 59.67% 2.21% 1.11% 0.10% 

88 43.00% 57.00% 3.78% 50.10% 1.61% 1.14% 0.19% 

89 61.84% 38.16% 3.71% 30.23% 3.43% 0.73% 0.02% 

90 73.51% 26.49% 4.11% 17.20% 3.97% 0.73% 0.15% 

91 43.20% 56.80% 3.82% 48.94% 2.78% 1.01% 0.05% 

92 39.69% 60.31% 3.93% 52.78% 2.18% 1.41% 0.02% 

93 38.54% 61.46% 5.46% 50.88% 3.62% 1.11% 0.04% 

94 63.53% 36.47% 8.19% 22.77% 3.79% 1.06% 0.08% 

95 52.21% 47.79% 7.44% 33.08% 5.92% 0.60% 0.03% 

96 48.56% 51.44% 8.30% 28.67% 12.77% 0.88% 0.01% 

97 63.29% 36.71% 6.73% 21.54% 6.80% 1.09% 0.12% 

98 75.78% 24.22% 5.95% 11.73% 5.38% 0.87% 0.17% 

99 80.43% 19.57% 3.94% 10.83% 3.68% 0.63% 0.16% 

100 71.45% 28.55% 4.12% 20.61% 2.77% 0.73% 0.04% 
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Evaluation of Compactness Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 1-25 

District Reock Polsby-Popper 

1 0.3532 0.3944 

2 0.2987 0.3636 

3 0.3258 0.4172 

4 0.5920 0.4342 

5 0.4773 0.4299 

6 0.3002 0.3190 

7 0.4644 0.4180 

8 0.3985 0.2730 

9 0.4258 0.2892 

10 0.4282 0.3087 

11 0.5047 0.2864 

12 0.4651 0.4225 

13 0.4055 0.3700 

14 0.3088 0.3625 

15 0.5496 0.2912 

16 0.5991 0.3435 

17 0.4008 0.3424 

18 0.2401 0.1828 

19 0.3333 0.3030 

20 0.4053 0.2472 

21 0.4546 0.3548 

22 0.4097 0.2424 

23 0.2937 0.2150 

24 0.3646 0.3240 

25 0.3215 0.2372 
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Evaluation of Compactness Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 26-50 

District Reock Pols by-Popper 

26 0.3565 0.2649 

27 0.2201 0.2795 

28 0.4628 0.3288 

29 0.4388 0.3025 

30 0.3872 0.2941 

31 0.4249 0.3050 

32 0.3951 0.2975 

33 0.4441 0.2838 

34 0.3476 0.2749 

35 0.3534 0.2405 

36 0.3706 0.2259 

37 0.3585 0.2932 

38 0.5652 0.2847 

39 0.5604 0.3187 

40 0.3254 0.1642 

41 0.3242 0.1652 

42 0.4278 0.1939 

43 0.2108 0.2210 

44 0.4157 0.5079 

45 0.2414 0.2815 

46 0.3541 0.3031 

47 0.4170 0.2797 

48 0.3287 0.2489 

49 0.2936 0.2619 

50 0.5403 0.3644 
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Evaluation of Compactness Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 51-75 

District Reock Pols by-Popper 

51 0.2930 0.2405 

52 0.4074 0.3101 

53 0.2978 0.2068 

54 0.4827 0.3124 

55 0.3641 0.2827 

56 0.3319 0.2743 

57 0.2877 0.2656 

58 0.4107 0.3229 

59 0.3156 0.2503 

60 0.2959 0.1781 

61 0.3927 0.3311 

62 0.2850 0.2468 

63 0.4321 0.3886 

64 0.3499 0.3106 

65 0.4605 0.2728 

66 0.4118 0.2028 

67 0.2321 0.1991 

68 0.3129 0.2365 

69 0.2061 0.1396 

70 0.3304 0.2576 

71 0.3202 0.1584 

72 0.5226 0.2916 

73 0.5351 0.3079 

74 0.4351 0.3665 

75 0.3916 0.1766 
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Evaluation of Compactness Criteria, Draft Virginia House Districts 76-100 

District Reock Polsby-Popper 

76 0.4152 0.3846 

77 0.3409 0.2858 

78 0.2761 0.2205 

79 0.3078 0.2349 

80 0.2617 0.2236 

81 0.3001 0.2181 

82 0.2051 0.2037 

83 0.2805 0.2561 

84 0.2388 0.1770 

85 0.2800 0.3213 

86 0.5226 0.5063 

87 0.3463 0.3023 

88 0.4524 0.4121 

89 0.2984 0.2447 

90 0.5333 0.4835 

91 0.2538 0.1600 

92 0.3579 0.2764 

93 0.4740 0.2882 

94 0.3017 0.3996 

95 0.3990 0.3057 

96 0.3406 0.4120 

97 0.2774 0.2391 

98 0.5686 0.5319 

99 0.5905 0.5286 

100 0.3046 0.4166 
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2017 Attorney General Election Results, Draft Virginia House Districts 1-25 
Average Dem Performance = 53.33% 

District Democratic Republican 

79 91.6% 8.2% 

4 81.2% 18.7% 

3 81.1% 18.7% 

2 79.6% 20.3% 

54 79.3% 20.6% 

92 78.6% 21.3% 

87 77.8% 22.0% 

1 77.5% 22.4% 

80 76.8% 23.1% 

93 76.7% 23.2% 

5 76.0% 23.9% 

13 73 .9% 26.1% 

77 72.6% 27.3% 

78 72.6% 27.3% 

17 72.0% 27.9% 

91 71.7% 28.2% 

12 71.4% 28.5% 

7 71.0% 28.8% 

23 69.7% 30.2% 

14 69.4% 30.5% 

85 69.0% 30.9% 

8 68.9% 30.9% 

16 68.6% 31.3% 

19 68.3% 31.6% 

88 68.0% 31.8% 
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2017 Attorney General Election Results, Draft Virginia House Districts 26-50 
Average Dem Perfonnance = 53.33% 

District Democratic Republican 

11 67.8% 32.1% 

81 67.0% 32.9% 

24 65.3% 34.5% 

26 65.2% 34.8% 

15 64.3% 35.5% 

27 64.2% 35 .7% 

25 63.8% 36.1% 

18 63.3% 36.7% 

38 63.2% 36.8% 

9 62.6% 37.3% 

28 61.9% 38.0% 

10 61.6% 38.4% 

6 61.3% 38.6% 

95 61.2% 38.7% 

76 60.8% 39.2% 

29 59.5% 40.5% 

96 59.1% 40.8% 

70 58.6% 41.2% 

20 58.1% 41.8% 

55 57.4% 42.5% 

94 56.5% 43.4% 

82 55.8% 44.1% 

84 55.8% 44.2% 

21 52.9% 47.0% 

97 52.6% 47.3% 
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2017 Attorney General Election Results, Draft Virginia House Districts 51-75 
Average Dem Perfonnance = 53.33% 

District Democratic Republican 

65 51.2% 48.7% 

89 51.1% 48.8% 

41 51.1% 48.9% 

58 49.6% 50.3% 

86 48.8% 51.0% 

71 48.6% 51.3% 

83 48.3% 51.6% 

22 48.2% 51.6% 

66 47.8% 52.1% 

30 47.7% 52.2% 

75 47.4% 52.5% 

57 47.3% 52.7% 

34 46.1% 53.8% 

100 45.8% 54.1% 

64 45.6% 54.3% 

69 45.4% 54.4% 

49 44.6% 55.3% 

52 44.2% 55.7% 

99 44.2% 55.7% 

40 42.5% 57.4% 

73 42.4% 57.5% 

74 41.6% 58.3% 

50 41.2% 58.7% 

59 41.2% 58.7% 

98 41.1% 58.8% 
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2017 Attorney General Election Results, Draft Virginia House Districts 76-100 
Average Dem Perfonnance = 53.33% 

District Democratic Republican 

32 39.7% 60.2% 

67 39.7% 60.2% 

36 39.5% 60.4% 

56 39.4% 60.5% 

42 39.1% 60.8% 

63 38.8% 61.1% 

62 38.2% 61.7% 

90 38.2% 61.7% 

31 37.4% 62.5% 

61 37.4% 62.5% 

48 37.1% 62.8% 

68 35.6% 64.3% 

72 34.7% 65.2% 

37 32.9% 67.0% 

39 31.4% 68.5% 

60 31.3% 68.5% 

53 31.1% 68.8% 

33 27.7% 72.2% 

47 26.8% 73 .1% 

35 26.5% 73.4% 

44 24.6% 75.3% 

51 24.5% 75.4% 

46 24.2% 75.7% 

43 22.0% 77.9% 

45 20.8% 79.1% 
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·1· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Committee members, we will call

·2· ·the Redistricting Committee to order. Uh, Emily, I

·3· ·believe you're going to take role?

·4· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Thank you. And, uh, Chairman

·5· ·Devlin?

·6· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Here.

·7· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Bellew?

·8· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Here.

·9· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Boschee?

10· · · · MR. BOSCHEE:· Here.

11· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Headland?

12· · · · MR. HEADLAND:· Here.

13· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Lefor?

14· · · · MR. LEFOR:· Here.

15· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Monson?

16· · · · MR. MONSON:· Here.

17· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Nathe?

18· · · · MR. NATHE:· Here.

19· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Schauer?

20· · · · MR. SCHAUER:· Here.

21· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Holmberg?

22· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Here.

23· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Bekkedahl?

24· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Here.

25· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Burckhard?
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·1· · · · MR. BURCKHARD?· Here.

·2· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Erbele?

·3· · · · MR. ERBELE:· Here.

·4· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Klein?

·5· · · · MR. KLEIN?

·6· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Oban?

·7· · · · MS. OBAN:· Here.

·8· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Poolman?

·9· · · · MS. POOLMAN:· [inaudible]

10· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· And Senator Sorvaag?

11· · · · MR. SORVAAG:· Here.

12· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· And Mr. Chairman, we have a

13· ·quorum.

14· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Thank you. Um, what are your

15· ·wishes for the minutes of the July 29th meeting?

16· ·Somebody want to move them?

17· · · · MR. LEFOR:· So moved.

18· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Second.

19· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· The minutes motion has been

20· ·made and seconded [inaudible] discussion. Seeing none,

21· ·all those in favor signify by saying aye.

22· · · · ALL:· Aye.

23· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Opposed nay. Motion carried.

24· ·Um, before we go into the first agenda item, uh,

25· ·traditionally we normally introduce members of
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·1· ·Legislative Management that are attending today. I

·2· ·know Representative Schmidt is here. And

·3· ·Representative Koppelman and Senator Schaible.

·4· · · · Um, and then on the committee itself,

·5· ·Representative Boschee, Representative Lefor, Senator

·6· ·Burckhard, Senator Holmberg, Senator Klein. Did I miss

·7· ·anyone?

·8· · · · MALE:· [inaudible]

·9· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Okay. And Senator Elkin. I

10· ·apologize. Thank you. Um, Emily, I believe you're

11· ·going to present the review of the [inaudible]. Thank

12· ·you.

13· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again

14· ·this is the, uh, Supplementary Rules of Operation and

15· ·Procedure for, uh, North Dakota Legislative

16· ·Management. This is just the, uh, procedural rules

17· ·that we review at the beginning of each interim.

18· · · · Uh, I'll just kind of hit the highlights. You

19· ·have all mostly heard this before. Again, uh, as you

20· ·all know, meetings are held at the call of the

21· ·chairman. Uh, the rules of the assembly govern the

22· ·conduct of our interim meetings.

23· · · · Um, a committee member's attendance via Teams,

24· ·uh, must be approved by the committee chairman. And

25· ·this should be used sparingly, such as you're sick or
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·1· ·something like that. Uh, members that are attending

·2· ·remotely, uh, are required to keep their video on for

·3· ·the duration of the meeting. So just be aware of that

·4· ·if you are attending remotely.

·5· · · · Um, as far as attending via phone, generally we

·6· ·do not, um, have the committees attend via phone

·7· ·unless the entire committee will be calling in, say

·8· ·there's a big snowstorm or something, there's some

·9· ·kind of extenuating circumstance.

10· · · · Uh, Legislative Management members, as, uh, you

11· ·just heard the chairman announce, they may attend, uh,

12· ·meetings of the committee for which they are not a

13· ·member. Um, however, uh, since we now have this

14· ·remote, uh, and in person option for attendance, uh,

15· ·compensation will not be provided if individuals of

16· ·the Legislative Management are sitting in on

17· ·committees for which they are not a member, and they

18· ·are attending those remotely.· So if there -- sitting

19· ·in on the meeting remotely, uh, no compensation.

20· · · · Uh, any bill draft recommended by Legislative

21· ·Management, uh, just a reminder, it must be considered

22· ·at least, um, two days, whether that's two separate

23· ·meetings or a two day meeting at each day of that

24· ·meeting.

25· · · · Uh, each committee, as you all know, uh, has to
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·1· ·submit their final report and any recommended

·2· ·legislation to Legislative Management. Um, and then

·3· ·the Legislative Management can accept or reject that

·4· ·committee report.

·5· · · · Generally we're all used to this being done, uh,

·6· ·the November before the regular legislative session.

·7· ·Uh, this committee is, uh, a little bit different. We

·8· ·only -- we only meet every, you know, 10 years for the

·9· ·purpose of redistricting. So obviously we won't be

10· ·having our Legislative Management report with the all

11· ·the other committees in November of next year.

12· · · · That will actually, uh, be a little bit of a

13· ·different schedule. Um, you'll see in 5B it is, um, at

14· ·such other times as the Legislative Management or as

15· ·chairman may direct. So that's kind of at the call of

16· ·the Legislative Management or the chairman.

17· · · · Um, just a quick note, um, as I mentioned it'll

18· ·be delivered at a separate meeting. And so if you're

19· ·kind of wanting a little bit of a reminder of the

20· ·timelines or, you know, what was done, or our last

21· ·redistricting cycle, um, during that last

22· ·redistricting cycle, um, the redistricting committee

23· ·had, uh, seven meetings. Its first one was on June

24· ·16th. It got a much earlier start than we did.

25· · · · Uh, and their last meeting was held on October
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·1· ·11th and 12th of 2011. It was a two day meeting. Uh,

·2· ·the Legislative Management approved, um, a portion of

·3· ·the committee's final report relating to the

·4· ·redistricting bill.

·5· · · · And that was at, uh, kind of that special

·6· ·Legislative Management meeting, uh, that was called to

·7· ·deliver that report. That was held November 13th. So

·8· ·you're kind of doing the math there, that was about 17

·9· ·days after the redistricting committee had their last

10· ·meeting, the Legislative Management report was

11· ·delivered.

12· · · · The legislative assembly then convened for a

13· ·special session. And that was on November 7, 2011. So

14· ·it was a five day special session to deal with

15· ·redistricting issues. And that was -- so we begin

16· ·doing the math, four days after the Legislative

17· ·Management report was delivered, a special session

18· ·commenced.

19· · · · So I just thought that'd be some helpful

20· ·additional background since it's a little -- a little

21· ·different when we have this every 10 year committee.

22· ·And I'd be happy to take any questions.

23· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Holmberg?

24· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Uh, Emily, you might want to

25· ·mention that, uh, we don't have anything put down yet.
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·1· ·But, uh, plans that come in, any plan, uh, it takes up

·2· ·to two weeks for Legislative Council to put a plan

·3· ·together that they did not prepare.

·4· · · · Because they have to, if you have a plan that --

·5· ·that you put in yourself, um, they have to do the --

·6· ·they're still operating out of the Metes and Bounds,

·7· ·which means they have to describe everything. So it

·8· ·takes quite a while.

·9· · · · So, uh, if, uh, folks are thinking of another

10· ·plan besides what this committee might have or you

11· ·might have a secret plan in your pocket, uh, you're

12· ·going to have -- there will be a date by which it has

13· ·to be, uh, sent to Legislative Council so they can

14· ·prepare it.

15· · · · Otherwise, you know, we can't meet whatever the

16· ·date is that we meet, and, uh, be sitting there with a

17· ·bill that isn't complete. So it has to be checked out.

18· ·So, and that information will come later. But it is --

19· ·it is important to keep in mind that, uh, just walking

20· ·in with a new plan in November is going to be pretty

21· ·tough because it -- it isn't ready for us.

22· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Anything else from the

23· ·committee before we start on the first presentation?

24· ·Um, today we have Ben Williams from NCSL to speak to

25· ·us with an overview of redistricting. Uh, obviously
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·1· ·we're the national experts on this subject.

·2· · · · And just on a personal item, I just want to --

·3· ·they had a great meeting on this in Salt -- Salt Lake

·4· ·City, I believe it was, that the, uh, several members

·5· ·of this committee got to attend. I couldn't attend for

·6· ·a health reason.

·7· · · · And I certainly I wanted to recognize and

·8· ·appreciate the work that Representative Schauer did to

·9· ·take my place there. He did -- you can tell he's a

10· ·member of the media because he did a fantastic job

11· ·with some notes and so on of all the meetings. So Ben,

12· ·go ahead.

13· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman and, uh,

14· ·Vice Chair Holmberg, and members of the committee.

15· ·It's an honor to be here in North Dakota. And, um,

16· ·I've been told that I have roughly an hour for this.

17· · · · I'm going to try to keep it to around 30 to 40

18· ·minutes so that if you have questions there's plenty

19· ·of time for that. And then if you don't have

20· ·questions, then you're ahead of schedule. And I don't

21· ·think anyone on the committee will complain about

22· ·being a little bit ahead of schedule.

23· · · · So, uh, with that, uh, as, uh, Chairman Devlin

24· ·said, NCSL, uh, we just had a meeting in Salt Lake

25· ·City, so I'm sure some of you were -- were there. Uh,
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·1· ·Representative Schauer, you were there. But, uh, just

·2· ·for those of you who haven't been as connected with

·3· ·NCSL in the past, we are the nation's, uh, preeminent

·4· ·organization that is bipartisan and serves the needs

·5· ·of state legislators.

·6· · · · And by bipartisan, I mean that our structure is

·7· ·exactly divided between democrats and republicans.

·8· ·However my work as a staffer is nonpartisan. So NCSL

·9· ·will not come into a state and will not provide any

10· ·recommendations on policy advice for what members

11· ·should do. But we do provide 50 state information that

12· ·may be helpful in the decisions that you ultimately

13· ·choose to make.

14· · · · So for today's outline, uh, I was asked to do a

15· ·very general overview of redistricting, with touching

16· ·on a few specific subject matters. So I'm going to go

17· ·over some really, uh, basic fundamentals and some

18· ·information about the 2020 census. And then I'm going

19· ·to go over some of the main legal doctrines that

20· ·govern redistricting.

21· · · · And then I'm going to go into, uh, redistricting

22· ·criteria. I know that some states refer to them as

23· ·redistricting principles. I will probably refer to

24· ·those as criteria, uh, that relate to redistricting

25· ·and, uh, nationwide, but tailored with a greater focus
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·1· ·to North Dakota.

·2· · · · So the first question is, why do we redistrict at

·3· ·all. And the reason is because of the one person one

·4· ·vote cases from the US Supreme Court in the 1960s. And

·5· ·prior to that point there was no federal requirement

·6· ·that legislatures redistrict at all. Legislatures did

·7· ·occasionally, uh, redistrict themselves to account for

·8· ·population shifts, but it wasn't commonplace. Many

·9· ·states went decades and decades without doing it,

10· ·North Dakota being one of them and not being an

11· ·outlier in that.

12· · · · Uh, but in 1960s, uh, the US Supreme Court

13· ·established that, uh, redistricting had to occur to

14· ·make sure that roughly an equal number of people were

15· ·in each district, um, so that there would be roughly

16· ·equal weight between the voters and those districts.

17· ·So the real question then becomes, who is a person,

18· ·right. So who counts as a person for one person one

19· ·vote.

20· · · · And ever since the 1960s, all 50 states have

21· ·followed the idea that a person is any, uh, resident

22· ·of the state, regardless of citizenship status, and

23· ·regardless of whether or not they are of the age of

24· ·majority, so 18 or older, and eligible to vote.

25· · · · Uh, in the 2010s, this was challenged by a group
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·1· ·of plaintiffs in the state of Texas. Texas, like all

·2· ·states, redistricted using total population numbers

·3· ·reported to them by the US Census Bureau. And the

·4· ·plaintiffs in that case argued that there's a

·5· ·difference between equalizing based on persons and

·6· ·equalizing based on voters.

·7· · · · And the difference is that if you had an area

·8· ·with a high non-citizen population, for example in

·9· ·south Texas, you could have a district where you had

10· ·voters who had roughly one and a half to two times the

11· ·strength of a vote within that district relative to

12· ·voters in a part of the state that had a relatively

13· ·high citizen population.

14· · · · Uh, the Supreme Court did not answer the question

15· ·of whether or not other methods of, besides total

16· ·population, were acceptable for redistricting. What

17· ·they said was that total population is an acceptable

18· ·method of redistricting.

19· · · · So there is still this open question about

20· ·whether or not other methodologies, uh, using citizen

21· ·voting age population for example will be acceptable.

22· ·Uh, there may be some litigation about this in the

23· ·coming years. But, uh, just note that this is

24· ·something that you might hear from· your constituents

25· ·and might bubble up, um, in other states. Although I
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·1· ·haven't, uh, heard anything about North Dakota's

·2· ·plans.

·3· · · · So the fundamentals of who draws legislative

·4· ·districts. In the vast majority of states it's the

·5· ·state legislature as a normal bill that is passed, and

·6· ·then it's either signed or vetoed by the governor. And

·7· ·then the legislature has the chance to override that

·8· ·veto. Uh, that's in the 35 states. There are some ex-

·9· ·-- uh, different elements within that.

10· · · · So the states that you see in the dark blue,

11· ·steel gray color, are the states where the legislature

12· ·has sole control over the process. That is the

13· ·predominant method in the United States. There are a

14· ·handful of states that have a legislature, uh, handle

15· ·redistricting, but there's an advisory commission that

16· ·either presents a map to them that's an option, or

17· ·presents a few, uh, optional maps to them. And then

18· ·the legislature either has to take a vote on them

19· ·first before considering their own maps, or they're

20· ·welcome to ignore those maps and draw their own.

21· · · · There are a handful of states, particularly in,

22· ·uh, the south mostly, Oklahoma, Texas, and Mississippi

23· ·are the ones where this comes up sometimes, are they

24· ·have backup commissions. So if the legislature doesn't

25· ·redistrict by a set deadline, then the legislature
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·1· ·loses the power to redistrict, and it shifts to this

·2· ·backup commission usually made up of legislative

·3· ·leadership, who then finishes redistricting.

·4· · · · And then there are the states that you see in the

·5· ·dark orange, where there is a commission that has the

·6· ·primary responsibility for, uh, redistricting. And

·7· ·you'll see that as we shift from legislative to

·8· ·congressional districts, those numbers drop. Uh, most

·9· ·states retain the ability to redraw congressional

10· ·districts within the legislature wholly, without

11· ·having an advisory commission, a backup commission, or

12· ·any other kind of commission, in the process.

13· · · · So some takeaways about the 2020 census. Um, just

14· ·to note, I think the only thing that's really of

15· ·interest here is that the growth rate, uh, nationwide

16· ·was 7.4 percent, which was the lowest growth rate

17· ·since the 1930s, the Great Depression. However North

18· ·Dakota was a standout. It was one of the fastest

19· ·growing states in the United States, over 15 percent

20· ·population growth.

21· · · · Uh, that put North Dakota in the top five states

22· ·nationally in terms of, uh, population growth. So it's

23· ·a real standout among other states. There are only

24· ·three states that lost population this decade, uh,

25· ·Illinois, Mississippi, and my home state of West
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·1· ·Virginia.

·2· · · · So 2020 census results, uh, population changes by

·3· ·states, you can see North Dakota is in that, once

·4· ·again, that blue steel gray color, fastest growing in

·5· ·the country. And, uh, that fits in with, uh, North

·6· ·Dakota, uh, having obviously the oil boom. And you --

·7· ·understandably there's lots of people moving in to

·8· ·work in these new industries.

·9· · · · Other than that though, that's a regional

10· ·outlier. So most of the growth in the United States

11· ·has continued to be in the, uh, western United States

12· ·and in the south, particularly in the southeast. So

13· ·the colors that you see in teal are also the states

14· ·that had over 10 percent population growth, which we

15· ·would consider to be fast.

16· · · · So as you know, we're meeting in, uh, August. And

17· ·as Emily pointed out in her presentation, that, uh,

18· ·the first committee in 2011 met in June. And one of

19· ·the reasons for the fact that we're meeting two months

20· ·later is the census data was severely delayed coming

21· ·out from the United States Census Bureau. It's

22· ·supposed to come out, uh, according to federal statute

23· ·by April 1st of the year ending in one. So it was due

24· ·to the states by April 1, 2021.

25· · · · It was released on August 12, 2021. And there are
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·1· ·several reasons for that. The -- by far the largest is

·2· ·the coronavirus pandemic. So if you think about how

·3· ·census information is gathered, according to federal

·4· ·law the census date upon which all census data is

·5· ·accurate is April 1st of the year ending in zero. So

·6· ·April 1, 2020 is census day.

·7· · · · And what was happening on April 1st of 2020.

·8· ·States were in lockdown. No one was going anywhere.

·9· ·And that created a lot of issues. And I'm just going

10· ·to give you one example to highlight some of the

11· ·issues that the Census Bureau had to deal with, which

12· ·caused them to fall behind on their schedule.

13· · · · Colleges and universities report what are known

14· ·as group quarters numbers to the United States Census

15· ·Bureau. So they report numbers, um, that are just in a

16· ·-- a massive list, rather than having a census

17· ·enumerator actually go around from dorm room to dorm

18· ·room figuring out who lives where.

19· · · · Those numbers are usually reported relative early

20· ·in the process. They're reported in January, February

21· ·of a year ending in zero, just for administrative

22· ·purposes and to expedite the process. Normally no one

23· ·would ever think anything of it.

24· · · · But when, uh, dorms closed down in mid-March

25· ·2020, and students were sent home, some students were
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·1· ·at their homes on April 1, 2020. And when parents go

·2· ·the census form, they looked around and saw their

·3· ·student living in their house, and they checked them

·4· ·off and filled. So that meant that there were several

·5· ·people in the United States who were double counted in

·6· ·the 2020 census.

·7· · · · And the Census Bureau knew that this was going to

·8· ·be a problem. So they had to go through all of the

·9· ·records and try to find those duplicate records, and

10· ·strike out the surplus number from the census to get

11· ·the true accurate count. And that takes time. And

12· ·that, uh, was one of the things that they normally

13· ·wouldn't have to do, but they had to do this decade at

14· ·a great scale.

15· · · · There were also some natural disaster problems as

16· ·well, uh, fires in the American west, floods

17· ·particularly in the deep south, uh, related to

18· ·hurricanes in 2020. 2020 was a very active hurricane

19· ·season. And then there were also policy changes

20· ·between the, uh, outgoing Trump administration and the

21· ·incoming Biden administration that, uh, could have led

22· ·to delays as well, but our indications are that it was

23· ·mostly the pandemic was what led to the delays.

24· · · · Just to give you some color on how delayed things

25· ·are, this is how redistricting had progressed by
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·1· ·August 26th of 2011, 10 years ago today. As you can

·2· ·see, there's a lot of completed and some new maps out

·3· ·here. And then the states in the green had -- the

·4· ·legislature had released draft maps and was receiving

·5· ·comment on those.

·6· · · · Here's where we are now. You can see only three

·7· ·states have made any progress with redistricting at

·8· ·all. Illinois and Oklahoma, uh, did redistricting with

·9· ·alternative redistricting data. They used, uh,

10· ·American community survey five year estimates, uh,

11· ·because they had very early redistricting deadlines.

12· · · · But in both states the legislature said at the

13· ·fore -- at the outset of their redistricting, we know

14· ·we're not using 2020 census data. We're going to come

15· ·back in a special session and reconcile our lines to

16· ·make sure they comply with one person one vote,

17· ·whenever that information is in. And sure enough,

18· ·Oklahoma and Illinois, both of the legislatures have

19· ·announced that they're going back into special session

20· ·in the coming weeks to reconcile the lines to make

21· ·sure they are in compliance with federal law.

22· · · · Colorado has a commission that has a lot of

23· ·redistricting deadlines. Some of them go very early

24· ·into the calendar. And one of the deadlines was called

25· ·the first draft map. And so the legis- -- uh, the
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·1· ·commission drew the first draft map with the same

·2· ·alternative data that Oklahoma and Illinois did. But

·3· ·for all future maps they will be using 2020 census

·4· ·data.

·5· · · · So delays obviously has a significant problem. It

·6· ·means there's less time to redistrict. But it doesn't

·7· ·just mean the redistricting process that happens with

·8· ·this committee. It also means that your local election

·9· ·officials who have to reconcile precinct boundaries,

10· ·and have to make sure that they have all the

11· ·information about where voters are geolocated, so that

12· ·voters are getting the correct ballots on the 2022

13· ·primaries. They have to have time to make sure that

14· ·processing can occur.

15· · · · In states that have residency requirements for

16· ·the legislatures that say a legislator has to live in

17· ·a district for a year before they're eligible to run

18· ·for that office or to be elected to that office. Uh,

19· ·those states obviously they have -- that means that

20· ·they have a deadline in the fall of 2021 for

21· ·redistricting to be completed so that people know what

22· ·districts they're running in.

23· · · · Uh, there's also the primary deadlines and states

24· ·that have relatively early state primaries. Texas is

25· ·an example of a state that has a relatively early
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·1· ·primary. There are bills in those states to move the

·2· ·primary back in the calendar, further into the spring

·3· ·or the summer, uh, to allow there to be a very, uh,

·4· ·sufficiently broad time in which candidates can file.

·5· · · · So it's just to show that there are a lot of

·6· ·other steps to redistricting beyond actually passing

·7· ·the map. There's something that local election

·8· ·officials and, uh, legislators, and state election

·9· ·officials have to deal with in addition.

10· · · · And this is just another, uh, chart to give you

11· ·an idea of how many redistricting deadlines there are

12· ·by date. Uh, Illinois and Oklahoma are in that five

13· ·that had redistricting deadlines prior to July 1st of

14· ·this year. Uh, there are another 19 states that have

15· ·to redistrict by the end of this year.

16· · · · Uh, North Dakota is in the other and none

17· ·category. Obviously you're an other for legislative

18· ·redistricting because you just have it tied to your

19· ·session. And then you have none, uh, for your, uh,

20· ·congressional districting because you don't

21· ·congressionally redistrict.

22· · · · Um, so that brings me to the last part of the

23· ·census presentation, which is disclosure avoidance, or

24· ·as you may have heard it to referred to in the past,

25· ·differential privacy. So as you know, the US Census
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·1· ·Bureau has two mandates. It is required to report

·2· ·accurate numbers on the total population of the United

·3· ·States. And it's supposed to protect the privacy of

·4· ·the people who respond to the United States census.

·5· · · · Obviously we can understand the policy reasons

·6· ·for not wanting the exact information of every person

·7· ·who responds to the census to be published for all to

·8· ·see. Uh, over time the Census Bureau has adopted

·9· ·different methodologies for protecting privacy. Um,

10· ·and this decade they have decided to use a new one

11· ·called differential privacy.

12· · · · And that's because the Census Bureau

13· ·statisticians found that the previous systems could be

14· ·broken. And by that I mean you could take a very

15· ·sophisticated computer program or algorithm, apply it

16· ·to census data that had had the previous, um, privacy

17· ·protection measures applied. And then you could un- --

18· ·unmask or unseal who those people were, and create,

19· ·uh, post hoc a data set that actually had all of the,

20· ·uh, respondents included in it.

21· · · · So the very first method of privacy protection

22· ·was called data suppression, which meant that the

23· ·Census Bureau would just take, uh, certain sections of

24· ·the reports that they would provide and they would

25· ·suppress them. So you wouldn't get information about
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·1· ·certain census blocks. That information would just be

·2· ·left blank. And that was their suppression

·3· ·methodology.

·4· · · · It worked in the 1980s, but obviously you can

·5· ·understand why just not including some information you

·6· ·could easily deduce what the, uh, absent information

·7· ·could be. So in the 1990s, and from 1990 to 2010, they

·8· ·used something called data swapping, which would mean

·9· ·that if you had two census blocks, and let's say you

10· ·had two census blocks in this Bismarck. And -- and

11· ·both of them you -- and you had then two blocks, you

12· ·had one family of four, so you had, uh, parents and

13· ·two children in both of these census blocks.

14· · · · What the Census Bureau would do is it would just

15· ·swap them. So the underlying demographic information,

16· ·for example their race, their ethnicity, their exact

17· ·age, if -- if the code were ever broken, you would

18· ·actually have someone else's record in certain, uh,

19· ·census blocks. You were swapped with someone else who

20· ·had identical total information, so it was four people

21· ·for four people, two adults, two children. But the

22· ·exact records would have been moved somewhere else

23· ·within the -- within those census blocks. And that was

24· ·sufficient to protect privacy in the 1990s through the

25· ·2010s.
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·1· · · · This time the Census Bureau is using something

·2· ·called differential privacy, which involves using an

·3· ·algorithm to what the Census Bureau calls inject noise

·4· ·into the census data. What it means is the Census

·5· ·Bureau is intentionally, uh, creating error in their

·6· ·data set. They are providing slightly incorrect

·7· ·information on purpose, uh, to protect the privacy of

·8· ·respondents.

·9· · · · So as you can see, uh, on the left hand side of

10· ·this chart we have the actual reported Census Bureau

11· ·numbers. And on the right side of the chart we have

12· ·the numbers after differential privacy has been

13· ·applied. So you see a 14 turns into a 13, 52 turns

14· ·into a 51, 53 turns into a 54, 47 turns into a 48.

15· · · · And this chart, I think it's important to note

16· ·this -- this slide by the way comes from the US Census

17· ·Bureau. I took this straight from one of their slide

18· ·decks. But what's important to note is that the total

19· ·population at the state level is correct. You're

20· ·getting that number reported exactly as it was counted

21· ·by the Census Bureau.

22· · · · But the numbers that go down to the census block,

23· ·the very granular information that states have used to

24· ·redistrict for quite a long time, there will be some

25· ·error in the -- in those numbers. And if you have
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·1· ·someone in your, uh, state, a data expert, or a

·2· ·demographer, or someone you can talk to, to get into

·3· ·the details exactly about this applies to North

·4· ·Dakota, that could be a really excellent resource for

·5· ·you to explain as it's applied to here.

·6· · · · I've asked other states, uh, who I know, people

·7· ·who work in demography to try to figure out how much

·8· ·error this really has introduced. And they just told

·9· ·me they don't know yet. And they're still trying to

10· ·dig through to figure out how much error the Census

11· ·Bureau has introduced into the numbers that you'll be

12· ·getting. But no, the numbers will be, uh, not the same

13· ·as the numbers that were actually reported to the

14· ·Census Bureau by people filling out their forms.

15· · · · So this is like a closing slide. Uh, only state

16· ·total population will be reported without noise, as I

17· ·said. There is some evidence that distortions are

18· ·greater in rural areas than urban areas. And I think

19· ·the best way to think about that is if you change the

20· ·total population of a census block by one person in a

21· ·very dense urban census block, it goes from 187 to

22· ·188. Obviously that's not as big of a difference.

23· · · · But if you change a rural census block that goes

24· ·from four to five, that is a 25 percent increase in

25· ·the total population of that block, or from four to
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·1· ·three, the reverse direction. So there can be impacts,

·2· ·uh, in rural areas that are greater. And obviously

·3· ·that's of concern to, uh, states like I'm from in

·4· ·Colorado, where you have just a couple of urban areas

·5· ·and a lot of rural area. Uh, same thing in North

·6· ·Dakota.

·7· · · · So, um, and there's also some evidence that the

·8· ·distortions in small racial and ethnic groups are

·9· ·likely to be larger than in other groups. That's again

10· ·just a -- a product of the math, if you have a very

11· ·discrete and small racial group. Uh, and you know that

12· ·their population is only 1,000, then, uh, the white

13· ·population of a state that -- or a region that might

14· ·be 50,000. Taking the numbers down 1 or 2 percent, uh,

15· ·by adding 10 people could have a dramatically

16· ·different impact on those two groups.

17· · · · So that's it with the census. I'm going to move

18· ·on to the legal doctrines now. Um, and I'm going to

19· ·organize my remarks just in the supremacy clause. So

20· ·I'm going to start with federal constitutional law and

21· ·federal statutes, and then work my way down through

22· ·state constitutional law and state statutes.

23· · · · So I've already covered one person one vote. I

24· ·think the only thing to add here is that the exact

25· ·amount of deviation that's permissible with certain
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·1· ·types of districts varies depending on what type of

·2· ·district you're looking at. So for congressional

·3· ·districts it's exact numerical quality. That means the

·4· ·states that redistrict for congressional purposes,

·5· ·they have to get it down to almost an exact one person

·6· ·difference.

·7· · · · But in states with state legislative districting,

·8· ·uh, the census -- uh, the US Supreme Court has said

·9· ·that up to a 10 percent deviation can be permissible,

10· ·uh, if it's justified by a sufficient state interest.

11· ·And sufficient state interests that have been found by

12· ·courts in the past are keeping counties together,

13· ·keeping cities together, keeping subdivisions

14· ·together.

15· · · · You want to keep all the people who commute on

16· ·this highway into a city together. So just to give you

17· ·some examples of justifications that courts have found

18· ·to be permissible in the past. Anything over 10

19· ·percent, uh, if a lawsuit were to be brought on equal

20· ·population grounds, the burden shifts from the

21· ·presumption of legality on behalf of the legislature's

22· ·plan, to presumption of illegality. And then the

23· ·legislature would have to affirmatively defend the

24· ·greater deviation plan.

25· · · · That's not to say that plans with greater
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·1· ·deviations don't succeed. Hawaii for example has

·2· ·greater deviations in their legislative districts

·3· ·because they try to keep all of the island groups

·4· ·together. So they don't try to split districts between

·5· ·the different islands. Because you can imagine island

·6· ·identity is very important there. And so that has been

·7· ·upheld by the US Supreme Court. So there are, uh,

·8· ·exceptions to that. But in general it's hard to win a

·9· ·case if the deviation is over 10 percent.

10· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· [inaudible] Senator Burckhard

11· ·[sic].

12· · · · MR. SORVAAG:· Uh, Mr. Chairman, uh, I -- I just

13· ·had a question. At 10 percent, I think I'm clear,

14· ·that's 5 percent, 5 percent, above 5 percent below. It

15· ·isn't the deviation is -- you can't go 10 percent up;

16· ·correct?

17· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Mr. Chairman, Senator Burckhard

18· ·[sic], yes, that's correct. So the answer is, it could

19· ·be if you had a bunch of districts at four. You could

20· ·have fewer districts at six. It's just an overall 10

21· ·percent deviation. Sometimes states do put it at a

22· ·plus or minus. But it's just overall 10 percent total

23· ·deviation from the most populated to the least

24· ·populated district from the ideal.

25· · · · And the ideal is just calculated by total
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·1· ·population of the state divided by the number of

·2· ·districts you're drawing.

·3· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· And this was my fault. I

·4· ·introduced Senator Sorvaag as Senator Burckhard. So

·5· ·just, you know --

·6· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Okay. So it is Senator Sorvaag.

·7· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· It is.

·8· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· I -- I saw that and I was like,

·9· ·oh, they've switched seats on me. Okay. Good. Well

10· ·thank you, Senator Sorvaag, for the question.

11· · · · Um, the next major doctrine is racial

12· ·gerrymandering. Um, this comes from, uh, the 1990s,

13· ·uh, primarily in the American south. This is the

14· ·original racial gerrymander. You see on the slide this

15· ·is the North Carolina 12th Congressional District. It

16· ·could be the most litigated congressional district in

17· ·the United States. I think there's been multiple

18· ·lawsuits every decade on this district.

19· · · · Um, this construction as it was drawn, uh, was,

20· ·uh, ostensibly to comply with the Voting Rights Act

21· ·because it's combining all of the black population of

22· ·Charlotte, Winston-Salem, Greensboro, High Point, and

23· ·Durham. And those very narrow points you see in

24· ·between Charlotte and Winston-Salem are where the

25· ·district is only as wide as Interstate 85. Uh, that's

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 29 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·the -- that's how they kept contiguity together in

·2· ·North Carolina when drawing this district.

·3· · · · Um, so the original case, Shaw v. Reno in 1993,

·4· ·this district was struck own for being an

·5· ·impermissible racial gerrymander. At that time they

·6· ·were mainly talking about the shape in the court

·7· ·opinion. They weren't really talking about the

·8· ·standard would possibly be. And over time it became

·9· ·clear that the standard the Supreme Court was actually

10· ·getting at was predominance. And predominance means,

11· ·was race the predominant factor in the construction of

12· ·a particular district.

13· · · · And I'm giving you on this slide a general

14· ·overview of how these, uh, claims proceed. If you ask

15· ·any of the, uh, legislative council, any of the

16· ·attorneys with legislative council, uh, to give you a

17· ·-- a better explanation, they would tell you that

18· ·there's -- there are more layers to it than what

19· ·you're seeing on this slide, but just to give you a

20· ·general overview of how the process works.

21· · · · The first question a court asks was did race

22· ·predominate in the creation of a district. If the

23· ·answer is yes, then it goes to the justification

24· ·stage, which was, well, was the state required to draw

25· ·the district that way because of the Voting Rights
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·1· ·Act, or because they were remedying some past racial

·2· ·discrimination that was well known and had been

·3· ·identified and vetted.

·4· · · · And if the answer is yes to both of those, then

·5· ·the district will be upheld, despite the fact that

·6· ·race was the predominant factor in the creation of the

·7· ·district. Anything short of that, it's invalid.

·8· · · · The next doctrine is partisan gerrymandering. And

·9· ·I've scratched it out for federal courts because it

10· ·doesn't exist anymore. But I'm going to go ahead and

11· ·mention it here briefly just because you've probably

12· ·heard about it over the past decade, these partisan

13· ·gerrymandering cases, particularly coming out of

14· ·states like Wisconsin, and, uh, North Carolina, and,

15· ·uh, Michigan, and Ohio.

16· · · · They were a major focus of the Supreme Court.

17· ·They were based on different theories under the first

18· ·amendment's freedom of speech clause and the 14th

19· ·amendment's equal protection clause. And it's

20· ·important to note they're no longer justiciable in

21· ·federal courts. In 2019 the US Supreme Court said in a

22· ·case called Rucho v. Common Cause, that these were

23· ·questions outside the capacity of federal courts to

24· ·decide.

25· · · · They didn't say that these cases couldn't be
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·1· ·brought in state courts. They didn't decide that the

·2· ·legislatures couldn't do things on their own to pass

·3· ·regulations on partisanship and redistricting. What

·4· ·they said was that federal courts were not the

·5· ·appropriate venue for these cases.

·6· · · · There are theories that were developed in these

·7· ·cases that can be, uh, have been successfully applied

·8· ·in state courts. But I just wanted to highlight here

·9· ·that for the moment this doctrine is dead in federal

10· ·courts.

11· · · · So I was also talked -- I was asked to speak a

12· ·little bit more fully on the Voting Rights Act. So I

13· ·created a -- a few more slides here to give it a

14· ·fuller sense. And, uh, the key sections of the Voting

15· ·Rights Act that apply to redistricting are sections

16· ·two, three, four, and five, with the most important

17· ·one being section two. Um, and you can see the -- the

18· ·titles of the, um, the brief descriptions of what each

19· ·of these sections do.

20· · · · So section two, uh, prohibits vote dilution in

21· ·redistricting. Uh, what that means is that if there is

22· ·a minority group that qualifies for protection under

23· ·section two of the Voting Rights Act, the district --

24· ·a district needs to be drawn in such a way that that

25· ·minority group has the opportunity to elect its
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·1· ·candidate of choice.

·2· · · · This section applies nationwide. It requires

·3· ·litigation. Unlike section five of the Voting Rights

·4· ·Act it is not prophylactic, which means the states do

·5· ·not have to preclear their changes in their election

·6· ·codes, including their redistricting plans, before

·7· ·they are allowed to go into effect.

·8· · · · Um, the burden of proof in these cases is

·9· ·discriminatory effect. So the plaintiffs don't have to

10· ·prove that the state had any discriminatory intent in

11· ·passing the plan. They just have to prove that the

12· ·effect of the plan, uh, had a -- was discriminatory on

13· ·them.

14· · · · And, uh, the district I've given you on the right

15· ·is commonly referred to as the earmuffs district. It's

16· ·in, uh, the city of Chicago. And, uh, this district is

17· ·actually drawn in compliance with the Voting Rights

18· ·Act. And it's combining two Latino populations that

19· ·are, uh, surround a majority black Voting Rights Act

20· ·district.

21· · · · So sometimes this district you see it, uh, sort

22· ·of out as an example of partisan gerrymandering. But

23· ·actually, uh, the state of Illinois, uh, was required

24· ·to draw this district this way.

25· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· And Representative Nathe.
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·1· · · · MR. NATHE:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank, you,

·2· ·Ben. Uh, I did enjoy that, uh, conference out in Salt

·3· ·Lake and --

·4· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Wonderful.

·5· · · · MR. NATHE:· And one thing I -- I caught from, uh,

·6· ·for the four days was basically how do we stay out of

·7· ·court.

·8· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Right.

·9· · · · MR. NATHE:· And with this slide here that you're

10· ·talking about, is there a certain percentage -- in

11· ·this case was there a certain percentage of Latinos

12· ·that had to be districted in there versus the black

13· ·community? Or [inaudible]

14· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Right.

15· · · · MR. NATHE:· -- to grab all the Latinos, or some

16· ·of them, or --

17· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure. Mr. Chairman, Representative

18· ·Nathe, so the -- I don't know the exact Latino

19· ·percentage for this district. I could certainly look

20· ·that up for you and get a -- get that number to you.

21· ·Uh --

22· · · · MR. NATHE:· Because any of -- any ethnic group in

23· ·-- in general, I mean is there a certain number we

24· ·should be aware of to make sure --

25· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure. So I mean it's any minority
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·1· ·group that the test that's on the -- the next slide

·2· ·applies to. And I can get to this in a moment. But,

·3· ·uh, there's no exact threshold requirement. It's -- it

·4· ·requires just some analysis of the political makeup of

·5· ·the -- of the region in particular that that district

·6· ·is going to be in. And whether or not there is what's

·7· ·known as white crossover voting, so are white voters

·8· ·crossing over to vote with the minority candidate.

·9· · · · And the exact threshold can vary. And states that

10· ·have very high racial polarization, where the minority

11· ·group and the white majority do not vote like each

12· ·other at all, then you might need a much higher

13· ·minority threshold than you would in, for example, um,

14· ·the Atlanta metro area, where evidence has shown that

15· ·over this past decade, what used to be very richly

16· ·polarized, now white voters are crossing over and

17· ·voting for the -- the -- the -- the black candidate of

18· ·choice in those districts.

19· · · · So, uh, what's required by the Voting Rights Act

20· ·in those districts to create opportunity to elect.

21· ·Because keep in mind, opportunity to elect doesn't

22· ·mean win every single time. It just means you can win.

23· ·Um, might be significantly lower.

24· · · · MR. NATHE:· Thank you.

25· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Mm-hmm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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·1· ·So these are the, uh, what are known as the Gingles

·2· ·preconditions. This comes from a case called Thornburg

·3· ·v. Gingles in the 1980s. And these are the three

·4· ·threshold, uh, conditions that a plaintiff has to

·5· ·prove before their section two vote dilution case can

·6· ·proceed in the redistricting context.

·7· · · · So the first one is that the minority group has

·8· ·to be sufficiently large and geographically compact to

·9· ·constitute a ma- -- a numerical majority in the

10· ·district. And this is confusing because I just told

11· ·Representative Nathe that there's no threshold level

12· ·that is required. And that's because there's a

13· ·difference between qualifying and remedy, which is a

14· ·very confusing distinction that the Supreme Court has

15· ·made.

16· · · · But, um, in essence the minority group does have

17· ·to count as a, uh, constitute a majority in the

18· ·district. And for this you're not using total

19· ·population. You are using citizen voting age

20· ·population. So you would be using citizen native

21· ·population, citizen black population, because it's a

22· ·majority of voters for a Voting Rights Act case.

23· · · · The second and third problems are commonly

24· ·considered together. They're con- -- they're known as

25· ·racial polarization. The minority group has to be
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·1· ·politically cohesive. So just to give you an example,

·2· ·there are -- there's a very diverse Latino community

·3· ·in south Florida. And a lot of the Latino community,

·4· ·they vary in how they vote. And there's a lot of

·5· ·different national identities within what we could

·6· ·call broadly Latino.

·7· · · · They don't necessarily vote together as a block

·8· ·in any meaningful way. So they might not qualify for

·9· ·section two protection, uh, because they don't satisfy

10· ·the second prong of Gingles. But if they did, then the

11· ·third question becomes, do the white voters that

12· ·surround them act as a block to thwart their ability

13· ·to elect their candidate of choice on a regular basis.

14· · · · If a plaintiff can prove all three of those

15· ·preconditions, then the analysis the courts consider

16· ·shifts to the senate factors. The senate factors are a

17· ·totality of the circumstances analysis. This is not

18· ·like a checklist that plaintiffs have to prove every

19· ·single one of these elements. Just in general if they

20· ·can prove some of the senate factors, the courts have

21· ·found that sufficient.

22· · · · And the thing to note is that if a plaintiff can

23· ·prove the Gingles preconditions, they're almost

24· ·certainly going to be able to prove the senate factors

25· ·too. That's not always the case. But in general the
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·1· ·Gingles preconditions are the only real hurdle to a

·2· ·section two claim being successful.

·3· · · · MR. NATHE:· [inaudible] thank you, Mr. Chairman.

·4· ·So Ben, what if the minority doesn't have a candidate

·5· ·or can't find a candidate? So the -- would that make

·6· ·this district invalid then? I mean do we have to draw

·7· ·it to make sure that they do have a candidate or --

·8· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Chairman Devlin, Representative

·9· ·Nathe, so the district does -- the candidate of choice

10· ·doesn't have to be a member of the minority community.

11· ·For example there's a Voting Rights Act district in --

12· ·in Memphis, Tennessee, that is represented by, um, a

13· ·white man. But he's the minority candidate of choice

14· ·according to the analyses that have been done.

15· · · · These are racially polarized voting analyses are,

16· ·um, regression analyses that are done on election

17· ·results, as compared to demography from the Census

18· ·Bureau. So, uh, the candidate of choice can be someone

19· ·not of their ethnic or racial group. Uh, you're

20· ·correct that it's common that it is. But it doesn't

21· ·necessarily have to be.

22· · · · So when the state, uh, or whoever is doing this

23· ·analysis, conducts the analysis, and they -- they run

24· ·through who it is, it usually comes to some evidence.

25· ·I've -- I've been told -- I've never conducted one of
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·1· ·these analyses myself -- but I have been told that if

·2· ·the threshold is usually 0.7. So if 70 percent of the

·3· ·minority group is voting a certain way, that's sort of

·4· ·the minimum threshold that courts have found in the

·5· ·past, uh, to be permissible.

·6· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Um, Representative Schauer.

·7· · · · MR. SCHAUER:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman, uh, Mr.

·8· ·Williams.

·9· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Mm-hmm.

10· · · · MR. SCHAUER:· In those districts where it's

11· ·heavily minority, is there pressure from the courts to

12· ·break those districts down into subdivisions to make

13· ·sure those mino- -- that minority population is

14· ·represented?

15· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Uh, Mr. Chairman, Representative

16· ·Schauer, so the answer is it can depend. It depends on

17· ·how big the district is. You're correct that

18· ·sometimes, uh, the Voting Rights Act has been used to

19· ·break up, uh, multimember districting plans in the

20· ·past and create smaller subdivisions. And that has

21· ·occurred.

22· · · · However the most common application of the Voting

23· ·Rights Act in multimember districting schemes is in

24· ·city councils where all the seats are elected at

25· ·large. It's not typically in legislative bodies.
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·1· ·States that have moved away from, uh, multimember

·2· ·districting to single member districting, that -- that

·3· ·can be one of the factors that they're considering.

·4· · · · But just to give you an example, West Virginia is

·5· ·shifting from multimember districting to single member

·6· ·districting in their state house this decade. That had

·7· ·absolutely nothing to do with, uh, race. It just had

·8· ·to do with, um, politics.

·9· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Holmberg has a

10· ·question.

11· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Mm-hmm.

12· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· We of course in North Dakota have,

13· ·uh, a number of reservations.

14· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure.

15· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· And, uh, our ideal district, uh,

16· ·if we use the current, uh, system, is 16,500 people

17· ·roughly.

18· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Mm-hmm.

19· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Uh, and we hear that the native

20· ·populations, you know, want to have representation.

21· ·But our -- our reservations go from -- I think it's,

22· ·uh, 8,500, uh, uh, which is a pretty substantial part

23· ·of our legislative district, down to one reservation

24· ·that has 206.

25· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Right.
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·1· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Uh, and I would just wonder your

·2· ·observations about if we have districts that have a

·3· ·native population of 8,000 or 6,000, uh, how thin does

·4· ·the ice get if we decide not to do any subdistricting

·5· ·in those areas, as South Dakota has in two

·6· ·reservations. They have subdistricts in two

·7· ·legislative districts.

·8· · · · How thin, if you're at 8,000, 9,000 people of a -

·9· ·- of a 16,000 district, is the ice getting pretty

10· ·thin? And I would suggest maybe the 206 you might

11· ·agree that, eh, not a big --

12· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure. Uh, Vice Chairman Holmberg,

13· ·I think that it just -- it depends on the exact

14· ·analysis that's done on minority group political

15· ·cohesion. Because you could imagine a situation for

16· ·example where the, uh, the population of the

17· ·reservation, maybe they're not as, uh, politically

18· ·cohesive as you would expect.

19· · · · And the only -- my only example for this is I

20· ·know in Oklahoma, uh, that the -- the tribal

21· ·governments there, they tend to have a little bit of

22· ·diversity politically on which party they vote for.

23· ·Um, in North Dakota, if that were the case, then

24· ·obviously they might not qualify under the political

25· ·cohesion.
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·1· · · · Uh, in general through if the -- not breaking

·2· ·down into subdistricts, it would, uh, depend on what

·3· ·the potential outcome is. I mean I will show you that

·4· ·this next slide I was going to show you is vote denial

·5· ·versus vote dilution for redistricting.

·6· · · · And it's -- because you may have heard of this

·7· ·case called Brnovich v. Democratic National Committee,

·8· ·this case in -- that came out this year from the US

·9· ·Supreme Court, that applied to section two in the

10· ·elections context. That had nothing to do with section

11· ·two in the redistricting context.

12· · · · But there are commentators and people who believe

13· ·that the Brnovich case, uh, which was favorable to the

14· ·state legislature in Arizona, was a very favorable

15· ·standard and, uh, presuming, uh, constitutionality and

16· ·legality of Arizona's election law.

17· · · · Maybe that has some future implications for how

18· ·section two in the redistricting context would be

19· ·interpreted in the future. So there might be something

20· ·there. But as of this moment, the -- the favorable

21· ·logic of, uh, logic of Brnovich hasn't been carried

22· ·over to the redistricting context.

23· · · · So this could be a thing where in 2025 the answer

24· ·is very different. And the answer is, yes, you -- it

25· ·doesn't actually do much to the ice at all. You're --

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 42 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·you're on pretty solid ice, uh, with that decision.

·2· ·But as of this moment, this is -- this is the law as

·3· ·it stands.

·4· · · · And, um, if courts in other states that also have

·5· ·similar, uh, racial [inaudible] like South Dakota have

·6· ·gone to, that system as well. Um, and they were

·7· ·ordered to do so by a court. I presume you're in the

·8· ·same federal circuit here in North Dakota. I don't

·9· ·actually know that, um, that that could have some

10· ·impact as well.

11· · · · And I realize that that wasn't the most

12· ·straightforward answer in the world. Um, and the

13· ·reason for that is I don't want to -- I don't want to

14· ·say anything that would imply that, uh, not drawing

15· ·one would be, uh, very disadvantageous to your -- the

16· ·legal prospects of your map. But just know that there

17· ·-- there are these risks associated with any decision

18· ·of redistricting, including race.

19· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Nathe.

20· · · · MR. NATHE:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ben, what,

21· ·uh, what's the definition of politically cohesive? How

22· ·do they determine that?

23· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· So there's a couple of different

24· ·methodologies that can be used. Uh, one of them is

25· ·known as a racially, uh, racial block voting analysis.
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·1· ·Uh, this can be done by political scientists. Uh,

·2· ·there are consultants who do this service. There's not

·3· ·a ton of them, but they do exist.

·4· · · · And, uh, what they do is they run regressions on

·5· ·election results tied to voting precincts, cross

·6· ·compare that with the data on, uh, race in those

·7· ·precincts, and then try to figure out -- because

·8· ·obviously when election results are reported, they

·9· ·don't report, you know, who voted which way. But you

10· ·can sort of get back to some top line demographic

11· ·information about who most likely voted in a

12· ·particular direction based on what precinct they voted

13· ·in.

14· · · · And so there -- there are these analyses that are

15· ·conducted. And, um, some states choose to do this

16· ·where they get this information and they have an exact

17· ·data set, uh, that shows, okay, in this particular

18· ·region of the state, um, roughly 90 percent of the

19· ·minority population votes, uh, for one party, and the

20· ·white population around them votes entirely for

21· ·another party.

22· · · · So and they could constitute a numerical majority

23· ·in the district. So maybe we need to draw a section

24· ·two district here. That's typically how the analysis

25· ·would work.
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·1· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· You may -- you may proceed. I

·2· ·don't see any other hands up, so.

·3· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Great. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So

·4· ·as I was mentioning on this slide, this is just to

·5· ·show you the difference between vote denial and vote

·6· ·dilution. These are two different legal standards

·7· ·under section two of the Voting Rights Act. Vote

·8· ·denial applies to the elections context. Um, and, uh,

·9· ·vote dilution applies to the redistricting context.

10· · · · Doctrinally they've been distinct in the federal

11· ·courts, uh, since the Voting Rights Act was first

12· ·enacted. And there was a lot of discussion about, uh,

13· ·the Brnovich case. And I was getting it in some of my

14· ·presentations to other states that I've been to, so I

15· ·decided to include this slide, just to show that in

16· ·the redistricting context it is different.

17· · · · There could be some indication based on the way

18· ·the Supreme Court decided Brnovich, that some of that

19· ·logic and some of the favorability and presumption of

20· ·constitutionality, upstate redistricting plans could

21· ·shift into the redistricting context as well. But that

22· ·hasn't happened yet. But just know that that is

23· ·something that could be on the horizon.

24· · · · The next section is section three. It's known as

25· ·bail in. It's very rare that you'll see anything about
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·1· ·this at all. Uh, but I just wanted to include it

·2· ·because I was asked to cover the Voting Rights Act in

·3· ·full. And that is that this is a remedy, uh, available

·4· ·by courts who find that a state violated the 14th of

·5· ·15th amendments to the US Constitution.

·6· · · · And the way that this would work is if a state

·7· ·lost a race discrimination case or a Voting Rights Act

·8· ·case. Uh, a plaintiff could say, judge, as the remedy

·9· ·in this case, I don't just want this law to be, uh,

10· ·struck down, I also want the state to be subject to a

11· ·preclearance under section three, so that they have to

12· ·get approval any time they change their election laws

13· ·in the future. Because they've been clearly found, uh,

14· ·to be unable to pass nondiscriminatory laws.

15· · · · Courts almost never buy that argument from

16· ·plaintiffs. I mean I think the total number of cases

17· ·that this has come down to is only two states state-

18· ·wide have ever been bailed in in the 50 year history

19· ·of the Voting Rights Act. And bail in is different

20· ·than preclearance under section five. Because the

21· ·judge can tailor it to a specific circumstance.

22· · · · So I've given you the state of Arkansas on the

23· ·screen for example. Arkansas was bailed in in 1991

24· ·for, uh, losing a case about redistricting. And the

25· ·case was called Jeffers v. Clinton. Um, Because
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·1· ·Clinton was the governor of Arkansas at the time. And,

·2· ·uh, in that case the court found that the state would

·3· ·have to preclear its redistricting plan in 1991 only.

·4· ·And that was the scope of their section three bail in.

·5· · · · So after they got their redistricting plan

·6· ·precleared by the Department of Justice in 1991,

·7· ·preclearance went away and they were not a -- in a

·8· ·preclearance state anymore. So it's much more limited

·9· ·in scope. It's very, very rare. But since section five

10· ·of the Voting Rights Act was struck down in 2013,

11· ·which is on my next slide, uh, this is becoming a more

12· ·common remedy that plaintiffs ask for.

13· · · · So don't be surprised if you see this, if you're

14· ·following legal proceedings in other states related to

15· ·the Voting Rights Act. If the state were ever to lose

16· ·one of those cases, the plaintiffs will probably ask

17· ·for this. Now whether they get it, I mean it's -- it's

18· ·almost unheard of that plaintiffs succeed in asking

19· ·for section three bail in. But they do ask.

20· · · · So that brings me to the final two sections,

21· ·section four and five. Um, section four of the Voting

22· ·Rights Act was known as the coverage formula. And that

23· ·was the, uh, formula that was passed by the US

24· ·congress in 1965 to determine which jurisdictions

25· ·within the United States would have to get permission

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 47 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·either from a three judge federal court in Washington,

·2· ·DC, or the US Department of Justice, for any changes

·3· ·to their election laws at all.

·4· · · · The Supreme Court clarified later over time that

·5· ·that also includes redistricting plans as well, as a

·6· ·type of election law. The US Supreme Court in 2013

·7· ·struck down the -- that coverage formula for being not

·8· ·tailored to present circumstances. The Supreme Court

·9· ·said that the formula as it existed was drafted in

10· ·1965. It had not been changed since 1965.

11· · · · And while section four is in theory a

12· ·permissible, uh, federal exercise of power, uh,

13· ·congress needs to keep that formula updated for

14· ·present circumstances on a fairly regular basis

15· ·because it's a very intrusive invasion of the

16· ·principles of federalism that are present in the

17· ·United States Constitution.

18· · · · And so as of this point, section five, the

19· ·preclearance regime is the law of the land. And

20· ·section four says it applies to absolutely no one. So

21· ·section four and section five don't apply anywhere in

22· ·the United States. Uh, but they are still there on the

23· ·books. And there is a law that the United States House

24· ·of Representatives passed a couple days ago, I think,

25· ·um, that would reauthorize the Voting Rights Act. And
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·1· ·that includes a reauthorization of section four.

·2· · · · I -- I -- my recollection is I looked at the

·3· ·coverage formula. And I looked at analyses of who

·4· ·would be covered. And North Dakota's not covered under

·5· ·that new one. So I don't think this applies to you.

·6· ·But just know that this is something that is

·7· ·percolating in the United States congress. And we'll

·8· ·have to follow this and -- and see what comes.

·9· · · · I always say that I work for state legislatures

10· ·because legislatures actually things, unlike congress.

11· ·But, um, you know, I, uh, so I'll leave it up to you

12· ·to decide whether or not, uh, anything's going to get

13· ·through the US Senate. But just know that it's there.

14· · · · Um, these were the states that were subject to

15· ·section five in 2013. There were a couple of, uh,

16· ·counties, uh, in South Dakota that were subject to it.

17· ·Uh, and then the states that you see in the, uh, tan

18· ·color were subject to statewide preclearance. So any

19· ·state law passed by the legislature had to be

20· ·precleared by DOJ.

21· · · · Uh, and obviously you can see it's predominant in

22· ·the American south. Also the city of New York, certain

23· ·counties in New York City were subject to

24· ·preclearance, as were, um, some counties in Michigan

25· ·around Detroit as well. And, uh, as was Los Angeles
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·1· ·County in California, and Orange County.

·2· · · · So the last section of the law or the state

·3· ·constitutions, these free and equal election clauses.

·4· ·And I'm only bringing this up because you will see

·5· ·this in the news and you will see this coming up in

·6· ·other states as redistricting progresses. North Dakota

·7· ·actually doesn't contain one of these free and equal

·8· ·election clauses, or free and fair election clauses.

·9· ·But these clauses exist in 30 state constitutions.

10· · · · And for a long time people didn't really think

11· ·anything of it. They're like, oh, cool, our

12· ·constitution says elections should be free and fair.

13· ·That's nice. That has no legal meaning to it

14· ·whatsoever. I don't know what I would do with that.

15· · · · Well the League of Women Voters in Pennsylvania

16· ·in 2017, uh, brought a lawsuit claiming that that

17· ·state's free and equal election clause included within

18· ·it a prohibition on partisan gerrymandering. And the

19· ·Pennsylvania Supreme Court agreed and struck down the

20· ·entire state's congressional plan for being an

21· ·unconstitutional partisan gerrymander under state law.

22· ·And the entire plan was redrawn by a special master

23· ·that the court hired.

24· · · · And then in North Carolina late in 2018, a

25· ·similar lawsuit under exact same legal principles was
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·1· ·brought under that state's free elections clause. And

·2· ·a three judge panel at the trial level, uh,

·3· ·unanimously held that that state's congressional

·4· ·redistricting plan also violated state law. And the --

·5· ·both plans were drawn ultimately. In North Carolina

·6· ·the legislature actually was given the opportunity to

·7· ·redraw the lines.

·8· · · · Um, this is interesting because now that partisan

·9· ·gerrymandering cases are not justiciable in federal

10· ·courts, we may be seeing more of this in the coming

11· ·years. I expect -- in NCSL we expect that we're going

12· ·to see more of these lawsuits in some states. Not

13· ·talking a ton, but maybe five to ten states see these

14· ·free and fair election clauses come up as well.

15· · · · And unlike in federal courts where you have some

16· ·standardization, in 30 different state constitutions,

17· ·with 30 different state supreme courts, interpreting

18· ·30 different state founding documents differently,

19· ·it's very reasonable to presume that the two states

20· ·that happened to rule this way, rule -- ruled this way

21· ·and the others.

22· · · · And so maybe it'll be, oh, Pennsylvania and North

23· ·Carolina are the outlier states that found that

24· ·there's a prohibition on partisan gerrymandering. And

25· ·other states found that there was no such prohibition
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·1· ·in their state constitutions. Because state con- --

·2· ·state supreme courts are the final arbiters of their

·3· ·own laws. But just know this is a doctrine that could

·4· ·be percolating up. And don't be surprised if you see

·5· ·it on the news and your neighbors are getting sued

·6· ·under these clauses.

·7· · · · So that's it for law. Last section is criteria

·8· ·and principles. Um, the only federal statute that is

·9· ·at play is for single member districts for congress.

10· ·But, uh, that is not relevant to here. So the first

11· ·criterion is compactness. And if you see the star on

12· ·the top left, that means that it is in the North

13· ·Dakota constitution. So this is a required criterion

14· ·in North Dakota.

15· · · · And it's a common traditional principle. It's in

16· ·40 of the 50 states. I've given you two of the most

17· ·common ways to measure it. There are actually over 40

18· ·peer reviewed different compactness measures that you

19· ·could in theory use. But that seems like way too many.

20· ·And most redistricting software, uh, only includes a

21· ·handful, including these two, Reock and Polsby-Popper.

22· · · · And those are the two most commonly used. If you

23· ·look at court records, they're the most commonly cited

24· ·in compactness lawsuits. And I've given you a district

25· ·on the right hand side of the screen in yellow. It's a
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·1· ·yellow rectangular district. And it has two different

·2· ·scores listed, one under Polsby-Popper and one under

·3· ·Reock.

·4· · · · Under both scales, zero is least compact, one is

·5· ·most compact. And you can see the Polsby-Popper says

·6· ·that this is a 0.589. That's pretty good. Reock says

·7· ·that it's a 0.382. That's not as good as a 0.589. And

·8· ·there's a over 20 percent difference between those two

·9· ·measures.

10· · · · So it's just -- I only bring that up to highlight

11· ·that the exact measure that you use in your

12· ·redistricting software can give you a very different

13· ·outcome. So it sometimes can be helpful to look at all

14· ·of the measures that are included in the software that

15· ·the state is -- is using to redistrict.

16· · · · The next principle is contiguity. Um, it's the

17· ·most common principle. All 50 states have a contiguity

18· ·rule. And you have to be able to go to every part of

19· ·the district without leaving it for a district to be

20· ·contiguous. That doesn't mean that a donut district is

21· ·not contiguous. So if you had a district that was a

22· ·donut hole, and then you had another district

23· ·surrounding it that was a donut, both of those

24· ·districts would satisfy contiguity.

25· · · · Because you could walk from all parts of the
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·1· ·donut hole to all the other parts of the donut hole.

·2· ·And you could walk the entire perimeter of the donut

·3· ·without ever leaving the district. So both of those

·4· ·would actually satisfy contiguity.

·5· · · · The issues tend to arise in two situations. One

·6· ·of them is if the state is trying to follow a

·7· ·principle to keep cities whole, for example. But the

·8· ·city has annexed neighborhoods that are not contiguous

·9· ·with the rest of the city. They've annexed like one

10· ·subdivision out there. They've annexed one shopping

11· ·mall way 10 miles west of town.

12· · · · Obviously you have to either split the county or

13· ·the city then to, um, keep the district contiguous.

14· ·Another issue is water. So I've given you an example

15· ·from Kentucky. This is the far western portion of the

16· ·state of Kentucky. And because of a surveying error

17· ·back in the 1800s, there's actually this little

18· ·section called the Big Bend that is not connected to

19· ·the rest of Kentucky at all. It's completely

20· ·surrounded by Missouri and Tennessee.

21· · · · And the Kentucky Supreme Court has said, we'll

22· ·consider a district to be contiguous if that part of

23· ·Kentucky is connected to the other part of Kentucky

24· ·you see on the screen. So you can't attach that random

25· ·part to Louisville or Lexington, but you can attach it
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·1· ·to the part of Kentucky that is most proximate. And

·2· ·that's in just another scenario where this can become

·3· ·an issue.

·4· · · · Another criterion, it's not in the North Dakota

·5· ·constitution, but, uh, Ms. Thompson sent me your

·6· ·guidelines very helpfully, and I saw that it was in

·7· ·2001 and 2011 in your guidelines that the committees

·8· ·adopted then, which is preserving political

·9· ·subdivisions. And so, uh, you have the general

10· ·application on the left hand side, which is it doesn't

11· ·specify exactly what political subdivisions have to be

12· ·kept together.

13· · · · It could be cities, counties, school districts.

14· ·45 states have this. It's a stand in for communities

15· ·of interest sometimes. If you think about it, there

16· ·are parts of the country where county identity is

17· ·really important. And that's the same thing as a

18· ·community of interest. Like I'm -- I'm from Jefferson

19· ·County. I'm from Jackson County. That's my county

20· ·identity.

21· · · · There are some specific applications, uh, to

22· ·counties. I've given you two. One of them is from

23· ·Idaho. The Idaho Supreme Court polices their whole

24· ·county rule very forcefully. In fact the Idaho Supreme

25· ·Court has struck down a legislative plan because a
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·1· ·plaintiff was able to prove that you could split one

·2· ·fewer county in redistricting. Uh, and so they -- it's

·3· ·very rigidly policed. So in Idaho they keep as many

·4· ·counties together as possible. And in North Carolina

·5· ·there are sometimes these judicial rules that pop up.

·6· · · · Uh, and in North Carolina, they actually have to

·7· ·redistrict regions of the state, so they have to

·8· ·redistrict the Tidewater region, they have to

·9· ·redistrict the Mountain region, the Piedmont, the

10· ·Research Triangle. And then they combine four separate

11· ·redistricting plans into one statewide plan. Because

12· ·the state supreme court said a long time ago that's

13· ·how you keep counties whole.

14· · · · Um, just know that keeping these counties whole

15· ·can sometimes, uh, conflict with the Voting Rights Act

16· ·or one person one vote.

17· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· I believe Senator Bekkedahl has

18· ·a question.

19· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And Ben,

20· ·thank you. Um, relative to the counties, one of the

21· ·things we've talked about in the past is keeping them

22· ·whole, as one of our mantras going forward. Um, as we

23· ·move through this, if we find a county that has an

24· ·ideal population plus or minus very little --

25· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Mm-hmm.
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·1· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Uh --

·2

·3· ·[202108260956_Redistricting Committee_21573 pt2]

·4· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· -- your recommendation would be

·5· ·to keep that whole if we can. And secondly, um, if we

·6· ·have a county that could be split into two districts,

·7· ·but stay with -- stay within the county, but some

·8· ·people want to split that up, what would be the case

·9· ·there?

10· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure. Chairman Devlin, Senator

11· ·Bekkedahl, the answer is, uh, I mean it's up to you as

12· ·the redistrictor. But if you have a county and you

13· ·want to keep counties whole, and the county fits

14· ·within the population deviation range, I mean maybe

15· ·there's some consideration as to if you keep that

16· ·county whole.

17· · · · As you know, when you go through redistricting,

18· ·there are sometimes cascading effects on what decision

19· ·you make at one part of the state as you go across.

20· ·But presuming that that's permissible and that's

21· ·something that the state wanted to do, uh, and that

22· ·was a criterion the state was following, then, uh,

23· ·don't -- I see why it wouldn't make sense to keep it

24· ·together.

25· · · · And then in terms of two counties, two districts
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·1· ·within a county, or some other purpose, again I think

·2· ·it just, um, I think that the answer is if the -- if

·3· ·it doesn't violate some other principle that the state

·4· ·is following, for example, if there was some, uh, rule

·5· ·about compactness and maybe -- I'm -- I don't think

·6· ·this applies to North Dakota, your -- your counties

·7· ·are pretty square.

·8· · · · But you can imagine in some states there are

·9· ·counties that just look absolutely ridiculous. Um,

10· ·then in those cases maybe the answer is for

11· ·compactness purposes, if that's the principle that's

12· ·being most favored, then you have to keep it together.

13· ·But I don't believe that North Dakota ranks its

14· ·criteria at all. I think it's, uh -- no. I'm getting a

15· ·-- I'm getting a head shake.

16· · · · So the answer is North Dakota doesn't rank their

17· ·criteria. So then it's, uh, whatever you wanted to do

18· ·as the committee who's drawing the districts. If you

19· ·decided that keeping two districts, um, in one county

20· ·was the best way to comply with the whole county rule,

21· ·uh, and there was no Voting Rights Act consideration

22· ·or otherwise, then I -- I think you would be free to

23· ·do so, absolutely.

24· · · · Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So another

25· ·principle is preserving cores of prior districts. You
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·1· ·have a variation of this in your old guidelines which

·2· ·is called keep -- not changing the districts as much

·3· ·as possible. It means essentially the same thing. NCSL

·4· ·uses this language on our redistricting criteria

·5· ·tracker website.

·6· · · · It's somewhat infrequent in terms of

·7· ·codification, although there are states like North

·8· ·Dakota that follow it in committee guidelines and not

·9· ·in their state constitution, uh, or have in the past.

10· ·And the rationale is, uh, you don't want to

11· ·unnecessarily break up people's relationships with

12· ·their representatives.

13· · · · It's -- in the states that codify it, it's

14· ·usually permitted, but not required. There are a

15· ·handful of states, for example Arizona, which

16· ·explicitly reject this rule, and draw their districts

17· ·anew every single decade.

18· · · · So in Arizona there's actually a formula in the

19· ·constitution that says you start in one corner of the

20· ·state, and you draw equally populated squares going

21· ·southeast across the state. And then that's your

22· ·starting map from which you start redistricting. Which

23· ·is, uh, an unusual method that is not used anywhere

24· ·else. But North Dakota, um -- but Arizona does use

25· ·that method.
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·1· · · · Uh, here's some other criteria that NCSL tracks,

·2· ·uh, that I just mentioning here briefly. One of them

·3· ·is preserving communities of interest. I will say

·4· ·typically that there's a problem with definition of

·5· ·what a community of interest is whenever it comes up.

·6· ·There are a handful of states that try to define it.

·7· ·Alaska for example defines it as a cohesive

·8· ·socioeconomic group.

·9· · · · Which I asked someone in Alaska what that meant

10· ·once, and they told me it means fishermen in the

11· ·Aleutian Islands. That's a community of interest

12· ·because they all share the same industry. Uh, just to

13· ·give you an idea.

14· · · · Um, and then 17 states have a prohibition on

15· ·favoring or disfavoring an incumbent party or

16· ·candidate in redistricting. Um, this is what NCSL

17· ·calls an emerging criteria. Because it is relatively

18· ·new. It wasn't something that you saw very often 30 or

19· ·40 years ago in redistricting. But it is becoming more

20· ·common.

21· · · · Uh, avoiding pairing incumbents is in 11 states.

22· ·And then there are the what I call the partisanship

23· ·and redistricting, uh, rules, which are

24· ·competitiveness, proportionality, and symmetry. And

25· ·those are unlike the prohibition on using partisan
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·1· ·data, which is right above it. Those explicitly

·2· ·require the state to use partisan data to achieve a

·3· ·political outcome.

·4· · · · So in competitiveness, the political outcome that

·5· ·the state has to try to achieve is to make as many

·6· ·districts close to 50/50 between the two major parties

·7· ·as possible. Five states follow that.

·8· · · · Proportionality is a requirement that the state

·9· ·try to draw districts that roughly reflect the

10· ·political makeup of the state as a whole. I'm going to

11· ·give you an example from, uh, Ohio, because Ohio is a

12· ·state that is going to be following this method for

13· ·the first time in 2020.

14· · · · So in Ohio you have a state where if you look at

15· ·the statewide, uh, political, uh, elections from the

16· ·2020s, it's about 54/46 republican democrat makeup in

17· ·various statewide elections that you look at, uh, with

18· ·republicans having a roughly eight point advantage

19· ·statewide. Under this rule, the state of Ohio would be

20· ·required to draw in a 100 member chamber, a chamber

21· ·that elected roughly 54 republicans and 46 democrats.

22· ·Um, and that's the proportionality provision.

23· · · · There is another provision called symmetry, which

24· ·is somewhat similar, except it doesn't actually

25· ·require you to draw the districts to achieve an exact

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 61 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·outcome. What it requires you to do is to draw a

·2· ·district so that if there's a shift in the electorate,

·3· ·it's an equal shift either way.

·4· · · · So a five point shift towards republicans would

·5· ·elect the exact same number of additional republicans

·6· ·as a five point shift towards democrats would elect

·7· ·democrats. So it requires similar performance

·8· ·regardless of which way the political tides in a state

·9· ·turn. Um, that's in zero states. It was -- Missouri

10· ·was going to have to do it, but it was repealed by the

11· ·voters in 2020.

12· · · · I'm going to be honest with you, I don't know how

13· ·any state could possibly draw a district plan to

14· ·achieve that outcome. It seems almost impossible. But,

15· ·uh, don't be surprised if this starts percolating up

16· ·again in other states this coming decade as more and

17· ·new laws are passed.

18· · · · And so all -- everything I've told you could

19· ·change via litigation. I'm going to specifically

20· ·highlight racial gerrymandering, which that doctrine

21· ·has changed every single decade. At the start of the

22· ·decade to the end of the decade, that doctrine has not

23· ·been consistent -- consistent for the entire time that

24· ·it has existed. So all of these doctrines could start

25· ·to change as new redistricting lawsuits percolate
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·1· ·through the federal courts.

·2· · · · Um, there are a couple of lawsuits that are worth

·3· ·mentioning to you right now. Uh, Alabama and Ohio, uh,

·4· ·had sued the Census Bureau for failing to deliver --

·5· ·to deliver redistricting data on schedule. Uh, Ohio

·6· ·actually settled that suit because the Census Bureau

·7· ·said they'll release it by August 16th. Originally it

·8· ·was supposed to be September 30th. So when you see

·9· ·that August 16th, you got the data on August 12th,

10· ·that's because of Ohio's lawsuit.

11· · · · Um, Alabama brought a similar lawsuit. They also

12· ·were challenging the Census Bureau's use of

13· ·differential privacy which mentioned earlier. Uh,

14· ·there are two lawsuits in Illinois right now against

15· ·that preliminary use of alternative data that I

16· ·mentioned. One of them is brought by the state

17· ·republican party and one of them is brought by the

18· ·Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund,

19· ·MALDEF.

20· · · · Um, and then there are four lawsuits currently

21· ·for what I will call predicted failure to redistrict.

22· ·Uh, those are in Minnesota, Louisiana, Wisconsin, and

23· ·Pennsylvania. And what that means essentially is the

24· ·plaintiffs had said there's divided government in

25· ·those four states.
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·1· · · · Because there's divided government in those

·2· ·states, the state will have no possibility of

·3· ·succeeding in redistricting. So federal courts, I

·4· ·don't even know why you're giving the legislature a

·5· ·chance, you just need to start, uh, redistricting for

·6· ·them right now. And, um, none of those cases have gone

·7· ·forward past the preliminary stages yet. But just know

·8· ·that in the scope of litigation that currently exists,

·9· ·those are lawsuits that are out there.

10· · · · Um, just a final few ways for you to stay

11· ·connected, I do think the one thing that could be

12· ·helpful is if there are members of the committee who

13· ·do not have the red book, the redistricting law 2020

14· ·book. I don't know if any of you, uh, do not have

15· ·that. That's NCSL's best redistricting resource. And

16· ·it's free to legislators and to legislative staff that

17· ·work on redistricting. Uh, I'd be happy to work with,

18· ·uh, John to get all of you all red books, if that's

19· ·something that you would be interested in.

20· · · · There -- there it is. There's the red book.

21· ·Emily's got hers. So, um, it's a wonderful resource.

22· ·And legislators tell us all the time that they find it

23· ·really helpful in, uh, learning what's changed in

24· ·redistricting since the last time that they did it.

25· ·But with that, I'm happy to take any further
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·1· ·questions. And thanks very much for bringing me up

·2· ·here.

·3· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Questions. Representative

·4· ·Schauer.

·5· · · · MR. SCHAUER:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Uh, Mr.

·6· ·Williams, uh, I should've mentioned this earlier, but

·7· ·if you can go back to page 28. And on the right hand

·8· ·side, those senate factors, uh, when it comes to

·9· ·subdistricts.

10· · · · Are those factors, um, met by individuals that

11· ·want the subdistricts or those who do not want the

12· ·subdistricts? In other words, if I want the

13· ·subdistricts, do I have to prove all of these factors

14· ·that this has happened? And then how do you do that?

15· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· So it's -- it's not -- it's not

16· ·the -- I don't know if there's a specific application

17· ·to subdistricting. I will just be forthright with you

18· ·on there. In general to get a remedy at all, you do

19· ·not have to prove all of these factors. It's a

20· ·totality of the circumstances analysis. And it's up to

21· ·the court to decide how many of the senate factors are

22· ·sufficient.

23· · · · Congress provided no guidance on exactly how

24· ·many. It has provided a list that courts could look

25· ·at. So this is the list from the senate report, and
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·1· ·when the Voting Rights Act was reauthorized in 1982.

·2· ·And in general, um, you know, it's not like a majority

·3· ·are required. It's not like, you know, any particular

·4· ·one is more important than another. It's just a

·5· ·holistic answer.

·6· · · · And I realize that that's unsatisfactory, which

·7· ·is probably one of the reasons why the US Supreme

·8· ·Court stepped in and established the Gingles

·9· ·preconditions in the first place. Because up until

10· ·they existed, that was the only test for when section

11· ·two liability attached. And you can imagine how vague

12· ·that was.

13· · · · So, uh, I can look at the cases from other states

14· ·that have done subdistricting and get an answer to you

15· ·on exactly what factors were considered, if that would

16· ·be helpful.

17· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Schauer.

18· · · · MR. SCHAUER:· Just one other question that I

19· ·have. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Um, this idea that, um,

20· ·we insert noise and we purposely insert error to

21· ·increase uncertainty, uh, only the federal government

22· ·can come up with that.

23· · · · What is your analysis on this? And I know it

24· ·really comes down to the accuracy of the census. And I

25· ·guess it is what it is. But can you explain a little
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·1· ·bit how they came up with this whole idea?

·2· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure. Mr. Chairman, Representative

·3· ·Schauer, so the -- the -- the, um, methodology --

·4· ·differential privacy is not a methodology that was

·5· ·created by the Census Bureau for this purpose. It's a

·6· ·method of statistical, uh, that's used in statistics

·7· ·in other circumstances.

·8· · · · It was adopted into the United States census, uh,

·9· ·because the chief scientist of the Census Bureau, um,

10· ·after surveying resources decided that that was the

11· ·best option available to the Census Bureau to protect

12· ·respondent privacy.

13· · · · And this primarily comes down -- they would say

14· ·that this primarily comes down to the fact that if you

15· ·asked these very large data vendors, like L2, and

16· ·these people that, you know, if you buy their data

17· ·set, they can predict with a certain percent accuracy

18· ·how every person in the United States votes on any

19· ·given time based on all of their number crunching.

20· · · · They would say that this is necessary because if

21· ·you compared the data that we release with the

22· ·swapping to the L2 data, that's so sophisticated that

23· ·you could crack the code and figure out what every

24· ·person in the United States responded. And because

25· ·they say of their dual mandates, they adopted this
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·1· ·differential privacy method.

·2· · · · I would not be surprised if there's litigation,

·3· ·uh, around the inaccuracies and the noise. I mean the

·4· ·Census Bureau announced itself on its own webinar

·5· ·introducing the data that states should it use the

·6· ·block data for redistricting, they should go up to the

·7· ·block group because there's more accuracy there than

·8· ·at the individual block level.

·9· · · · Um, and, uh, NCSL has actually sent letters to

10· ·the United States Census Bureau and to, uh, the House

11· ·of Representatives and the US Senate. Uh, that

12· ·happened in 2020. I'd be happy to get a record of

13· ·those for you just to show you, uh, the concerns that

14· ·we highlighted before this was finalized.

15· · · · I will say I am concerned that I'm not -- I would

16· ·-- I'm not sure what the remedy would be at this point

17· ·because the data's already been released. It would be

18· ·hard to get them to release a second data set because

19· ·then there would be even greater privacy implications.

20· ·So I'm not sure that there's anything that can be done

21· ·at this point.

22· · · · But it is a big headache. And, um, the states

23· ·that are -- you're the ones who have to deal with

24· ·this. And, um, I wish I had a better answer for you on

25· ·what can be done. This is actually something my boss
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·1· ·and I were talking about. We're like, should we even

·2· ·talk about differential privacy if our answer is -- if

·3· ·there's not much that we can help with.

·4· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Monson, I

·5· ·believe you had a question.

·6· · · · MR. MONSON:· Uh, thank you, Mr. Chairman. It was

·7· ·pretty much same as what, uh, Representative Schauer

·8· ·came up with. I -- I just wonder how can we trust the

·9· ·data to be accurate and true when they've purposely

10· ·distorted it and thrown in -- you know, I -- I just

11· ·find it amazing. And only one state, Alabama, has

12· ·filed a lawsuit officially on this or what?

13· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· The Alabama lawsuit,

14· ·Representative Monson, was, um, was dismissed, uh, on

15· ·standing grounds. The court said that it wasn't ripe

16· ·yet because the data hadn't been released. That case

17· ·is still in theory live. That case could come back now

18· ·that the data has been released once the state of

19· ·Alabama does some analysis on how inaccurate it is.

20· · · · Now to be fair, it's hard to tell how inaccurate

21· ·it is because there's no baseline to compare it

22· ·against. There are some examples, like for example if

23· ·North Dakota had a county or a -- a particular census

24· ·block where you knew a prison was, and you had the

25· ·exact count from your department of prisons on that
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·1· ·date, you could know whatever the Census Bureau

·2· ·reported against whatever the number your department

·3· ·of corrections reported. And you could have some

·4· ·comparison with discrete examples.

·5· · · · But it's hard to get a statewide baseline to

·6· ·compare it against, right. And the only answer is the

·7· ·answer that the Census Bureau has provided, which is

·8· ·to move one level up.

·9· · · · I will say, if you have a data expert and

10· ·[inaudible] council, or outside, or anywhere else that

11· ·you can talk to, uh, who can give you a -- do some

12· ·analysis on the state of North Dakota's data, and give

13· ·you a sense of the degree of inaccuracy as applied

14· ·here to other states, that you know, that may be

15· ·something that you could look into if you wanted to

16· ·get a clearer answer.

17· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Nathe, did you

18· ·have another question?

19· · · · MR. NATHE:· Yeah. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ben,

20· ·you alluded earlier to the Ohio lawsuit --

21· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Mm-hmm.

22· · · · MR. NATHE:· -- uh, moving the release up to, uh,

23· ·August 16th.

24· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Correct.

25· · · · MR. NATHE:· In Salt Lake they were talking about
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·1· ·originally September 30, as you said.

·2· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Yes.

·3· · · · MR. NATHE:· They're still going to release or

·4· ·have their formal rollout on September 30? Now are

·5· ·those numbers going to be different than what we just

·6· ·received? Or will they be updated come September 30?

·7· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Mr. Chairman, Representative

·8· ·Nathe, those numbers will be exactly the same as the

·9· ·numbers that are on the website. Um, that is being

10· ·considered as the official delivery date of the Census

11· ·Bureau. We've gotten questions from states that have

12· ·deadlines that are tied to the release of census data,

13· ·about whether -- what is the trigger.

14· · · · And the best that we can figure out is if the

15· ·state supreme court hasn't said anything, it's really

16· ·up to the legislation to decide what the trigger date

17· ·is. So that -- that's up to you. But the -- the August

18· ·16th data that came out, um, and that actually came

19· ·out on August 12th, that will be identical to the

20· ·September 30th data.

21· · · · Now the September 30th data will be in a

22· ·different format. It'll be more user friendly. But,

23· ·uh, any data expert that's done redistricting in the

24· ·past can use what has already been released very well

25· ·because it's the same data that was released in 2011,
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·1· ·and 2001, and 1991, and so on.

·2· · · · So what the Census Bureau was trying to do this

·3· ·decade was create a better format for releasing it.

·4· ·But in light of the delays, they decided to release it

·5· ·the old way in addition.

·6· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Holmberg, did you have

·7· ·another question?

·8· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Oh, um, yeah. There -- there --

·9· ·there are a couple examples I think that we can use if

10· ·you want to look at the noise. And that is, uh, we

11· ·have the -- the submission from the University of

12· ·North Dakota on a big block area which was group

13· ·housing.

14· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure.

15· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· And we know what that number was

16· ·that they reported to the Census Bureau. But because

17· ·that included dormitory people, you have already built

18· ·in noise. But you can see how much difference what

19· ·they put into the Census Bureau, as to what is

20· ·actually reported.

21· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Yes. That would -- that would be

22· ·another excellent example. Uh, uh, particularly if you

23· ·have, uh, areas where you know that the students

24· ·hadn't left by April 1st for example. I don't know

25· ·what those states might be. Or I don't know what the
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·1· ·University of North Dakota was doing, um, at that

·2· ·time.

·3· · · · But there are -- there are -- any example where

·4· ·you have a group quarter number is probably the best

·5· ·bet to -- to get some baseline comparison.

·6· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Bekkedahl.

·7· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Thank you, Chairman and Ben. So

·8· ·the -- forgive me if I missed this, but you were

·9· ·talking about census block. And did you just determine

10· ·census layer too? Or are they interchangeable?

11· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· I, uh, if I used census layer,

12· ·that was in error and I apologize.

13· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Okay.

14· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Census block and census group --

15· ·block group is another level of data. So there's -- so

16· ·there's census blocks are the most granular level -- I

17· ·mean a census block could be the onramp to a highway,

18· ·to give you an idea of how small the geography we're

19· ·talking about is.

20· · · · Block groups are groups of blocks that is just

21· ·another layer one step above. It's still a relatively

22· ·small unit of geography, but it's not quite as

23· ·granular. And then there are also census tracts. Uh,

24· ·and then, uh, getting above that then you get to

25· ·county boundaries and city boundaries. And it goes --
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·1· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· So we have in our map to program

·2· ·we have, we have a county layer, we have a voting

·3· ·district layer, and then we have a census block layer.

·4· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Right.

·5· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· So the census block layer is the

·6· ·most detailed. We'll -- we'll -- we'll be able to have

·7· ·to use that. Is that correct?

·8· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· You'll have the census block layer

·9· ·to use. Now the census block layer is the one that has

10· ·a -- we were discussing with Senator Holmberg, is the

11· ·one that, uh, has the most --

12· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Has the most noise in it? Okay.

13· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Correct.

14· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· But that's what we have in our

15· ·system. I just wanted to make sure we have those three

16· ·and that's all we have available to us.

17· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Right. Yeah. And I mean you --

18· ·Maptitude is, uh, in my experience is a responsive

19· ·company, if you wanted to ask them to -- about getting

20· ·block groups or something. I know -- I know Tracy

21· ·will. I'm sure that she would be. Yeah.

22· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· It's complicated enough. Thank

23· ·you.

24· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Yeah.

25· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Emily?
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·1· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, I just have one quick

·2· ·question. And I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know with

·3· ·the differential privacy, you know, they generally say

·4· ·census is the smaller, um, you get, the more, you

·5· ·know, possibility for, you know, inaccuracies.

·6· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure.

·7· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· They do more or less guarantee

·8· ·that the state's number is correct. So because of

·9· ·course for congressional apportionment purposes. So

10· ·that 779,094 people, that is 100 percent accurate what

11· ·North Dakota's population is.

12· · · · Is there a certain cutoff or threshold where it

13· ·gets less accurate? I haven't been able to really pin

14· ·down in my research, uh, kind of a straight answer to

15· ·that, if there's some cutoff. I know census blocks

16· ·they always say, you know, these could be a little

17· ·inaccurate because of differential privacy.

18· · · · But if we're looking at say the county level, is

19· ·there that 100 percent certainty that what census says

20· ·the county is is accurate? Or is it more of a

21· ·threshold thing? Because I know North Dakota has some

22· ·really small counties, like Slope County I think the

23· ·population now after the 2020 census was just slightly

24· ·over 700.

25· · · · Is there say a threshold if they pick, you know,
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·1· ·3,000, anything under a 3,000 population, to protect

·2· ·privacy, then we're going to kind of scramble or

·3· ·insert noise? Is there any kind of threshold where we

·4· ·can safely assume that this is the accurate number,

·5· ·like the state population is?

·6· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· So thank you, Emily. The answer is

·7· ·my understanding, and I will check on this and get

·8· ·back to you because I'm not 100 percent certain, but

·9· ·my understanding is that the only population level

10· ·that has been held in variant is the total state

11· ·population. And there is at least some noise as you go

12· ·down.

13· · · · Now there's less at the top, as you indicated. So

14· ·the county level noise might be very minimal. I'm

15· ·waiting to see the data analyses on that, because I'm

16· ·an attorney, I'm not a data expert. So I'm not capable

17· ·of conducting the analysis myself.

18· · · · And I've -- I've called in friends in states and

19· ·asked them what they're seeing in their states. And

20· ·the only answer is I've gotten are, you know, we're

21· ·still looking. What we're seeing right now there's --

22· ·there's some stuff that we think is weird, but we

23· ·don't know if that's just because population growth

24· ·was different than we expected, or if that's the noise

25· ·in the data.
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·1· · · · But, um, I will get back to you with an exact

·2· ·answer on what was held in variant and which was not.

·3· ·Uh, but my understanding is that it's -- it's two

·4· ·elements. There's only one level that's completely

·5· ·accurate. And there's a degree. And as you go down,

·6· ·the degree of noise increases, the -- the smaller and

·7· ·smaller the unit of geography gets.

·8· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Headland.

·9· · · · MR. HEADLAND:· Uh, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Uh,

10· ·Mr. Williams, is there any history that would reflect

11· ·on, uh, the sheer, uh, land mass density of a

12· ·district, a sparsely populated rural area versus an

13· ·urban district, and, uh, how that might, uh, play out

14· ·with representation of those that are elected within

15· ·those districts?

16· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Um, Chairman Devlin,

17· ·Representative Headland, I'm not -- I'm not sure that

18· ·I have seen such an analysis. That doesn't mean that

19· ·one doesn't exist. I -- I read the legal, uh, articles

20· ·more than I do the political science ones just because

21· ·of my background.

22· · · · But there may be something in the political

23· ·science literature that relates to that. I'd be happy

24· ·to look into it and get back to you, if I find

25· ·anything.
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·1· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Lefor.

·2· · · · MR. LEFOR:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So if I

·3· ·understand you correctly that, uh, we're using census

·4· ·block right now.

·5· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Correct.

·6· · · · MR. LEFOR:· And we don't have census block group.

·7· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Correct.

·8· · · · MR. LEFOR:· Is -- am I understanding correctly

·9· ·that census block group would be more accurate? And

10· ·that's the first part of my question. The second part

11· ·is, do you expect this information to be more accurate

12· ·September 30th as far as those different levels,

13· ·county census block, and so forth? What should we be

14· ·using?

15· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Chairman Devlin, Representative

16· ·Lefor, so the answer is, uh, the data will be exactly

17· ·the same. The exact same differential privacy will be

18· ·applied September 30th to August 12th. So you won't

19· ·see anything different then. You are correct that the

20· ·most noise that exists is at that block level. Uh, and

21· ·that's the level that it's -- as it sounds like, is in

22· ·your data set.

23· · · · There are block groups that is another level of

24· ·geography that the Census Bureau, uh, can report out.

25· ·I don't have any knowledge about whether or not that's
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·1· ·available to be put into Maptitude. Uh, that's

·2· ·something you'd have to ask your data person or your

·3· ·software vendor, uh, to get an answer on.

·4· · · · But the Census Bureau has said, and we can -- you

·5· ·can debate whether or not how much weight or -- you

·6· ·put into this. But the Census Bureau has said that

·7· ·there's less noise at the block group level than at --

·8· ·than at the individual block level. And so, um, there

·9· ·is some accuracy advantage to moving up a layer.

10· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Further questions [inaudible]

11· ·Representative Holmberg.

12· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Thank you for the promotion.

13· ·[talking over each other]

14· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Um, but does that -- one of the

15· ·things that we always keep in mind is, what is our

16· ·degree of risk for litigation.

17· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Sure.

18· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· But utilizing the census block

19· ·which is what we have, uh, I can see why that would

20· ·all of a sudden be the real rea- -- or the big reason

21· ·why we would end up in court, because we used

22· ·something that the federal government had given us.

23· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Yeah. Vice Chairman Holmberg, I

24· ·think -- I think you're right. I mean this is -- the

25· ·census data in the past, it had error in it anyway.
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·1· ·There was data swapping. You were intentionally taking

·2· ·information from one census block and putting it in

·3· ·another.

·4· · · · Um, and so there's -- there's -- the -- the

·5· ·Supreme Court has always said that we presume accuracy

·6· ·of the census data. And states that rely on the census

·7· ·data to redistrict, we will not presume any other

·8· ·inaccuracy here.

·9· · · · There is some question about the states that are

10· ·litigating this accuracy question when it gets up to

11· ·the Supreme Court. Would they rule rule differently

12· ·this time because this is -- and the theory would be

13· ·is this different to such a degree from the prior

14· ·methods of disclosure avoidance that the Census Bureau

15· ·has used, that you're in different legal territory.

16· · · · All the history that we've had indicates to us

17· ·that the Census Bureau usually wins when it's sued.

18· ·And, uh, then it usually wins and the da- -- the data

19· ·is given the blessing of accuracy. So from a -- from a

20· ·perspective of avoiding litigation and avoiding

21· ·successful legal challenges, uh, all the history

22· ·indicates that, uh, you're on solid ground using

23· ·census data.

24· · · · Could it change in the future? I guess. But I

25· ·mean, I'm -- I haven't seen anything to indicate that
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·1· ·that would be so.

·2· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· And I mean we can talk about the -

·3· ·- the noise, etc. But aren't we just kind of looking

·4· ·at how many angels can fit on the head of a pin,

·5· ·because it's not going to make any difference at the

·6· ·end of the day.

·7· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· I think that that's certainly a --

·8· ·a valid way of looking at it. Yep.

·9· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Emily, you have some insight.

10· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, thank you, uh, Mr. Chairman.

11· ·Just to mention, the, uh, templates that we pushed out

12· ·are currently the census block. But we can, um, add

13· ·that additional layer of the census block group to

14· ·your maps. So we can add that into your maps should we

15· ·want to see those larger, uh, combination of census

16· ·blocks.

17· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Bekkedahl.

18· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Uh, thank you, Emily, for that.

19· ·The way that I looked at the program, it -- it might

20· ·be a helpful tool. Because once you get down to moving

21· ·boundaries really distinctly, uh, going to the census

22· ·block -- or going to the census block we have now is

23· ·pretty time consuming.

24· · · · So maybe the census block group would help us in

25· ·that way. We're dealing about going from maybe one in
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·1· ·that census block group to maybe 10. So, but in terms

·2· ·of drawing up the maps, it might be a time saver.

·3· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· I would be happy to, you know,

·4· ·work with those legislators with the computers to make

·5· ·sure they're set up to see those, uh, block groups.

·6· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Other questions for Mr.

·7· ·Williams? I see none. Thank you. Are you going to be

·8· ·around long? Or when is your plane?

·9· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Uh, my plane -- my plane is this

10· ·evening. I have to, uh, I have to -- I left my stuff

11· ·up in John's office. I have to go back and meet him.

12· ·But then, um, I might come back to the Capitol later

13· ·this afternoon. I have to check out of my hotel. So I

14· ·don't think they'd be appreciative if I hung out here

15· ·all day and they couldn't get their room back. So.

16· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Well I'm sure, Ben, that there

17· ·will be some questions for NCSL. Because you've been

18· ·so great to work with in the years I've been involved

19· ·with this. And the only thing I would tell the

20· ·committee, if you -- if you got some specific

21· ·questions, you might want to funnel them through

22· ·legislative council. Because other people might have

23· ·the same one. And then we can all get the question and

24· ·the answer. And I know that the council staff would be

25· ·more than willing to do that. So.
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·1· · · · MR. WILLIAMS:· Absolutely. That would work, Mr.

·2· ·Chairman. My contact information is on this slide. I'd

·3· ·be happy to answer any of your questions at any time.

·4· ·Research requests is our bread and butter. So happy to

·5· ·help however I can over the coming weeks and months.

·6· ·Thank you for having me.

·7· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Thank you for being here. We

·8· ·appreciate it very much. Uh, presentation by

·9· ·legislative council staff on the background memorandum

10· ·on redistricting. Who has that?

11· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You all

12· ·have, uh, a copy of these slides in your materials on

13· ·your desk today. Uh, essentially this is kind of a

14· ·follow up to Mr. Williams' presentation. His was, uh,

15· ·broad. You got a lot of the constitutional principles.

16· · · · Uh, the presentation we're going to go through

17· ·now touches on a few of the same items that Mr.

18· ·Williams covered. But it is, uh, a bit more specific

19· ·to North Dakota. It's kind of a summary of the full

20· ·background memo that you have in your -- your packets

21· ·as well. So any slides that you might want some more

22· ·information on, if you look to your background memo

23· ·there's some additional detail there.

24· · · · So again, as I mentioned, this is very North

25· ·Dakota specific. Um, we're looking right out the gate
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·1· ·here, we're looking for the authority of our

·2· ·redistricting in North Dakota. And our directive comes

·3· ·from house bill number 1397, passes, uh, past

·4· ·legislative session. And in that bill, uh, the

·5· ·chairman of Legislative Management is directed to

·6· ·appoint a committee to develop a redistricting plan.

·7· ·That would be our committee.

·8· · · · Uh, districts in the plan are required to be

·9· ·compact and contiguous, and conform to some of those

10· ·constitutional requirements regarding population

11· ·equality that Mr. Williams covered. Uh, the committee

12· ·does have the discretion to adopt additional

13· ·guidelines and principles when they're preparing your

14· ·plan. And we'll go through some of those other

15· ·optional guidelines more towards, uh, the end of the

16· ·presentation.

17· · · · Uh, house bill 1397 also specified that kind of

18· ·the deadline for the committee's uh, plan to be

19· ·submitted to Legislative Management is November 30th

20· ·of this year. Um, that might be a little later than

21· ·the committee would prefer to submit that plan to

22· ·Legislative Management.

23· · · · This date was simply selected because back when

24· ·the bill was being drafted, we were still a little

25· ·uncertain of when we would be getting the census
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·1· ·information. So we wanted to ensure that if it was

·2· ·really, really late, we still had a little extra time

·3· ·to, uh, get that plan out.

·4· · · · The chairman of Legislative Management, um, shall

·5· ·request that the governor call a special session, so

·6· ·the legislative, uh, assembly may convene to adopt

·7· ·that plan for use in time for the 2022 primary

·8· ·election.

·9· · · · And specific to North Dakota, I'm going to go

10· ·through the, uh, requirements of the constitution in

11· ·the next couple slides here. Um, and our constitution

12· ·requires that membership of the senate has to range

13· ·anywhere between 40 and 54 members. Uh, members of the

14· ·house, that total must range anywhere between 80 and

15· ·108 members.

16· · · · Um, the state is required to be divided into as

17· ·many districts as there are senators. And those

18· ·districts are required to be compact and contiguous.

19· ·So those factors reviewed, those are mandatory in

20· ·North Dakota, compact and contiguous. Uh, right now we

21· ·do have 47 senatorial districts. So you can see it

22· ·falls within the range of 40 to 54 senators that our

23· ·constitution provides for.

24· · · · Uh, next, uh, districts ascertained after the

25· ·1990 federal census, um, are required to continue
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·1· ·until the adjournment of the first regular session

·2· ·after each federal, uh, census, or until changed by

·3· ·law. Uh, the legislative assembly is required to

·4· ·establish by law a procedure whereby half of the

·5· ·members of the senate and half of the members of the

·6· ·house, as nearly as practicable, are elected

·7· ·biannually.

·8· · · · Um, in addition to these constitutional

·9· ·requirements, now we'll look at what is provided in

10· ·North Dakota state statute that we have to follow when

11· ·we're redistricting. Um, right now the, uh, section

12· ·we're looking at is 540301.5. And this, uh, again

13· ·requires a legislative redistricting plan based on any

14· ·census after 1999. Um, here we did specify we're

15· ·looking for 47 senators and 94 members of the house.

16· ·And that is again within that constitutional range

17· ·that we could provide.

18· · · · Legislative districts must be as nearly equal in

19· ·population as is practicable. And population deviation

20· ·from district to district must be kept to a minimum.

21· ·So we're really trying to kind of maintain that

22· ·population equality.

23· · · · Um, the total population variance of all

24· ·districts from that average district population, um,

25· ·that's not allowed to exceed, uh, recognized
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·1· ·constitutional standards. And just to, uh, reiterate,

·2· ·based on the 2020 census, um, our ideal population

·3· ·size now in North Dakota -- or excuse me, our ideal

·4· ·district size is 16,576, if the committee decides to

·5· ·continue to use 47 districts in its plan.

·6· · · · Uh, overall range is the measure of population

·7· ·equality that is most commonly used by the courts. And

·8· ·that's, uh, the 10 percent standard Mr. Williams also

·9· ·mentioned. That was first established back in 1973.

10· ·And, uh, he also touched on this, how to calculate

11· ·that overall range. Uh, it's the sum of the deviation

12· ·from the ideal district population, so for North

13· ·Dakota, 16,576, for the most and the least populous

14· ·district.

15· · · · I know that can kind of be a jumble to read, so I

16· ·did include a little example. Um, so for instance, if

17· ·our greatest population district exceeded that ideal

18· ·size of 16,576, by say 4.2 percent, and then the

19· ·smallest population district in our state falls short

20· ·of that ideal district size of 16,576, by 4.1 percent,

21· ·then you would just add those two numbers together. So

22· ·then the overall range that would be calculated for

23· ·our state would be 8.3 percent.

24· · · · MR. SORVAAG:· Yeah, Mr. Chairman, Emily, just to

25· ·expand on that, so everything with -- all the
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·1· ·districts would have to stay in that [inaudible] 8.3

·2· ·[inaudible]. So if that bottom one was 4.1, top 4.2,

·3· ·all the others would be in the middle of that -- I

·4· ·just want to make sure I'm correct in there. So the

·5· ·next got to be 4 -- less than 4.1 [inaudible]

·6· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Um, uh, Mr. Chairman, uh, Senator

·7· ·Sorvaag, yes, that would, um, naturally occur -- occur

·8· ·just because it's a simple math calculation of, um,

·9· ·population. And so the largest population district

10· ·would be your highest percentage deviation. And your

11· ·lowest population district would be your lowest

12· ·percentage deviation.

13· · · · So any deviation in any district between the

14· ·highest and lowest populations would fall between that

15· ·4.2 and 4.1.

16· · · · MR. SORVAAG:· But there would be no limitation to

17· ·how many. You could have 30 districts --

18· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Correct. Absolutely.

19· · · · MR. SORVAAG:· It would be no limitation that --

20· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· The only thing --

21· · · · MR. SORVAAG:· That's just the ceiling and the

22· ·floor.

23· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Yep. You're just taking the

24· ·highest population district and the lowest population

25· ·district. Those are the only two numbers you're adding
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·1· ·together. Yes.

·2· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Mr. Chairman?

·3· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Holmberg.

·4· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· At the end of the day, they could

·5· ·be up to 10 because that number can go up like this or

·6· ·down like this, as long as the distance between the

·7· ·top and the bottom falls within that 10 percent. So

·8· ·you could have your biggest district could be 5.2

·9· ·over, and you could have a -- a lower district that's

10· ·4.28. Yeah.

11· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Correct. So you could have, you

12· ·know, 10 districts that are all 5.2. And then maybe

13· ·your bottom five districts are all, you know, 1.1, or

14· ·something along those lines. Um, also in, uh, the

15· ·North Dakota century code and statute, uh, we have

16· ·section 540301.13, which provides for the staggering

17· ·of terms. Um, that's outlined in more detail in your

18· ·memo.

19· · · · This would be something we'd, uh, likely want to

20· ·include in our bill. Because you'll notice the dates

21· ·in there are back in 2012, 2014, and four year terms

22· ·from those dates. So that we would also want to, um,

23· ·likely address in our redistricting bill.

24· · · · Uh, section 16.10102.2, this outlines procedures

25· ·for special elections and allows the governor to call
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·1· ·a special election to be held 90 days after the call

·2· ·if a referendum petition has been submitted to refer a

·3· ·measure or part of a measure that establishes, um, a

·4· ·legislative redistricting plan.

·5· · · · Uh, redistricting if it becomes effective after

·6· ·the organization of political parties, and before the

·7· ·primary or a general election, uh, section 16.10317

·8· ·requires political parties in those newly established

·9· ·precincts and districts to reorganize as closely as

10· ·possible in conformance with that, um, election

11· ·chapter 16.103, and as an order to comply with those

12· ·primary election filing deadlines.

13· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Emily, if I may interrupt --

14· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Yes.

15· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Nathe.

16· · · · MR. NATHE:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Emily, so

17· ·say, uh, we get the final plan on the floor in

18· ·November and we pass it, is that effective

19· ·immediately? Or is there a certain date? Or when --

20· ·when does the plan take effect once we've approved it?

21· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Yes. Uh, Mr. Chairman, uh,

22· ·Representative Nathe, it depends, um, in part on how

23· ·we are reconvened. So if the governor calls a special

24· ·session, then if you pass a bill during a special

25· ·session, the, uh, basic rule for that is every bill
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·1· ·passed during a special session has to have an

·2· ·effective date. And then the bill will just take

·3· ·effect on the date specified in the bill.

·4· · · · If instead of using a special session, uh, let's

·5· ·say the legislative assembly decided to reconvene and

·6· ·use those four days we have left, so we wouldn't be

·7· ·called back for special session, we would just simply

·8· ·reconvene to use your days. Well then there's

·9· ·different effective date rules for that. I believe

10· ·it's 90 days after the passage of the bill it will go

11· ·into effect.

12· · · · If you wanted it to go into effect say in a week

13· ·after you passed it, then it would just be like any

14· ·other, um, session for the emergency clause rules.

15· ·You'd have to put, um, an emergency clause. And it

16· ·would have to get that required vote total.

17· · · · Uh, next part of this presentation simply covers

18· ·the redistricting history specific to North Dakota.

19· ·Uh, 1931 through '62, the legislative assembly did not

20· ·redistricting itself, uh, despite the requirement in

21· ·the constitution of the state for the assembly to

22· ·apportion itself after each federal decennial census.

23· · · · Uh, 1963 through '75, I just put nearly constant

24· ·state of litigation. If you want more information on

25· ·that, I suggest go through your background memo. It
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·1· ·kind of details all the litigation that was involved

·2· ·during that period.

·3· · · · Uh, 1981, uh, the state got a little more back on

·4· ·track with redistricting. And the state, uh, did have

·5· ·a 12 member, uh, interim committee. They used a

·6· ·consultant to assist in developing a 53 district plan.

·7· ·Again remember, the constitution has 40 through 54

·8· ·districts as the allowable range.

·9· · · · So at that time we used a 53 district plan. Um,

10· ·that was adopted during a reconvened session of the

11· ·legislative assembly in November 1981. You'll notice

12· ·it does say a reconvened session. This was not a

13· ·special session. This was actually the first time, um,

14· ·the state did use a reconvened session. And that was

15· ·for this purpose.

16· · · · Uh, 1991, a decade later, um, a 16 member

17· ·committee, uh, also contracted with a consultant for

18· ·different computer related services. And in that, uh,

19· ·decade, they developed a 49 district plan. And that

20· ·plan was adopted during a special session. And that

21· ·was in November 1991. You'll see all of the

22· ·redistricting plans were adopted during special

23· ·sessions after 1981.

24· · · · In 2001, uh, it was -- redistricting was

25· ·completed by a 15 member interim committee. And at
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·1· ·this time we switched from using consultants to more

·2· ·of what we do now. We, uh, used laptops with

·3· ·redistricting software. And at that time, uh, it was a

·4· ·47 district plan that was developed. That plan was

·5· ·adopted during special session again in November of

·6· ·2001.

·7· · · · Uh, the last cycle in, uh, 2011, was done by a 16

·8· ·member interim committee who used again those laptops

·9· ·with the redistricting software, similar to what you

10· ·have now. We used Maptitude at that time as well. And

11· ·that was a 47 district plan again. That plan was

12· ·adopted during a special session in November of 2011.

13· · · · Uh, next we're going to cover a little bit --

14· · · · MALE:· Mr. Chairman?

15· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator?

16· · · · MALE:· Uh, it's -- it's digging too deep, but you

17· ·might, you know, question the fact that the North

18· ·Dakota didn't do anything from '31 until, uh, the

19· ·'70s. But we had to do some research on this. And we

20· ·made up for it in the teens because the legislature

21· ·redistricted in 1911, 1913, 1915, 1917, 1919. They had

22· ·a lot of fun. That was also during the NPL, uh, season

23· ·that they -- they caught up. So they built up a

24· ·cushion that they could use during the '40s and '50s

25· ·and '60s, I guess.
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·1· ·[talking over each other]

·2· · · · MALE:· I wasn't on the committee. Martinson [ph]

·3· ·was.

·4· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Go ahead, Emily.

·5· ·[talking over each other]

·6· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· So next up again we have, uh, uh,

·7· ·United States constitutional and federal law. And

·8· ·again this was covered, um, in, uh, quite a few of Mr.

·9· ·Williams' slides. He touched on this as well. So I'll

10· ·just quickly review here.

11· · · · Uh, 14th amendment of the United States

12· ·Constitution passed back in 1868. Uh, this, uh, state

13· ·said individuals are guaranteed equal protections

14· ·under the law. The 15th amendment to the United States

15· ·Constitution, again following in 1870, uh, provides

16· ·the right of citizens of the United States to vote,

17· ·shall not be denied or abridged by the United States

18· ·or by any state on account of race, color, or previous

19· ·condition of servitude.

20· · · · Uh, the Supreme Court in, uh, 1962 in Baker v.

21· ·Carr, determined that the courts would provide relief

22· ·in state legislative redistricting cases when there

23· ·are those constitutional violations either of the 14th

24· ·or 15th amendment. Uh, following 1962, the Voting

25· ·Rights Act was enacted in 1965. This was enacted as a
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·1· ·tool to essentially aid in the enforcement of the 14th

·2· ·and 15th amendments.

·3· · · · Those amendments were in place prohibiting those

·4· ·discriminatory practices, but there wasn't really any

·5· ·teeth to enforce it. So that was more or less the

·6· ·purpose of the Voting Rights Act. This act banned the

·7· ·use of literacy tests in voting. And also provided

·8· ·federal oversight of voter registration in areas where

·9· ·less than 50 percent of the minority population have

10· ·registered to vote.

11· · · · Next we're going to look at some case law talking

12· ·about population equality. Um, Reynolds v. Sims, 1964,

13· ·uh, the main case here. Uh, the equal protection

14· ·clause of the 14th amendment requires states to

15· ·establish legislative districts that are substantially

16· ·equal in population. And that is one of our

17· ·requirements as well.

18· · · · Uh, both houses of a bicameral legislature must

19· ·be apportioned on a population basis. And again

20· ·overall range is that most commonly used measure of

21· ·population equality. And that we covered before in our

22· ·example.

23· · · · Uh, 10 percent was mentioned as kind of that, uh,

24· ·benchmark range that we're looking at with overall

25· ·range. So just to summarize, if a legislative
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·1· ·redistricting plan with an overall range of more than

·2· ·10 percent is challenged, uh, the state has a burden

·3· ·to demonstrate the plan is necessary to implement a

·4· ·rational state policy, and that the plan doesn't

·5· ·dilute or eliminate the voting strength of any

·6· ·particular group of citizens.

·7· · · · And as again Mr. Williams mentioned, the only

·8· ·real rational state policy that has succeeded in

·9· ·justifying a deviation of more than 10 percent has

10· ·been preserving the boundaries of political

11· ·subdivisions.

12· · · · Um, if a plan with an overall range of, uh, less

13· ·than 10 percent is presented, this may be subject to

14· ·challenge if the justifications for that deviation is

15· ·not deemed legitimate, and the plans, um, with lower

16· ·deviations had been considered. So it's not a -- a

17· ·total safety net if it's less than 10 percent. You can

18· ·still be subject to challenge.

19· · · · Rucho v. Common Cause, again this was, uh,

20· ·touched on by Mr. Williams, a 2019 case. Uh, in this

21· ·case the question of whether partisan gerrymandering

22· ·is justiciable by the Supreme Court, uh, was settled.

23· ·In this case they stated, uh, partisan gerrymandering

24· ·claims present political questions that are beyond the

25· ·reach of the federal courts. So that kind of closed
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·1· ·the door here.

·2· · · · Uh, the court further stated the, uh, US

·3· ·Constitution supplies no objective measure for

·4· ·assessing whether a districting map treats a political

·5· ·party fairly. However, a little caveat here, the court

·6· ·did note that states may look to their own state

·7· ·statutes and their constitutions for guidance and

·8· ·standards to apply in those partisan gerrymandering

·9· ·cases. So while you might not be subject to that at a

10· ·federal court level, if you're going down to state

11· ·court, you have to be mindful of it.

12· · · · Uh, also under our federal law section, we're

13· ·looking at multimember districts and racial or

14· ·language minorities. Uh, in regard to multimember

15· ·districts, North Dakota is one of 10 states that have

16· ·multimember districts. We have currently one senator

17· ·and two representatives in each of our 47 districts.

18· · · · Uh, also in this area we're looking at section

19· ·two of the federal Voting Rights Act, which Mr.

20· ·Williams also, uh, touched on. And this prohibits a

21· ·state or political subdivision from imposing voter

22· ·qualifications, standards, practices, or procedures,

23· ·that result in the denial or abridgement of a

24· ·citizen's right to vote on account of race, color, or

25· ·status as a member of a language minority group.
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·1· · · · And I went ahead and just provided the definition

·2· ·in case you're wondering what a language minority

·3· ·group is defined as. Uh, this is defined as persons

·4· ·who are American Indian, uh, Asian American, Alaska

·5· ·native, or of Spanish heritage.

·6· · · · Uh, continuing with multimember districts and,

·7· ·uh, racial or language minorities, we have Thornburg

·8· ·v. Gingles again, we touched on in the last

·9· ·presentation. That was in 1986. And this case

10· ·established that a minority group that's challenging a

11· ·redistricting plan, uh, initially what they must prove

12· ·is that the minority is sufficiently large and

13· ·geographically compact to constitute a minority in a

14· ·single member district, the minority is politically

15· ·cohesive, and in the absence of special circumstances,

16· ·uh, block voting by the majority usually defeats the

17· ·minority's preferred candidate.

18· · · · Uh, to prove block voting by the majority usually

19· ·defeats that minority group, uh, the use of

20· ·statistical evidence is necessary. And that was

21· ·touched on a little bit in our last presentation as

22· ·well.

23· · · · And, uh, Shaw v. Reno in 1993, uh, this

24· ·determined that if race was not the predominant factor

25· ·in creating the district, uh, a racial gerrymander
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·1· ·challenge is not likely to be successful. If race was

·2· ·the predominant factor in creating a district, the

·3· ·district will be evaluated under a test of strict

·4· ·scrutiny, where it must be shown that the district was

·5· ·narrowly tailored to serve a compelling, uh, state

·6· ·interest.

·7· · · · Uh -- excuse me, uh, common types of

·8· ·gerrymandering, we have, uh, listed below, are packing

·9· ·and cracking.· You may have, uh, heard this reference

10· ·before. Uh, packing essentially refers to

11· ·overconcentrating a minority group into one or only a

12· ·few districts. Uh, so for instance, um, drawing lines

13· ·in possibly odd shapes in order to pack a minority

14· ·group into a single district of say, you know, 90

15· ·percent of that minority group, and thereby

16· ·essentially wasting any votes over a simple majority

17· ·in order to dilute the minority votes in those

18· ·neighboring districts. They're all packed into one

19· ·district.

20· · · · Um, cracking, again this is splitting a

21· ·geographically compact minority group into multiple

22· ·districts, in order to dilute the voting power of that

23· ·mi- -- mor- -- minority groups, kind of the opposite.

24· ·So for instance here, you might take, um, an area that

25· ·could have compactly been drawn to consist of say 60
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·1· ·percent of a minority group. And that would be

·2· ·possibly split into say three separate districts. So

·3· ·then you'd only have 20 percent minority in three

·4· ·separate districts. That would be cracking to the

·5· ·vote, uh, dilute that voting power.

·6· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Excuse me, Emily.

·7· ·Representative Monson.

·8· · · · MR. MONSON:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So Emily,

·9· ·looking at those two definitions, how can we win? No

10· ·matter what we pick, I mean somebody could take

11· ·offense. They could say, whoa, you're packing it

12· ·because you're keeping the reservation pretty much

13· ·whole. So now we're packing it. And they might -- and

14· ·somebody else might say, oh no, you're cracking it.

15· · · · So how -- how do you -- how do you balance this,

16· ·packing and cracking?

17· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, Mr. Chairman, uh,

18· ·Representative Monson, yes, it -- there are, uh,

19· ·several layers of analysis. This is very high level.

20· ·But if you're looking at, uh, kind of that test there,

21· ·was race a predominant factor. So for instance in

22· ·your example if you were looking at say the

23· ·reservation, well you're also in that case having an

24· ·area that's more of a political subdivision boundary.

25· ·You have reservation boundaries.
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·1· · · · And so if one of the factors that you're

·2· ·prioritizing compact, uh, contiguous, preservation of

·3· ·boundaries, if you're drawing that district primarily

·4· ·to preserve the boundaries of a reservation by not

·5· ·splitting that reservation, well that's legitimate.

·6· ·You could argue that your predominant reason isn't,

·7· ·you know, a race or language minority based. You're

·8· ·preserving those district boundaries.

·9· · · · So there's kind of a balancing test you have to

10· ·look at those circumstances. If it was only because of

11· ·race, no other factors, compact, contiguous, you know,

12· ·uh, preserving district boundaries, then you're going

13· ·to have a -- a harder time there.

14· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Holmberg.

15· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Um, and -- one of the slides that

16· ·we had earlier about, uh, talked about racially

17· ·polarized voting in the state. And if you

18· ·theoretically had an area that was, uh, a native

19· ·reservation, and because of its loss of population,

20· ·you all of a sudden have to add -- and that particular

21· ·county votes predominantly, overwhelmingly

22· ·predominantly one way, and the counties all around it,

23· ·uh, vote a different way, uh, partisan-wise.

24· · · · Uh, if you add a large -- a number of those

25· ·people from outside what was the original county, uh,
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·1· ·does that -- does that not lead us to have to discuss

·2· ·whether or not we should be doing a division of, um,

·3· ·house districts for example, because, uh, of that

·4· ·factor regarding polarized.

·5· · · · Well you can show that there was polarized

·6· ·[inaudible] and you can show they voted this way,

·7· ·these people voted that way. And are we doing

·8· ·something that dilutes the native population vote, uh,

·9· ·which would I think be very thin ice. And, uh, yeah,

10· ·so you can say, oh, and that's it, but.

11· · · · MALE:· [inaudible]

12· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· A couple instances of the state

13· ·where that might be an issue.

14· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· And also if you think as well, if

15· ·you had a reservation in the state that say you had a

16· ·population of 30,000, you would have to split that as

17· ·well. Because it would be over the ideal district

18· ·size, which is one of those predominant balancing

19· ·factors, so.

20· · · · Sorry? Regard to federal law, continuing on here,

21· ·uh, there have been these traditional districting

22· ·principles defined. Uh, these are included. The -- the

23· ·six that are included here are compactness,

24· ·contiguity, preservation of political subdivision

25· ·boundaries, preservation of communities of interest,
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·1· ·uh, preservation of cores of prior districts, and

·2· ·protection of incumbents.

·3· · · · And so the next slides I'm just going to walk

·4· ·through each of these six items to give you kind of

·5· ·some visual examples of what this looks like and some

·6· ·further description. So in this slide here we're

·7· ·looking at compactness. Districts must be

·8· ·geographically compact. And here we have an example

·9· ·of, uh, Rolette County, which is the current District

10· ·9. This is a picture of our current district map.

11· · · · And you can see, uh, District 9 is kind of our --

12· ·our star county right now as far as these

13· ·constitutional tests. It's very, very compact. It's a

14· ·nice square shape. So I have a little green checkmark.

15· ·This is a -- a gold star district in terms of

16· ·compactness.

17· · · · Uh, if you look at the second picture, which kind

18· ·of resembles a lake or a river, um, this is actually

19· ·the third congressional district of Florida drawn back

20· ·in 1992. Uh, of course this was later struck down

21· ·because as you can see this is nowhere near compact

22· ·with this snaking blue, uh, picture they have up here.

23· · · · Uh, next factor, contiguity. Uh, districts must

24· ·be consist -- must consist of a single shape with a

25· ·connected boundary. Again looking at District 9,
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·1· ·Rolette County, it's one single boundary. It consists

·2· ·of just one county. If you were to, uh, redistrict,

·3· ·because as you can see in your slide here, the

·4· ·population of Rolette County after the 2020 census is

·5· ·now 12,187. So that would not meet our ideal district

·6· ·size of about 16.5 thousand.

·7· · · · So if you wanted to remedy that to get that up to

·8· ·the correct population size, you would not want to do

·9· ·it in the manner you see in the -- the second picture

10· ·here with that red X. Adding just to kind of a chunk

11· ·of area to get your population up to ideal district

12· ·size off to the side there, that's not contiguous. It

13· ·doesn't touch. You can't travel from one area to the

14· ·next. So that's what you would want to avoid. That's

15· ·what you're looking at when you're looking at

16· ·contiguity.

17· · · · Uh, the third item here, preservation of

18· ·political subdivision boundaries, uh, this is, uh,

19· ·essentially avoiding excessively splitting political

20· ·subdivision boundaries. So again, our -- our nice

21· ·example of District 9, Rolette County, you're not

22· ·splitting any political subdivision boundaries, it's

23· ·right on the -- the county line, so it's all intact.

24· · · · Uh, the second picture though you see on the

25· ·right, um, this is of the 7th congressional district
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·1· ·of Pennsylvania from the state's, uh, 2011

·2· ·congressional plan. That plan again, that blue area

·3· ·you see there has those odd and winding boundaries,

·4· ·and actually consists of portions of five different

·5· ·counties.

·6· · · · So as you can guess from that little exhibit

·7· ·sticker you see down on the -- the right hand corner

·8· ·of that picture, the plan was challenged in court. Uh,

·9· ·the Pennsylvania Supreme Court held that the map, uh,

10· ·was unconstitutional in part due to that excessive

11· ·splitting of local jurisdiction boundaries. Uh, the

12· ·court also did replace that map with a plan drawn by a

13· ·special master. So that one did not hold up.

14· · · · Uh, the fourth item, preservation of communities

15· ·of interest, uh, 26 states take this, uh, factor into

16· ·account. Um, communities of interest, as Mr. Williams

17· ·mentioned, is kind of defined in a lot of different

18· ·ways, sometimes state to state, but a general broad

19· ·definition you can see here is defined as

20· ·neighborhoods, communities, groups of individuals, who

21· ·would more or less benefit from being retained in a

22· ·single district due to either, you know, shared

23· ·interests, policy concerns, or characteristics. I know

24· ·socioeconomic was mentioned in the last presentation.

25· · · · Uh, these are often self-defined by the members
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·1· ·of the community such as the Alaskan fishers he

·2· ·mentioned. Uh, race and ethnicity can play a role in

·3· ·defining a community of interest. But it can't be the

·4· ·sole defining characteristic. There has to be

·5· ·something more.

·6· · · · Uh, preservation of core or prior districts, 11

·7· ·states require, uh, prior districts to be maintained

·8· ·to the extent possible of course after adjusting for

·9· ·those population deviations. And that is in order to

10· ·maintain a continuity of representation. One approach

11· ·to preserving cores of prior districts is starting

12· ·with the existing boundary line, so to be starting

13· ·with the 2011 map, rather than just a blank map of the

14· ·state. And then proceeding to just adjust those

15· ·boundaries to meet those population, uh, quality

16· ·requirements.

17· · · · Uh, lastly protection of incumbents. Uh, this is

18· ·less commonly used. 12 states, uh, require drafters to

19· ·avoid pairing incumbents. Um, this is essentially

20· ·placing two or more incumbents in a single district,

21· ·which leads to one incumbent either having to move, or

22· ·retired, or be defeated. Uh, and the policy against,

23· ·uh, this here of pairing incumbents, it aims to

24· ·promote, uh, again continuity of representation.

25· · · · And that leads us to our final slide which is
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·1· ·your background memo as well. And this is something

·2· ·that we look at in all of our background memos. You

·3· ·know, what should the committee possibly address, how

·4· ·would you like to proceed. So these are items that the

·5· ·committee might want to con- -- um, consider.

·6· · · · Uh, first, what parameters should be used, um,

·7· ·should be followed in preparing plans. Again when you

·8· ·go back to the main list here, compact, contiguous,

·9· ·those are in the constitution. We have to follow

10· ·those. Also, um, equal population, that's something

11· ·statutory. And the Supreme Court, uh, constitutional

12· ·as well. So we have to follow that.

13· · · · But three, four, five, and six, those are kind of

14· ·optional in North Dakota. That's something that

15· ·generally the redistricting committee will consider

16· ·whether or not they want to apply any of these, uh,

17· ·policies or principles when drawing their maps. Oops.

18· ·So that's, uh, that first bullet here.

19· · · · Uh, also the committee might want to consider,

20· ·uh, if it should limit considerations to plans that

21· ·establish a certain number of districts, whether you

22· ·want to stick with that 47 districts or if you want to

23· ·deviate somewhere in the range between the -- the 40

24· ·and the 54 allowable districts.

25· · · · Also, um, how should the plan effectuate --
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·1· ·effectuate the staggering of terms of members of the

·2· ·legislative assembly, which I touched on earlier. Uh,

·3· ·what is the proper procedure for submitting proposed

·4· ·plans for consideration by the committee, how does the

·5· ·committee want to receive plans. Um, also how often

·6· ·should the committee meet. And should the committee

·7· ·meet in locations other than Bismarck.

·8· · · · So that's something the committee can consider. I

·9· ·know there's kind of a committee discussion, uh, time

10· ·block at the end of the meeting today, if that's

11· ·something you'd like to address then. Uh, and I'd be

12· ·happy to answer any questions.

13· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Are there any questions?

14· ·Obviously staff is going to be here throughout this

15· ·process. Are there any questions that need to be asked

16· ·now? Representative Schauer.

17· · · · MR. SCHAUER:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just

18· ·wanted to get this on the record. Um, because this

19· ·committee has already been criticized prior to us

20· ·meeting. And it bothers me. So Emily, my question for

21· ·you, are you comfortable with the guardrails that we

22· ·have legally, that we will stay within a process that

23· ·will bring this group's decision, um, that will be

24· ·based on integrity, fairness, and transparency.

25· · · · Are you comfortable with the legal guardrails
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·1· ·that we have to make these decisions?

·2· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, Mr. Chairman and

·3· ·Representative Schauer, uh, I guess as far as my, you

·4· ·know, personal comfort level, it's more of, um,

·5· ·compliance with our constitution and our statute. I'm

·6· ·not the individual that determines what, you know, our

·7· ·plan should look like. We have these overriding, you

·8· ·know, boundaries or guardrails that we have to comply

·9· ·by.

10· · · · Our constitution says the plans have to be

11· ·compact, they have to be contiguous, they have to be

12· ·as nearly, you know, equal in population as

13· ·practicable. Um, the committees in past, um,

14· ·redistricting cycles have adopted other criteria.

15· · · · Um, for instance, some have set a specific

16· ·population variance. Some have set it at 10 percent

17· ·like the -- the federal case law has established.

18· ·Other committees have said, you know, we don't want to

19· ·go above 9 percent, we want to stay even safer than

20· ·what we might get challenged on in court if we go over

21· ·10 percent. We're not -- we're going to cap it at 9.

22· · · · And that was the case in your last cycle in, um,

23· ·2011. The committee decided we're not going to exceed

24· ·a variance of 9 percent. Um, also the last cycle the

25· ·committee said, you know, we really want to preserve
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·1· ·existing district boundaries, even though that's not

·2· ·in the constitution of North Dakota or the statutes

·3· ·currently. The committee decided, you know, we want to

·4· ·really play it straight, play it safe. We want to

·5· ·preserve those boundaries.

·6· · · · Um, so that's something that -- it shows in I

·7· ·guess the history of North Dakota's redistricting

·8· ·process. Not only have they complied with those

·9· ·constitutional and statutory requirements, they've

10· ·also, you know, voluntarily elected these additional

11· ·principles.

12· · · · Uh, almost every time it was, you know, retain,

13· ·uh -- excuse me, the -- the variance not over 10

14· ·percent. Um, they've looked at, you know, retaining as

15· ·many districts in their present form as possible, not

16· ·splitting those subdivisions.

17· · · · So I think the state has the constitutional and

18· ·statutory guidelines to provide for those legitimate

19· ·plans and also has shown in its action over the -- the

20· ·decades that it institutes those extra voluntary

21· ·protections. That answers your question.

22· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Bellew. And this

23· ·will be the final question, so.

24· · · · MR. BELLEW:· This is not a question, Mr.

25· ·Chairman. It's a request. Uh, we've been talking about
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·1· ·the reservations. And I noticed, uh, one of my

·2· ·[inaudible] and Rolette County with two reservations.

·3· ·I guess I would personally like to have a list of all

·4· ·the reser- -- reservations and populations. Because I

·5· ·think Senator Holmberg said that one had 300 and some

·6· ·in it and --

·7· · · · MALE:· [inaudible]

·8· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Okay. I -- I -- just -- just the

·9· ·parts that are in North Dakota, I guess. If -- if

10· ·that's possible.

11· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yeah. It is possible. And we

12· ·will be looking at that as -- as we have dialogue with

13· ·tribal governments.

14· · · · Uh, Randy, I know Representative Holmberg

15· ·[inaudible] you have another meeting at 12:00 that

16· ·won't take long. So I'm going to break till 1:00. And,

17· ·uh, we will see you then.

18· · · · [recess]

19· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Committee, we will come back to

20· ·order and start with the 1:00 presentation by

21· ·legislative council.

22· · · · MS. KRAMER:· Good afternoon, Chairman and members

23· ·of the committee. I'm going to briefly go over a memo

24· ·that should be in your packets. It's the LC number

25· ·9119.01 and it's the information you've all been
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·1· ·waiting for. It's the actual data. So as Mr. Williams

·2· ·announced earlier that the census data indicated that

·3· ·North Dakota experienced the fourth largest percentage

·4· ·increase in population with a population increase of

·5· ·15.9 or 15.8, excuse me, over the state's 2010

·6· ·population. It's also home to the county with the

·7· ·largest population increase with McKenzie County

·8· ·increasing by 131 percent over their 2010 population.

·9· · · · Uh, in regard to rural counties, the population

10· ·trends tracked with the nationwide trend of less

11· ·populous counties losing additional population.

12· · · · Uh, this memo provides a summary of the change in

13· ·population of legislative districts, counties and

14· ·cities and then, uh, compares the results of the 2010

15· ·census to those of the 2020 census.

16· · · · So when we compare the 2010 census results to the

17· ·2020, uh, in regard to legislative districts, the five

18· ·legislative districts with the largest percentage

19· ·increase in population were districts 2, 27, 16, 7 and

20· ·39 with the five legislative districts with the

21· ·largest percentage decrease in population being

22· ·districts 9, 42, 23, 10 and 14.

23· · · · And as you can see in the table right underneath

24· ·on the first page there that summarizes the population

25· ·change in districts comparing, uh, the last census and
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·1· ·the current census results, including the deviation

·2· ·from the newly calculated ideal district size if we're

·3· ·looking, again, at keeping the 47 districts.

·4· · · · The second table on the next page provides a

·5· ·visual of what the ideal district size would be for

·6· ·various numbers of districts, if that's something that

·7· ·the committee would like to consider.

·8· · · · And then the top of the third table on the second

·9· ·page provides similar data relating to counties.

10· · · · So when we compare the 2010 census results to the

11· ·2020 census results, the five counties with the

12· ·largest percentage increase in population are

13· ·McKenzie, Williams, Stark, Mountrail and Cass.

14· · · · And the five counties with the largest percentage

15· ·decrease are Rolette, Benson, McIntosh, Steele and

16· ·Pierce. So the table on page two and then carrying

17· ·over to page three shows you the population

18· ·information for each county in the state along with

19· ·that deviation. Starting at the bottom of page three,

20· ·we have a similar table that, uh, lists all of the

21· ·city data. So when we compare the 2010 census to the

22· ·2020 census, the five cities with the largest

23· ·percentage increase in population are Watford City,

24· ·Arnegard, Venturia, Williston and Tioga.

25· · · · And those with the largest percentage decrease
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·1· ·are Ruso, Wales, Calio, Bantry and Ardoch. And then

·2· ·the table, uh, on page three and then for the

·3· ·remainder of the memo, actually, lists all of the

·4· ·cities in the state and their corresponding

·5· ·populations and, uh, deviations. We'd be happy to

·6· ·answer any questions. I imagine it'll take you a few

·7· ·minutes to digest that, but we are here as always.

·8· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Questions from the committee? I

·9· ·don't see any. So are we already down to the 1:30

10· ·presentation?

11· · · · MS. KRAMER:· Yes.

12· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· You are so efficient. Okay.

13· ·We'll move on to the 1:30 presentation on -- who's --

14· ·who's doing this one? Claire? Okay, Claire Ness will

15· ·do this one.

16· · · · MS. NESS:· Okay, Mr. Chairman and members of the

17· ·committee, we're going to talk a little bit about

18· ·recordkeeping today.

19· · · · So developing and maintaining redistricting

20· ·records and the possibility of having records used in

21· ·court if the legislative assembly might be sued over

22· ·redistricting issues.

23· · · · And this is an area that is litigated a lot, so

24· ·this presentation is just going to be a very high

25· ·level summary and overview of some of the key issues.
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·1· ·If you ever have questions about details, please let

·2· ·me know.

·3· · · · Any of us at the table here can address any

·4· ·specific questions you might have.

·5· · · · So as you create and maintain your documents

·6· ·throughout the redistricting process, you're going to

·7· ·need to balance two different interests.

·8· · · · And the first interest is going to be making sure

·9· ·that you maintain a clear record of your decision-

10· ·making process for how you draw your map.

11· · · · So this will help not only to keep your decision-

12· ·making organized and consistent regardless of whether

13· ·you're sued, it also would be invaluable if you are

14· ·sued as a legislative assembly, because what it'll do

15· ·is use the -- excuse me, the record could be used to

16· ·show a court how and why you made your decisions about

17· ·district borders.

18· · · · If you don't have a record showing how and why

19· ·you made certain district choices, then the holes in

20· ·your record could be filled in by somebody else who

21· ·might be misinterpreting or misunderstanding what the

22· ·documents you do have, show.

23· · · · So you don't want to leave those holes open to

24· ·some sort of a subjective interpretation that may not

25· ·have been what you were intending to do.
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·1· · · · Second, you're going to have an interest in

·2· ·protecting the deliberative process.

·3· · · · So courts all over the country, including the

·4· ·United States Supreme Court, have said that individual

·5· ·legislators have to have breathing room to make

·6· ·decisions without fear of litigation because

·7· ·legislators bear significant responsibility for many

·8· ·of our toughest decisions in society.

·9· · · · So court sometimes will not require legislators

10· ·to produce some materials related to their decision-

11· ·making. We're going to talk about this in more detail,

12· ·but you have these two competing interests you're

13· ·going to have to keep in mind and -- and balance as

14· ·you go through this process.

15· · · · Please keep in mind, however, that even though

16· ·you're going to be protecting the deliberative

17· ·process, that does not mean that you can have a quorum

18· ·of the committee meet secretly or share a document

19· ·secretly amongst a quorum of the committee members.

20· · · · Anything that you do in a quorum has to be in a

21· ·public meeting and any documents you share in a public

22· ·meeting are going to be open records.

23· · · · There are two primary scenarios in which somebody

24· ·might have a record become public, even if the

25· ·committee has not chosen to make it public. The first
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·1· ·would be an open records request, and I think

·2· ·everybody is probably familiar with those.

·3· · · · And the second scenario would be in litigation.

·4· ·And those two things are different, so we're going to

·5· ·talk about them differently.

·6· · · · If somebody makes a request for a redistricting

·7· ·record under the open records laws, the record may be

·8· ·protected from disclosure, either under laws that are

·9· ·specific to redistricting or under our general open

10· ·records laws.

11· · · · And you can see the bullets on this slide provide

12· ·some examples of protections for records that you're

13· ·going to be working with.

14· · · · So under House Bill number 1397, which is our

15· ·redistricting bill that was passed this past

16· ·legislative session, draft plans that are created

17· ·either by a legislator or by the legislative council

18· ·are exempt unless they're presented to a committee or

19· ·the full legislative assembly.

20· · · · And once you present a draft, it becomes open,

21· ·but previous versions of that draft still remain

22· ·exempt from open record. So they do not have to be

23· ·provided upon request.

24· · · · That is something that has been the case, um, for

25· ·several district -- redistricting committees going --
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·1· ·going back in time. Um, and again, that's intended to

·2· ·help protect the deliberative process.

·3· · · · You can also see that we have our standard open

·4· ·records statute that protects your communications with

·5· ·other individuals, our work product and our

·6· ·communications with you from disclosure under the open

·7· ·records laws, and then there are also other statutes

·8· ·that might -- might protect requested records from

·9· ·disclosure.

10· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Claire, we have a question, if

11· ·you don't mind. Representative -- or Senator

12· ·Bekkedahl.

13· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

14· · · · Claire, the, um, question I have is if -- if I,

15· ·as a legislator, had assistance or had something

16· ·presented by legislative council relative to a map and

17· ·was -- and had sent to me, that's still protected as

18· ·long as it's not give to the whole committee in a

19· ·quorum environment?

20· · · · Is that correct? So a legislative council can

21· ·still help me with a map and we can correspond between

22· ·us and have that protected then?

23· · · · MS. NESS:· Uh, yes. Mr. Chairman and Senator

24· ·Bekkedahl, that is correct. Those drafts would be

25· ·protected, even if we are helping you work on them
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·1· ·from an open records request.

·2· · · · However, if we get to litigation -- so if there's

·3· ·a lawsuit, the -- the rules change. And litigation,

·4· ·like I said, is different from open records request.

·5· · · · And just because a record is exempt from open

·6· ·records laws doesn't mean that an opposing party, who

·7· ·is suing you, you can't get access to that record.

·8· · · · Because what you have in litigation is discovery

·9· ·and for those of you who haven't been, you know,

10· ·personally involved in litigation, um, a lot of things

11· ·become available to the other party upon their

12· ·request.

13· · · · So during redistricting litigation, there can be

14· ·extensive discovery and that means that legislators,

15· ·consultants, staff and others may be required to do

16· ·things like appear for a deposition.

17· · · · And the reason I put this picture on the slide is

18· ·this is kind of what it looks like during a

19· ·deposition. You sit at the other end of the table.

20· ·You're under oath.

21· · · · There's usually a video camera and a bunch of

22· ·lawyers looking at you and you answer questions that

23· ·they provide to you that you don't know in advance,

24· ·and you're doing that under oath and it can be a

25· ·fairly stressful situation.
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·1· · · · You might also have to answer questions in

·2· ·writing under oath. Those are called interrogatories.

·3· ·And again, you might have to provide records to the

·4· ·other party. You typically do that before a deposition

·5· ·so they can ask you questions about the records.

·6· · · · And discovery can cost a lot of time and a lot of

·7· ·money and so that's a completely different scenario

·8· ·from an open records request.

·9· · · · If you have to provide records in a lawsuit, you

10· ·may have to provide any records related to

11· ·redistricting, regardless of where or how those

12· ·records are stored.

13· · · · Putting a record on your personal computer or

14· ·texting a message about redistricting on your personal

15· ·phone will not protect the record from disclosure, so

16· ·keep that in mind.

17· · · · And when you do provide records, you're generally

18· ·going to be asked under oath if you have provided all

19· ·of the responsive records and that would include

20· ·things on your personal electronic devices.

21· · · · So if we end up in litigation and there is a

22· ·discovery request for redistricting records, there are

23· ·some protections that we can claim to try to limit the

24· ·amount of materials we have to provide to the other

25· ·party and that's -- that's common procedure so that
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·1· ·you don't end up just providing mountains and

·2· ·mountains of information that may not be relevant to

·3· ·the issue at hand.

·4· · · · The North Dakota constitution says that members

·5· ·of the legislative assembly may not be questioned in

·6· ·any other place for any words that are used in any

·7· ·speech or debate in legislative proceedings and this

·8· ·kind of relates back to what we talked about earlier,

·9· ·where you have this legislative privilege that applies

10· ·to your deliberations and has been extended by courts

11· ·to include the records that are used in your decision-

12· ·making process.

13· · · · And so we would often be able to assert

14· ·legislative privilege if there were a request for

15· ·documents in a lawsuit.

16· · · · There's an attorney client privilege that may be

17· ·applicable if you are working with one of the

18· ·attorneys on staff, however, for government attorneys,

19· ·that privilege can be really weak.

20· · · · We could claim that the documents are work

21· ·product, protected as legislative council or attorney

22· ·work product and there may be a confidentiality

23· ·statute somewhere that would apply.

24· · · · However, you have to keep in mind that the judge

25· ·is going to be the one who's going to decide whether

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 121 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·or not those privileges or protections actually apply

·2· ·to the records at hand and a judge could certainly say

·3· ·that those protections are inapplicable.

·4· · · · So these privileges have limits. When a court is

·5· ·trying to determine whether one of those privileges or

·6· ·protections applies, they'll look to the words of the

·7· ·relevant statute or [inaudible] or definitions that

·8· ·other courts have provided for those privileges in the

·9· ·past.

10· · · · And I provided one example up here that's been

11· ·used in redistricting cases. So this test is to

12· ·determine whether a record is protected by legislative

13· ·privilege. And it consists of those five bullet

14· ·points.

15· · · · And a court would look at those five bullet

16· ·points and say, okay, is this particular record going

17· ·to be -- um, are these five bullet points going to

18· ·weigh more in favor of producing the record to the

19· ·other party or keeping it protected?

20· · · · And as you can see, the first four bullet points

21· ·out of those five, generally are going to favor

22· ·producing that record. Um, and so a lot of times these

23· ·tests that the courts use are going to result in one

24· ·of your records being provided to the opposing party.

25· · · · I wanted to give you some examples of past cases
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·1· ·too, to see what courts have said about some of these,

·2· ·um, discovery disputes.

·3· · · · And again, these are just a couple of examples

·4· ·that I'm going to go through. This is something that

·5· ·has been litigated a lot.

·6· · · · Um, but in this particular case, this is from the

·7· ·Supreme Court of Florida and the court basically said

·8· ·that yes, there is a legislative privilege and that is

·9· ·great, but making sure that redistricting complies

10· ·with the constitution is more important than that

11· ·legislative privilege.

12· · · · So even though you have that privilege, it's been

13· ·outweighed by the interest of, uh, voters and

14· ·residents and having a constitutionally compliant

15· ·redistricting map.

16· · · · So in this particular case, the legislators had

17· ·to provide their draft plans and supporting documents

18· ·to the other party.

19· · · · So even though under open records laws those

20· ·documents would be considered exempt and you would not

21· ·have to provide them to somebody who's asking for them

22· ·under the open record statutes, it can very well turn

23· ·out that a court would say in that litigation context

24· ·those documents have to be provided to the plaintiffs

25· ·who are challenging your map.
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·1· · · · Here's a -- another case. This is out of the

·2· ·Rocket Docket, which is the eastern district of

·3· ·Virginia. It's a federal court. Um, the federal court

·4· ·here required a consultant to provide evidence in a

·5· ·redistricting case.

·6· · · · Uh, the consultant was an independent contractor.

·7· ·He was paid by a political party. He was not somebody

·8· ·who was, um, you know, a legislative staff member,

·9· ·wasn't in a legislative, um, you know, uh, their

10· ·version of the legislative council. It was a private

11· ·consultant.

12· · · · And even though those legislators had had

13· ·conversations with that consultant outside of an open

14· ·meeting and they had worked together on a map, the

15· ·court said that the consultant was so involved that

16· ·the consultant's documentation, um, that he had worked

17· ·on with the legislators and his communications with

18· ·the legislators were fair game and had to be provided

19· ·to the opposing party.

20· · · · And as you can imagine, that resulted in a lot of

21· ·interesting headlines and, um, and reports that were

22· ·being made to the public.

23· · · · So one of the things that, when I was in private

24· ·practice, I used to always counsel my clients was

25· ·don't put something in email unless you want to put it
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·1· ·in the Washington Post. And I think that's still

·2· ·applicable.

·3· · · · Um, you can see these emails were all made public

·4· ·in redistricting cases. So sometimes you can say,

·5· ·don't put things in emails, because they can be

·6· ·misconstrued and oftentimes emails can be

·7· ·misconstrued, because you take one snippet of a

·8· ·conversation and put it in a document.

·9· · · · The same is obviously true for text messages.

10· ·However, sometimes you just maybe would say prudence

11· ·is the better part of valor and maybe just not put

12· ·some of these things in writing, because they just

13· ·don't sound very good.

14· · · · These are some headlines that have resulted in

15· ·some of these cases where people have litigated

16· ·whether or not certain documents should be made public

17· ·or provided to the opposing party in litigation.

18· · · · Um, again, you can come up with these in a few

19· ·minutes of searching Google.

20· · · · These are all over the place and when this is

21· ·coming out in the papers on a daily basis during a

22· ·redistricting committee's work, it's distracting, um,

23· ·and it's obviously not something that is very pleasant

24· ·for legislators and staff and the public to go

25· ·through.
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·1· · · · It can undermine the confidence in the

·2· ·redistricting process. And as everybody knows, this

·3· ·has become a much more public, uh, much more of a

·4· ·public interest issue in the past decade, so there's

·5· ·obviously a lot of scrutiny on what this committee is

·6· ·going to be doing.

·7· · · · So I wanted to put together a few best practices

·8· ·and on the left-hand side, you should see the word do.

·9· ·So at a recent conference, on speaker said the easiest

10· ·way to stay out of legal trouble is to do the right

11· ·thing.

12· · · · And there's sometimes a question about what --

13· ·what is that in this context? You want to comply with

14· ·the law, but the law is complicated. Um, and the best

15· ·thing to do is to identify what the lawful reasons for

16· ·creating districts are and create districts for those

17· ·reasons.

18· · · · You want to document those reasons and the

19· ·criteria that you use and the process you went through

20· ·carefully so that you do have that record to support

21· ·what you've done in case you are end up -- in case you

22· ·do end up in litigation.

23· · · · And try to have your conversations in person or

24· ·on the phone, if possible, and that's to avoid

25· ·misunderstandings or misinterpretations of snippets of
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·1· ·conversations that might end up in emails or text

·2· ·messages.

·3· · · · What you don't want to do is you don't want to

·4· ·create districts for unlawful reasons. You don't want

·5· ·to create a false record and because you're creating a

·6· ·document for an unlawful reason.

·7· · · · Um, you don't want to create -- you don't want to

·8· ·discuss creating districts for unlawful reasons, even

·9· ·if you don't plan on doing it or you don't end up

10· ·doing it, don't discuss it.

11· · · · Um, you don't want to create confusion or send

12· ·messages that are subject to misinterpretation,

13· ·because certainly that would end up as, you know,

14· ·potentially an exhibit in litigation.

15· · · · Similarly with jokes, those are often

16· ·misunderstood. They're not -- you know, they may be

17· ·improper. They may be okay, but just taken out of

18· ·context. So really be careful about joking about

19· ·improper or unlawful redistricting.

20· · · · So with that, I'll be happy to take any

21· ·questions. Again, that's just a very high-level

22· ·overview of recordkeeping, but something to keep in

23· ·mind as you go throughout this entire process.

24· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Questions for Claire? Senator

25· ·Burckhard?
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·1· · · · MR. BURCKHARD:· Mr. Chairman, uh, Claire. So if

·2· ·we have questions, we can call your office, right? And

·3· ·you can guide us?

·4· · · · MS. NESS:· Yes. Mr. Chairman and Senator

·5· ·Burckhard, yes, of course.

·6· · · · MR. BURCKHARD:· Thank you.

·7· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Schauer.

·8· · · · MR. SCHAUER:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The

·9· ·question I have is how does the process work? Because

10· ·right now, we're already being threatened to be sued.

11· ·How does the lawsuit work?

12· · · · Where does it? What -- what level of court? How

13· ·is it handled and who ultimately makes the decision?

14· · · · MS. NESS:· Mr. Chairman and Representative

15· ·Schauer, that depends on what the plaintiff -- where

16· ·they file the suit.

17· · · · So they could choose to go to a state court or a

18· ·federal court and it would depend on who the

19· ·plaintiffs are and what the issues are to decide --

20· ·excuse me, to help the court determine whether or not

21· ·they have jurisdiction.

22· · · · So the answer to that question is it really

23· ·depends on who is it, what are the issues they're

24· ·claiming, and then the court will decide if they have

25· ·jurisdiction. If that's something that we would
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·1· ·challenge.

·2· · · · The process would, presumably, if we are sued, go

·3· ·into, um, litigation mode where you would have

·4· ·attorneys filing motions on different issues back and

·5· ·forth. And those really can be any number of things.

·6· · · · There are, you know, dozens and dozens and dozens

·7· ·of types of motions that can be filed. So I hate to

·8· ·say the answer to your question is it really depends,

·9· ·but it -- it does. It can go any number of ways.

10· · · · And that -- and at this point, there has not been

11· ·any lawsuits filed.

12· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Nathe.

13· · · · MR. NATHE:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Claire, when

14· ·was the last time the state was sued?

15· · · · MS. NESS:· I think I'll defer to Emily. Emily, do

16· ·you have that in your memo? I know we discuss it in

17· ·the memo. I don't remember off the top of my head.

18· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, Mr. Chairman, Representative

19· ·Nathe, I do believe we've touched on that in the memo.

20· ·One moment. Let me refresh my memory.

21· · · · [inaudible]

22· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Well, we have someone that recalls

23· ·that directly [inaudible] our director, 1991. Yeah.

24· · · · MR. BJORNSON:· Nineteen. Mr. Chairman, uh,

25· ·members of the committee, John Bjornson, legislative
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·1· ·council. Um, we were briefly engaged in a -- a

·2· ·litigation in 1991, uh, that, uh, was dismissed almost

·3· ·immediately by the federal district court.

·4· · · · But, uh, the, uh, the claim was -- or the wish

·5· ·was, of the plaintiffs, to connect the Standing Rock

·6· ·and the three affiliated tribes into one district by

·7· ·using the river as a, uh, uh, a line to connect the

·8· ·two -- two tribal entities. And the -- the, it, uh,

·9· ·did not make it very far.

10· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Klein.

11· · · · MR. KLEIN:· So, Mr. Chairman, um, and Claire, do

12· ·we -- is -- is litigation begin at any point or is it

13· ·after the legislature has finally condoned and voted

14· ·and passed the bill?

15· · · · Because, um, certainly a work in progress, uh, as

16· ·some of us who have just looked at a couple of

17· ·districts and it's just pushing all over, but

18· ·eventually we've got to get it down to where the

19· ·entire body is going to give us a thumbs up or a

20· ·thumbs down.

21· · · · When -- when - -can this process start at any

22· ·point where somebody may feel that they haven't been

23· ·in -- I suppose involved in the process properly? Or

24· ·can you shed some light on that?

25· · · · MS. NESS:· Sure, Mr. Chairman and Senator Klein.
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·1· ·Um, I think Mr. Williams pointed out that the -- there

·2· ·have been a couple of lawsuits already. A plaintiff

·3· ·can file a lawsuit at any time.

·4· · · · Um, but you can also -- a court will decide

·5· ·whether it's right. Um, you can file motions, you

·6· ·know, about that issue too and rightness will depend

·7· ·on several factors. But, um, I would imagine that the

·8· ·-- the vast majority of the cases are filed once a

·9· ·plan has been adopted.

10· · · · But that doesn't mean that a plaintiff can't file

11· ·a lawsuit at another point in this process.

12· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Further questions? Thank you,

13· ·Claire. Who gets to do the Maptitude demonstration?

14· ·Emily?

15· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Um, up

16· ·now on our agenda, what we're going to do for you is

17· ·just give you kind of a high-level overview of the

18· ·Maptitude for Redistricting software that, um,

19· ·legislative council has purchased.

20· · · · Uh, I mentioned briefly in our -- uh, my last

21· ·presentation that, um, in the last redistricting cycle

22· ·the, uh, staff and committee members also use this

23· ·same Maptitude software, so some of you might be

24· ·familiar with this.

25· · · · But for those of you that are not and for just
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·1· ·members of the public in general to get an idea of

·2· ·what this software looks like and some of its

·3· ·functions, I'm just going to briefly go over and show

·4· ·you some, um, highlights of the software.

·5· · · · So again, this is Maptitude for Redistricting,

·6· ·and what it allows you to do is draw plans or draw new

·7· ·legislative district maps.

·8· · · · And as I mentioned before, um, sometimes states

·9· ·will use, um, as part of their consideration,

10· ·preserving those core district boundaries, uh,

11· ·Representative -- or excuse me, Mr. Williams touched

12· ·on that, um, as well.

13· · · · So that's one thing that legislators can keep in

14· ·mind when they're drawing maps is whether you want to

15· ·start from a blank map and just a clean slate, draw

16· ·all new boundaries, or do you want to look at all at

17· ·preserving those, uh, core districts and start with

18· ·possibly the current boundaries and then just modify

19· ·that by population.

20· · · · So here you can see we have, um, two items listed

21· ·here. We have a blank map, or a template.

22· · · · Um, just for demonstration purposes, I'm going to

23· ·start with a blank map just to show you some features

24· ·and then we can look at what a template of the current

25· ·legislative line map looks like.
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·1· · · · I'll just open that here. Yes.

·2· · · · MALE 1:· Sorry, Mr. Chairman. I'm -- Senator

·3· ·Burckhard, missed the last meeting, so I'm giving the

·4· ·computer to do this, but when I bring up the plan

·5· ·manager, I have Brad Plan 1 and Brad Plan 2 in there.

·6· ·I don't see a new category.

·7· · · · How do we get to a new so he can start over?

·8· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, yes. Um, we can do new maps

·9· ·from templates. Um, and I can, uh, come through and

10· ·help you generate new maps.

11· · · · Um, right now I just had -- I just went ahead and

12· ·preloaded, um, just a blank map and a 2010 map just so

13· ·-- a kind of walkthrough of the demonstration. But

14· ·yeah, I can stop over, um, and do the new map

15· ·templates.

16· · · · MALE 1:· Sorry, are you under the plans manager

17· ·under plans or libraries? Which [inaudible]?

18· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Um, it's plan manager, plans.

19· · · · MALE 1:· Okay.

20· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· And then you'd want to make sure

21· ·you've selected the right library from the drop down

22· ·under plan manager.

23· · · · MALE 1:· Okay, thank you.

24· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Mm-hmm. So when we pull up, um, a

25· ·blank map, this is kind of the view that you'll be
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·1· ·looking at and you'll have certain kind of popup

·2· ·features that allow you to draw your map, uh, here.

·3· · · · Go ahead and drag -- zoom in a little bit. So in

·4· ·this map, you can tell it looks kind of busy. There's

·5· ·a lot of different features on here. You can see all

·6· ·of these, um, blue lines. Those are the county

·7· ·boundaries.

·8· · · · So you can get a sense of where all your county

·9· ·lines are. Also, you'll see a lot of kind of little

10· ·purple dots here and if I zoom in on that, you can see

11· ·that this is showing you where all your city

12· ·boundaries are.

13· · · · So here you can see the outline of, in this case,

14· ·Minot. I zoom in a little more.

15· · · · MALE 2:· Woohoo. Oh, excuse me.

16· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Oh, shout out to Minot. So this is

17· ·a way for the map to kind of help you if you're

18· ·saying, you know, I want to keep these political

19· ·subdivision boundaries together. I want to try to keep

20· ·these counties whole or I want to try not to split up

21· ·these cities.

22· · · · Or maybe I want to look at, you know, townships.

23· ·You can see Burt, North Dakota right here is, um, a

24· ·township and then you can see that light gray boundary

25· ·if I -- I zoom in there.
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·1· · · · And so this is just, um, they're called kind of

·2· ·layers that you add to your map and you can see over

·3· ·here you have a list on the far-left hand side of all

·4· ·these different options. So you can make your map more

·5· ·or less busy depending on your preferences.

·6· · · · So, in this case, let's say I would uncheck the

·7· ·city town feature. You can see I lose that purple

·8· ·outline of Minot. You can't see it anymore. It doesn't

·9· ·look as, um, busy. But if you want to use it, you can

10· ·turn that back on.

11· · · · So that's a little bit of the functionality of

12· ·the software.

13· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Mr. Chairman, can I ask Emily a

14· ·question? It's --

15· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Yes.

16· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· [Inaudible] Bellew, I'm sorry.

17· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Emily,

18· ·uh, you have the townships there and you have the

19· ·population of the townships. Uh, are the cities

20· ·populations separate in that township?

21· · · · Like Burlington is Burlington Township and

22· ·Burlington town? Or do you have two separate

23· ·populations there?

24· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, yes, Mr. Chairman and

25· ·Representative Bellew.
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·1· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Because I -- I don't see it, so.

·2· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Yeah. If I zoom in a little more,

·3· ·you can see, uh, Minot here. The new population for

·4· ·2020 is 48,377 people there. But if you're looking at

·5· ·this, um, Nedrose Township, this 2334 people.

·6· · · · The township would be classified as any area

·7· ·that's outside the city limits. So they wouldn't be

·8· ·layered or combined. That's a distinct separate

·9· ·population.

10· · · · And the reason it's nice to kind of have these

11· ·little population summaries is that when you're going

12· ·through and you're adding areas, you can kind of get

13· ·an idea of if you click on a county or if you click on

14· ·a city, how much is that going to add to your total?

15· · · · And the way you kind of track your total, they

16· ·also have this handy pending changes view here. So

17· ·what I'm going to do to demonstrate this feature is

18· ·I'm just going to go ahead and just mock draw a county

19· ·so you can see what that looks like.

20· · · · So I'm going to zoom back out. Drag this. Takes a

21· ·minute to load, so you'll have to bear with me. So

22· ·here we have Richland County and I mentioned earlier

23· ·that our ideal district population is 16,576 people

24· ·now that we're taking into account those new 2020

25· ·figures.
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·1· · · · So in this case, I can see, you know, hey,

·2· ·Richland County, 16,529. That's almost spot on with

·3· ·what our ideal district size is now. So if I wanted to

·4· ·just say, okay, we're just going to start and say

·5· ·Richland's the first district that we're drawing if

·6· ·we're using those 47.

·7· · · · So I'd want to make sure this said new district

·8· ·and I want to select by county. You can select by big

·9· ·chunks at a time or little chunks at a time, like such

10· ·as a city or a -- a census block. I know I want this

11· ·whole county, so to save myself some time, I'm just

12· ·going to select by county.

13· · · · Use my little pointer tool. And then when I click

14· ·on Richland County, you can see it turns this whole

15· ·county read and it's also going to add up how many

16· ·people I have in the county.

17· · · · Uh, and this pending changes, I know it's a

18· ·little small on your screen there. I wish I could blow

19· ·it up, but I don't think I can. Um, it has kind of a -

20· ·- a rolling tally of this new district that I'm

21· ·creating.

22· · · · So right now, in my new district, the population

23· ·is 16,529.

24· · · · MR. BELLEW:· I have a -- I have another question,

25· ·Mr. Chairman.
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·1· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Yes.

·2· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Bellew.

·3· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Thank you, Emily. Okay, Richland

·4· ·County is one of those counties where an Indian

·5· ·reservation is in two different counties and if we

·6· ·wanted to try to keep the Indian reservation whole,

·7· ·um, either we'd have to stick it in to Richland County

·8· ·or to the county over.

·9· · · · Um, I guess that's one of the reason why I was

10· ·asking for the population of the Indian reservations

11· ·and how to do that, so -- are you understanding what

12· ·I'm trying to -- thank you. You're so good.

13· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· I do. Uh, Mr. Chairman and

14· ·Representative Bellew, and that's something the

15· ·committee will have to kind of work through as part of

16· ·its policy decision, if it wants to split the county.

17· · · · If it's looking more to retain, um, the

18· ·reservation area on the north side of, you know, the

19· ·South Dakota, North Dakota border, and, you know,

20· ·that, again, as Mr. Williams mentioned, it's -- it's

21· ·kind of like a domino effect once you start drawing

22· ·maps.

23· · · · So, you know, what he said, I think, one state

24· ·starts from one side of -- or yeah, one side of the

25· ·state and then just kind of draws out. It's going to
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·1· ·really depend on what are your neighboring districts

·2· ·look like?

·3· · · · If you're going to have to split a county, you

·4· ·know, are you going to have to creep into another

·5· ·county and split another county? It's that domino

·6· ·effect.

·7· · · · So as you start developing maps, you'll have

·8· ·these little tabulations that are also, um, that's a -

·9· ·- that's a good point to kind of mention right here.

10· ·You'll have, uh, factors that you can track while

11· ·you're making these districts, in addition to just the

12· ·population.

13· · · · So, for instance, here you can see, you know,

14· ·what percentage of this area is, um, Native American,

15· ·if you want to kind of look at those population

16· ·totals. And we built that in as a factor so you can

17· ·see, when you're making these districts.

18· · · · So in this case, you can see in, um, Richland

19· ·County, the, uh, portion of that 16,529 people who are

20· ·classified as American Indian in the census is 467,

21· ·and you can see what percent of that district is made

22· ·up of that population.

23· · · · So that's, again, all just this great information

24· ·this tool provides you, so you can take all these

25· ·factors into consideration when you're drawing based
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·1· ·on how you --

·2· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Uh, Mr. Chairman, if I might. Uh,

·3· ·that just tells you the amount of -- of American

·4· ·Indians in that county. That doesn't tell you the

·5· ·amount that's on the reservation. Is that not correct?

·6· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· That is correct, uh, Mr. Chairman

·7· ·and Representative Bellew. That is measuring -- right

·8· ·now, it's measuring the number of, um, American

·9· ·Indians in that area that you've selected. In that red

10· ·area that you've selected.

11· · · · If I went in and selected a little chunk of

12· ·Sargent County to the neighboring side and turn that

13· ·red, this population tally would change. The number of

14· ·American Indians in the red area would be tracked.

15· · · · So that's kind of what it's showing you there.

16· · · · MALE 3:· Emily, isn't it also true though that

17· ·you can -- if he wants to find out about the American

18· ·Indian, you have that on there and all you have to do

19· ·is push that, take off the red, push that and it'll

20· ·tell you there's 205 people that are in that

21· ·reservation? Yeah.

22· · · · MALE 4:· Mr. Chairman, I was going to say the

23· ·same thing. So if you just go in and click on the

24· ·layer, which is, um, right now on new districts on

25· ·this one, but if I just click on, um, or not -- no,
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·1· ·I'm sorry, the county.

·2· · · · If I click on the county layer and bring up

·3· ·Indian reservation and then if I bring my pointer down

·4· ·to Fort Berthold, it'll populate the population of

·5· ·Fort Berthold or the -- the reservation population

·6· ·into that little box on the side, won't it?

·7· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· And that's correct.

·8· · · · MALE 4:· Because that's what he's trying to get

·9· ·to?

10· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Yeah, and I can show you that

11· ·quickly. If, let's say I don't want to select by

12· ·county, so I want to select by, um, we have an option

13· ·that dropped down that says Indian reservation.

14· · · · So then if I use my pointer tool, and you see --

15· ·you can kind of see here this light beige area. Those

16· ·on the maps, on that beige area you can see in your

17· ·little, uh, list over here, Indian reservation.

18· · · · It's kind of a tan color. Anywhere you see kind

19· ·of a tan area on the map indicates that there's an

20· ·Indian reservation in that area. So then if you used

21· ·your pointer tool and you clicked on that, you can see

22· ·it only highlights the portion of the reservation

23· ·that's actually in North Dakota.

24· · · · So we're not looking at the total population. And

25· ·so in this case, you can see the population of the
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·1· ·Indian reservation that we've just clicked on is 206

·2· ·people. And so that will kind of help you track that

·3· ·way too. That --

·4· · · · And as you're clicking through, if you decide,

·5· ·well, I don't want to do based on reservation, I just

·6· ·want to do on county, you kind of just click red,

·7· ·click white, turn them on and off.

·8· · · · So for just demonstration purposes, I'll go back

·9· ·to, um, a county level, just because the population is

10· ·so nice and tidy in Richland County, and show you what

11· ·it looks like when you, um, actually decide you want

12· ·to kind of finalize that as a district.

13· · · · So I just click this little green checkmark and

14· ·then it's going to want me to number the district.

15· ·I'll just put one for demonstration purposes. That'll

16· ·be our first of 47 districts.

17· · · · And you can see this turns green and then it adds

18· ·a district one information bar at the top of your

19· ·screen there. And so then you can see the total

20· ·population of that district, um, the deviation from

21· ·your ideal population.

22· · · · Uh, you can see here, um, we're only 47 people

23· ·short from ideal in Richland County, that's how close

24· ·it is.

25· · · · I also mentioned earlier, um, in my presentation

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 142 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·the overall range where you take the most populous

·2· ·county and then the least populous county and you take

·3· ·that deviation percentage and you add them together,

·4· ·disregarding the plus and minus signs.

·5· · · · So here, in the percent deviation, which is very

·6· ·hard for you to see, it says negative 0.28 percent.

·7· ·And so it -- let's assume that, uh, this is the

·8· ·closest you're going to get.

·9· · · · Um, if you had another county that was maybe a

10· ·one percent deviation and those were your highest and

11· ·lowest population counties, your total deviation would

12· ·be 1.28 percent.

13· · · · You would add the biggest population county, the

14· ·littlest population county, add those two deviation

15· ·numbers together and that's how you know you are kind

16· ·of within a, you know, a more acceptable range. You're

17· ·hitting that benchmark of 10 percent or less.

18· · · · So next, just to kind of, again, demonstrate some

19· ·of these features, we'll go ahead and add another

20· ·district. And again, for demonstration purposes, I'm

21· ·just picking kind of the -- the easy math population

22· ·counties that would add up to the number we're

23· ·shooting for here.

24· · · · The ideal district size. So in this case, if I

25· ·clicked on Barnes, Griggs and Foster, you can see in
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·1· ·my little pending changes box, my red area pending

·2· ·changes box, that, um, we're very close to the ideal

·3· ·district size.

·4· · · · Or excuse me, clicked on the wrong one here.

·5· ·[inaudible] over the ideal district size. Um. There we

·6· ·go. [inaudible] quite high. Oh, let's see. Actually,

·7· ·I'll probably use a different example.

·8· · · · Actually, I think I'll -- in this one, I'll show

·9· ·how to split a county, just so you get an idea for the

10· ·tools of how to select by a smaller layer.

11· · · · So in this case, let's use Stutzman County. The

12· ·new population is 21,000 people, so that's way over

13· ·your ideal district size of 16,000. So in this case,

14· ·you would essentially, more or less, have to split a

15· ·district -- or excuse me, a county to get to the ideal

16· ·district size.

17· · · · So if you wanted to, for instance, um, make --

18· ·let me zoom in here. Jamestown, if you wanted to

19· ·preserve the boundaries of Jamestown, you could take

20· ·that out of the area you're looking at and possibly

21· ·make that its own district.

22· · · · Now you see if I change this selection layer to

23· ·city town, you can select the entirety of Jamestown at

24· ·one time and then you can see on your pending changes,

25· ·you know, what that -- that gets you up to.
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·1· · · · When you're all done and you've decided you --

·2· ·you like your second district, it's within the

·3· ·population range, again, you would just -- this little

·4· ·green checkmark and then you could see, uh, what your

·5· ·district looks like.

·6· · · · I think it might have added it to -- oh, one

·7· ·moment. We added it. Forgot to select a new target.

·8· ·Select a new target there. Um, when you're drawing a

·9· ·second district, you have to select that you're doing

10· ·a new district.

11· · · · Forgot to click that button. But now we have

12· ·Jamestown and now when I click that checkmark, I'll

13· ·label it as district two. Apologies there. So now you

14· ·have district two and you can see that loaded on your

15· ·little taskbar kind of summary sheet up here.

16· · · · You have district one and you have district two.

17· ·You can see the percent deviation, um, if just using

18· ·Jamestown as a district is -4.39 or 727 people short.

19· ·So that's within that, you know, acceptable deviation

20· ·range of -- about 5 percent is kind of what you're

21· ·shooting for.

22· · · · So that's a -- I guess just a high-level summary

23· ·of what this looks like. I'm going to go ahead and

24· ·close this and just quickly open, um, a map that

25· ·already has all of the existing districts on it.
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·1· · · · So if the committee decided, you know, one of the

·2· ·factors we want to look at is preserving core

·3· ·districts to the extent possible. If you wanted, you

·4· ·could start with the, uh, existing map.

·5· · · · You can see that here. So this map has an

·6· ·additional layer, in addition to all those county

·7· ·boundaries and those purple city boundaries. It has

·8· ·all these yellow lines right here, which are your

·9· ·existing legislative districts.

10· · · · But it also factors in, well, what's the new 2020

11· ·population in those existing districts? And it gives

12· ·you these little markers here so you can see, you

13· ·know, district two grew substantially. It's 78.7

14· ·percent over the ideal district size now with the

15· ·population change.

16· · · · Um, you can also see this same -- essentially

17· ·this same picture in your, uh, census population memo

18· ·that Sam presented. The very last page has the same

19· ·kind of picture of all the districts with that current

20· ·deviation based on the new population.

21· · · · And so, in this case, instead of, you know,

22· ·creating a new district, you would select this

23· ·existing district and then either kind of steal area

24· ·from the neighboring district or subtract area out.

25· ·You would just be essentially modifying the
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·1· ·boundaries.

·2· · · · So I think that covers the basic features. Um,

·3· ·I'm going to turn it over to Claire now and she's

·4· ·going to touch on, um, the reports that you can

·5· ·generate using this software. And I'll [inaudible].

·6· · · · MS. NESS:· Thanks, Emily. So Maptitude actually

·7· ·has dozens of types of reports that you can generate.

·8· ·Um, you probably will not use most of them, but I'll

·9· ·show you an example of, um, what these reports look

10· ·like.

11· · · · So here, I know some of the writing is really

12· ·tiny when you blow it up on the screen, but what it

13· ·basically does, is it says this is a population

14· ·summary report. So the type of the report is at the

15· ·top and then you can see that I selected three

16· ·different districts.

17· · · · And these were based on 2020 -- or excuse me,

18· ·2010 data. So these would not necessarily reflect

19· ·what's going on today. And then I identified, um, not

20· ·only the population of those different districts, but

21· ·also different characteristics of those districts.

22· · · · So in this case, I looked at different races and

23· ·the population of individuals over 18. Again, I wish

24· ·you could see it better on the slide, but basically

25· ·those -- yeah. There we go. If you can see that a
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·1· ·little bit better.

·2· · · · Um, and so you can see that for each district, it

·3· ·shows you those numbers. And then at the bottom, it

·4· ·has a bunch of other statistics that it just runs

·5· ·automatically. So I'll -- this is what a summary

·6· ·report -- a population summary report will look like.

·7· · · · I'll go back to the redistricting software here

·8· ·and show you how we get there. So you just go up to

·9· ·your redistricting window and then you would go down

10· ·to reports. And then all of these, in this window

11· ·here, are all of the different types of reports you

12· ·can run.

13· · · · Now, I didn't select any areas in the map, so if

14· ·I select one of these types of reports, um, so we

15· ·could do a population summary report. I can do all the

16· ·districts or all except for the unassigned, which is,

17· ·in this case, the same thing.

18· · · · So it would be all the districts and then I would

19· ·hit the run tab. When I hit the run tab, then you

20· ·would get a report generated that looks like the one I

21· ·just showed you and it would include all of the 47

22· ·districts, because that's what I've reported on.

23· · · · Now, for the really tricky part, I'm going to see

24· ·if I can get it to do a report on a selection. So this

25· ·is, um, you won't be able to see it well, but we can
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·1· ·always do this for you or we can walk you through it.

·2· · · · You have a little icon up here that looks like a

·3· ·funnel, essentially, and it takes you to this box that

·4· ·says district selection and you click one of these

·5· ·icons. And then you want to go ahead and -- I'll just

·6· ·click a county to make it easy.

·7· · · · And then that is now going to be -- oops. Oh,

·8· ·okay, it wants to give me this county instead. So that

·9· ·is my selection. And so then, just for example

10· ·purposes, you still go back to redistricting at the

11· ·top menu.

12· · · · You run down to reports and then you choose the

13· ·type of report you want to run and then here, in the

14· ·report on button, there will be an option for

15· ·selection. And again, I know that's a few different

16· ·steps.

17· · · · We can create a document that kind of shows you

18· ·how to do it. We're happy to answer questions, walk

19· ·you through it, do it for you. I just want to show you

20· ·that it is possible, then, to choose a selection on

21· ·your map.

22· · · · And instead of running the report for all 47

23· ·districts, you can do it for one or two districts or

24· ·counties or whatever the layer is that you have

25· ·selected. And then you just hit run and that report
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·1· ·will come up for that selected part of the state.

·2· · · · Are there any questions?

·3· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Committee members, I will tell

·4· ·you from personal experience that the three people

·5· ·sitting here from legislative council can provide you

·6· ·all the expertise you want.

·7· · · · Just schedule some time with them if you want to

·8· ·come out and discuss a concept for your area or

·9· ·whatever. You know, obviously they can't take all of

10· ·us in one day, so I would ask that -- well, some of

11· ·them might take a little longer, Representative

12· ·Bellew, than you would.

13· · · · So I -- that's why, you know, I want to give them

14· ·-- I want to give them a little extra time there. But

15· ·you know, just -- yeah -- yeah.

16· · · · So give them a heads up and ask what will work

17· ·out and they're very good to work with and I'm

18· ·convinced the, uh, documentation plans that they've

19· ·come up with should be used nationwide, because they

20· ·are really, really good.

21· · · · So anyway, I just wanted -- I mean, it's there

22· ·for members of this committee. Call them, schedule it

23· ·and let them work with you.

24· · · · And I know new people have the computers today

25· ·and I know that these -- these three people and others
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·1· ·of legislative council will be glad to help you with

·2· ·them any way possible. They work very good, but I did

·3· ·have to come out to do it.

·4· · · · It was a lot easier for them to have me in front

·5· ·of them than trying to explain it to me over the

·6· ·phone. You can understand that Representative Bellew?

·7· ·Okay. Thank you.

·8· · · · Okay, are we -- we're done with that? Okay.

·9· · · · MS. NESS:· Mr. Chairman, if I might, um, just

10· ·mention, the committee, uh, does have that select

11· ·number of actual laptops with this software on it, but

12· ·that doesn't mean there aren't other tools available

13· ·for other individuals to be able to kind of see and

14· ·draw maps.

15· · · · I know it was mentioned in 2011, uh, Dave's

16· ·Redistricting. If you just Google Dave's

17· ·Redistricting, you get kind of a similar thing where

18· ·you can draw maps and kind of see different ideas for

19· ·districts.

20· · · · And so for those members of the public that might

21· ·think, well, I don't have access to this software and

22· ·these fancy computers, there is another tool that's

23· ·more publicly available, um, online.

24· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Thank you. Um, we have -- I

25· ·think we have time, as we will at every meeting that
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·1· ·we have before we get into some, uh, um, future

·2· ·planning, for comments from the general public.

·3· · · · And there is letters here from the, uh, um, two

·4· ·different -- two different groups. Uh, uh, secretary

·5· ·of League of Women Voters of North Dakota and the, uh,

·6· ·North Dakota's Voter's First group and I know that

·7· ·there's several groups working together on this.

·8· · · · And that is here in writing in your committee.

·9· ·Please take it and read it and study what they have to

10· ·say. Is -- is there anyone else here in the public

11· ·today?

12· · · · I know this is just the initial meeting that has

13· ·something that they want to say today? Otherwise we'll

14· ·move on. Let's -- you've got like this too? Yeah.

15· ·Yeah. Did you get one?

16

17· · · · [202108260956_Redistricting Committee_21573 pt4]

18

19· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· -- one? [inaudible]

20· · · · MR. PURDUE:· Chairman Devlin, members of the

21· ·committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify

22· ·today. My name is Matt Purdue. I'm testifying on

23· ·behalf of North Dakota Farmer's Union.

24· · · · NDFU recognizes the challenging task before the

25· ·committee and we appreciate this opportunity and
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·1· ·future opportunities to provide input.

·2· · · · Uh, NDFU's member-driven policy and action states

·3· ·three basic principles that we feel ought to be

·4· ·followed in the redistricting process.

·5· · · · Those principles that districts should cross as

·6· ·few county lines as possible, seek to retain

·7· ·communities of common interest within district

·8· ·boundaries and give geographical balance to our

·9· ·legislature.

10· · · · NDFU is particularly concerned by the loss of

11· ·rural representation, uh, through the redistricting

12· ·process. Um, obviously you all have seen the map.

13· ·We've had pretty significant growth.

14· · · · Uh, the state's population as a whole. But we've

15· ·had 30 counties who have lost or that have lost

16· ·population. And so we are concerned that as the, uh,

17· ·state's population gravitates towards urban areas, um,

18· ·a couple key dynamics will impact rural voters.

19· · · · First, we will have some areas of the state where

20· ·districts become much, much larger. Um, our members

21· ·are concerned that the larger the district gets, the

22· ·less they have an opportunity to directly interact

23· ·with their elected officials.

24· · · · The other dynamic is that members or -- or, uh,

25· ·citizens of North Dakota who currently live in
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·1· ·primarily rural districts will find themselves living

·2· ·in districts that are urban, rural split.

·3· · · · And that's a concern for many of our members who

·4· ·feel, especially if the rural population is in a

·5· ·minority there, that their concerns will be, uh,

·6· ·drowned out, uh, really, by the urban constituents.

·7· · · · We feel that one of the, uh, ways to address this

·8· ·issue, particularly in those two situations that I

·9· ·highlighted, is to consider or explore possibilities

10· ·to subdivide districts for purposes of house

11· ·representation.

12· · · · Uh, North Dakota is one of only 10 states that

13· ·currently uses multi-member districts, uh, and we feel

14· ·that single member house districts, um, may provide

15· ·more geographic bounds to our legislature and better

16· ·retain communities of common interest within those

17· ·boundaries.

18· · · · Uh, so with that, uh, again, we would encourage

19· ·the committee to explore that as a possibility. Uh,

20· ·appreciate the opportunity to testify today. Uh, and

21· ·you may see I -- I reference regional meetings.

22· · · · I realize I may have jumped the gun on that, uh,

23· ·but we do think that -- that regional opportunity to

24· ·provide input is really important to this process. So

25· ·thank you and I will stand for any questions.
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·1· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Any questions? Senator Klein?

·2· · · · MR. KLEIN:· Mr. Chairman and Matt and I think --

·3· ·am I not clear that today's meeting is everywhere?

·4· ·That anyone can participate today?

·5· · · · I guess we haven't talked about that much, but

·6· ·what we've done with all this technology has provided

·7· ·an opportunity for people from every corner of the

·8· ·state not having to drive to any particular community.

·9· · · · Uh, your members are aware of that, I hope?

10· · · · MR. PURDUE:· Mr. Chairman, Senator Klein, uh,

11· ·yes, they certainly are aware of that. Um, I think, as

12· ·you all recognize and as we learned through the

13· ·pandemic, there are a lot of ways that we can stay

14· ·connected virtually.

15· · · · I think that there's also a lot of value in being

16· ·able to have that face-to-face interaction. So yes,

17· ·our members do appreciate that, uh, the virtual

18· ·opportunities are available. Uh, we also see, uh,

19· ·value in, uh, regional opportunities to engage face-

20· ·to-face. Thank you.

21· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Thank you. Representative

22· ·Boschee.

23· · · · MR. BOSCHEE:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think

24· ·just to point out, though, Senator Klein's comment is

25· ·that people can observe, but we don't have the
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·1· ·capabilities right now for people to engage or to

·2· ·communicate back with us.

·3· · · · Uh, so you know, for instance, the folks -- uh,

·4· ·Mr. Purdue, who is here, had to come here to testify.

·5· ·He wasn't able to testify virtually.

·6· · · · MS. NESS:· Uh, Mr. Chairman, members of the

·7· ·committee. Today, uh, our meeting was live streamed.

·8· ·Um, we have a Teams option right now for committee

·9· ·members only or the presenters that are actually

10· ·scheduled.

11· · · · So for instance, if Mr. Williams wouldn't have

12· ·been able to fly in today, he was one of our scheduled

13· ·presenters that the committee had specifically

14· ·requested present in front of it.

15· · · · So he would have, uh, been able to receive a

16· ·Teams link that we've used in interim committees. I

17· ·also mentioned at the outset those rules of procedure

18· ·that the committee follows.

19· · · · Again, in-person, uh, attendance is encouraged by

20· ·committee members, but if a committee member is ill or

21· ·has some other reasons, they can receive a Teams link.

22· · · · Um, at this time, uh, the committee, uh, was not

23· ·set up for -- today for members of the public to

24· ·interact via Teams, kind of like they did during the

25· ·legislative session. It's just a live stream only.
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·1· · · · Uh, however, you know, individuals that contacted

·2· ·me about participating in the committee, uh, I always

·3· ·let them know that they can provide written testimony

·4· ·if they don't wish to appear in person and, um, that

·5· ·testimony would be distributed by our staff if that

·6· ·was their option.

·7· · · · So at this time, we don't have that -- this

·8· ·meeting was not set up for Teams for individuals from

·9· ·the public to participate, but that is something that

10· ·could be at the discretion of the committee at -- at a

11· ·later date, they want to allow Teams participation

12· ·from the public.

13· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Okay, committee. Let's -- let's

14· ·talk a little bit about -- I mean, I, you know, at

15· ·least the people in the session know that I spent my

16· ·whole life in the newspaper business, but I thought

17· ·when we just got done with the legislative session,

18· ·we'd -- half million people in the state participated

19· ·in the legislative process from a distance and I

20· ·suspect that we're going to be able to do that as we

21· ·go through this as well.

22· · · · Um, you know, the question is whether you need to

23· ·have meetings all the way across the state and I guess

24· ·the committee has to decide that. You know.

25· · · · Um, we did, in the past, it wasn't always very
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·1· ·well attended, but we did -- but we didn't have the

·2· ·virtual options that we have today.

·3· · · · And, um, you know, if -- if the committee thinks

·4· ·we have to go outside the Bismarck [inaudible] some

·5· ·areas, then we may need to make that decision now,

·6· ·because the legislative council, it takes them two

·7· ·hours to go out -- or two hours to set up all of the

·8· ·electronic equipment when they get to, let's say they

·9· ·have it in Finley, a major hub, Representative Bellew.

10· · · · So two hours when they set it up in Finley and

11· ·another two hours to take it down, plus the time

12· ·they're there. So it is -- you know, because we're

13· ·doing it virtually across the state, it isn't an easy

14· ·thing to do and we want to make sure anybody in the

15· ·state can see everything we do.

16· · · · And we'll have to work through the questions as

17· ·well, but, you know, what is your -- what are your

18· ·thoughts? I mean, I need to know. What are your

19· ·thoughts about going out or can we run it the way we

20· ·did the legislative session or is there one or two

21· ·places you want to go?

22· · · · Um, Representative Bellew.

23· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I -- I

24· ·guess from a personal standpoint I would just as soon

25· ·that we have them here in Bismarck and somehow allow
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·1· ·the public, if necessary, like we did during the

·2· ·session in our committees.

·3· · · · You know, it's, um, beamed out to them or

·4· ·whatever is done, but, uh, the -- the public, if I

·5· ·remember right, could, uh, do -- do testimony, uh,

·6· ·right at the first part of the committee meeting and

·7· ·then -- then we would conduct our meeting or something

·8· ·similar to that. So.

·9· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Schauer.

10· · · · MR. SCHAUER:· Hey, Mr. Chairman. I have no

11· ·problems with going virtual, although I think we

12· ·should go to Cass County live at one particular point.

13· ·At 25 percent of the population, I think it's wise for

14· ·us to get out in that part of the state.

15· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Klein.

16· · · · MR. KLEIN:· Uh, Mr. Chairman, any recollection of

17· ·what happened 10 years ago. I know it was Fargo and

18· ·Devil's Lake. I think those were the only -- and we

19· ·had a -- and we had three more months or four more

20· ·months to -- to work on it.

21· · · · I know we're up against a -- kind of a narrow

22· ·time window, but, uh, I guess I understand the Fargo

23· ·thing, um, certainly, but if -- as Representative

24· ·Bellew said, uh, if -- if you notify staff with

25· ·testimony and we can set you up just like we did in --

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 159 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·in the committees, that from wherever you are, you can

·2· ·provide your testimony live, we -- we can do that yet,

·3· ·even after a session?

·4· · · · Right, Kim?

·5· · · · MR. KOPPELMAN:· That is correct.

·6· · · · MR. KLEIN:· I guess we went to two communities

·7· ·last time and I get the Fargo thing, but, uh, I know

·8· ·it does create additional time and expense for the

·9· ·council and -- and their -- their folks, but maybe

10· ·they want to go to Fargo shopping or something.

11· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· No. Representative Nathe?

12· · · · MR. NATHE:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again, I --

13· ·I wouldn't have a problem or anything with Fargo, but

14· ·just a little historical perspective, 10 years ago, as

15· ·Senator Klein said, we had meetings in Devil's Lake

16· ·and -- and Fargo and probably the number -- the total

17· ·number of public that attended both those meetings

18· ·probably wasn't two dozen.

19· · · · I remember up in Devil's Lake, I think it was

20· ·three or four. That was it.

21· · · · We all drove from all over the state, took our

22· ·time off. I mean, again, I think with what we have now

23· ·with the electronic means and Zoom and everything

24· ·else, uh, I think we can reach far more people if we

25· ·do something along these lines.
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·1· · · · But again, I have no problem with Fargo. I think,

·2· ·uh, Representative Schauer makes a good case for that.

·3· ·Um, we had it at NDSU at the Alumni Center, and again,

·4· ·maybe a handful of people.

·5· · · · I mean, you know, so I'd be interested to see how

·6· ·many people are watching today. It'd be interesting to

·7· ·see that. I bet there's far more people today

·8· ·watching, so -- because it's more accessible than 10

·9· ·years ago we didn't have Zoom. So.

10· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Boschee.

11· · · · MR. BOSCHEE:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

12· · · · Um, well, I can certainly appreciate what's been

13· ·said about, uh, you know, people have more access in

14· ·terms of beaming in from wherever they are and if we

15· ·can set up processes for them to testify from wherever

16· ·they're at, uh, we have to remember that this is a

17· ·once in every 10-year process.

18· · · · And so while there may be some inconveniences to

19· ·us or to our staff and the great work they do, um, I

20· ·do think we should make an effort to have

21· ·conversations with communities that are going to be --

22· ·especially those that are going to be negatively

23· ·impacted.

24· · · · And we can define that differently. It could be

25· ·Cass County because they've grown -- we've grown so
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·1· ·much. It could be rural community or communities,

·2· ·because they're going to get, in some cases, twice as

·3· ·big as they currently are.

·4· · · · Um, so, um, while I understand that we have the

·5· ·technology and the ability for people to participate,

·6· ·um, I think we should try to make every effort to

·7· ·connect with communities, also recognizing we only

·8· ·have two months to do this work.

·9· · · · But it is a once in an every 10-year process that

10· ·we do this.

11· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Boschee, as you

12· ·well know, it was a lot easier when we started at the

13· ·end of April and could go well into the fall

14· ·[inaudible].

15· · · · And the other thing that has come up, it didn't

16· ·come up in this conversation, but had come up earlier

17· ·today when somebody asked me a question that was

18· ·tribal input.

19· · · · And right now what we're doing is the tribal

20· ·relations committee is meeting with every tribe in the

21· ·state this month and they are -- redistricting is one

22· ·of the things they're talking with the tribes about.

23· · · · And then it's my intent, when that is completed

24· ·here, to allow the tribes to present either virtually

25· ·or in person so the committee has an opportunity to
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·1· ·hear from each of the tribes as well.

·2· · · · So I mean, I think that is being done very well

·3· ·with the tribal relations committee and I praise

·4· ·leadership for making that happen and, uh, we will

·5· ·have full input from every tribe that wishes to

·6· ·participate. So.

·7· · · · MS. OBAN:· Mr. Chairman?

·8· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative -- Senator Oban.

·9· · · · MS. OBAN:· Uh, assuming most of our work likely

10· ·will be done, um, by providing access virtually, no

11· ·matter where we're meeting, um, has there been

12· ·thoughts by legislative council on how to make any

13· ·maps we discuss as a, um, as a committee available to

14· ·the public while we're -- while we're talking about

15· ·it?

16· · · · Just as a bill draft would be available, um,

17· ·online to look at while we were discussing during

18· ·session?

19· · · · MS. NESS:· Um, Chairman Devlin, uh, Senator Oban,

20· ·uh, yes, the maps, uh, last, uh, go around in 2011

21· ·were all linked to the minutes.

22· · · · Now we obviously have the technology to broadcast

23· ·things right on the overhead if we're doing a Teams

24· ·meeting, livestream, everyone can pretty much be right

25· ·in the room with you.
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·1· · · · And that's something, um, just like, uh, memos or

·2· ·bill drafts, how we link those to the agenda, maps

·3· ·could easily be linked to the agenda beforehand if --

·4· ·if you wanted to use that option.

·5· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· 326 today. So probably ten

·6· ·times what we had, easy. Uh, what -- was there someone

·7· ·else from the general public that meant to talk that I

·8· ·missed? Sorry about that. Okay.

·9· · · · MS. BROWN:· Is this on? Okay. Uh, good afternoon,

10· ·Chairman Devlin and members of the redistricting

11· ·committee. Uh, thank you for having me here or

12· ·allowing me this time.

13· · · · I am here with Nicole Donaghi of, uh, North

14· ·Dakota Native Vote and, um, as -- my name is Collette

15· ·Brown. Um, I'm the gaming commission executive

16· ·director for the Spirit Lake Casino and Resort and I'm

17· ·here to speak on behalf of the Spirit Lake Nation and

18· ·give some testimony.

19· · · · The Spirit Lake Nation is a federally recognized

20· ·tribe located in the state of North Dakota with

21· ·enrolled membership of 7559 members as of January

22· ·2021.

23· · · · According to the American Community survey, there

24· ·are almost 4000 Native Americans currently living on

25· ·our reservation in North Dakota. Spirit Lake is a
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·1· ·sovereign governed nation by its tribal council.

·2· · · · Tribal operations include schools from elementary

·3· ·through community college, radio stations, a resort

·4· ·and casino, to name a few.

·5· · · · The tribe, in its operations, are major economic

·6· ·drivers in the greater Devil's Lake area, providing

·7· ·jobs and opportunities for many North Dakotans and

·8· ·tribal members. I'm here to advocate on behalf of the

·9· ·tribe and it's members for fair and legal voting

10· ·systems.

11· · · · For the tribe's communities be considered a

12· ·community of interest that should not be split into

13· ·multiple legislative districts.

14· · · · For the use of single member districts to elect

15· ·representatives to the state of house and to demand

16· ·that the North Dakota redistricting committee listen

17· ·to tribal input and hold district meetings and tribal

18· ·consultations on reservations.

19· · · · But as you guy were just discussing, it's

20· ·probably something maybe we guys could set up with,

21· ·um, a virtual invite to each tribe? Uh, tribes across

22· ·the nation have had to fight for their right to vote

23· ·and the Spirit Lake Nation has been at that forefront

24· ·of that fight.

25· · · · In 2000, the United States sued Benson County due
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·1· ·to the county's at large electoral system, which

·2· ·diluted the voting power of Spirit Lake's members in

·3· ·violation of their voting rights.

·4· · · · To settle the case, the county entered into a

·5· ·consent decree, agreeing to abolish the at large

·6· ·system and adopt five single member districts with at

·7· ·least two Native American minority or majority

·8· ·districts.

·9· · · · Despite entering into the consent decree, Benson

10· ·County has gone back into implementing an at large

11· ·election system.

12· · · · As the Native American population has increased

13· ·in Benson County and every census since at least 1990,

14· ·this election system must be reviewed to ensure that

15· ·it complies with the Voting Rights Act.

16· · · · In 2016, the tribe, on behalf of its members,

17· ·sued the North Dakota Secretary of State over the

18· ·state's illegal voter identification requirements that

19· ·would make it impossible for many tribal members to

20· ·vote.

21· · · · In 2020, the parties entered into a mutual agreed

22· ·upon consent decree that will allow for the

23· ·recognition of tribal IDs and allow tribal voters to

24· ·identify their residence on a map due to many tribal

25· ·members lacking a physical street address.
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·1· · · · The right to vote is a fundamental right in our

·2· ·democracy and Spirit Lake will vigorously defend that

·3· ·right of its members. As the state of North Dakota

·4· ·undertakes its redistricting process, the legislature

·5· ·should take several steps first.

·6· · · · It is critical that the legislative comply with

·7· ·the Voting Rights Act. This includes moving away from

·8· ·the at-large districts for the state of house

·9· ·representatives, which may have dilutive effect on a

10· ·minority votes.

11· · · · Where there are tribal communities such as Spirit

12· ·Lake, the legislators should carefully analyze whether

13· ·there should be a single member house districts to

14· ·ensure tribal communities have equitable

15· ·representation.

16· · · · Failure to draw a single member house district

17· ·can dilute the need to vote and may violate the Voting

18· ·Rights Act.

19· · · · Second, a community of interest should --

20· ·standard -- standards should be utilized in

21· ·redistricting, which can take into consideration

22· ·communities that have similar language, culture,

23· ·economics and identity to keep those communities

24· ·together with legislative districts.

25· · · · Spirit Lake and its communities are a community
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·1· ·of interest and should remain in a single legislative

·2· ·district. Splitting the reservation and our

·3· ·communities into multiple districts would dilute the

·4· ·ability of tribal members to elect a representative of

·5· ·their choice.

·6· · · · Third, even though the redistricting schedule is

·7· ·abbreviated, there is no excuse for failing to consult

·8· ·with tribes and take tribal input into account in

·9· ·redistricting process.

10· · · · Many other states have already begun -- begun

11· ·holding redistricting hearings to get feedback

12· ·directly from citizens and tribal governments. This

13· ·process is far too important to ignore the perspective

14· ·of tribal communities.

15· · · · I thank the committee's -- the members of the

16· ·committee for your consideration on these important

17· ·issues and I'm happy to address any questions with

18· ·Nicole.

19· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Questions from the committee?

20· ·Oh, Senator Holmberg isn't here and he's obviously

21· ·been doing this a little longer than -- than some of

22· ·the rest of us, but it has been one of our standards,

23· ·ever since I was involved, that we do not split a

24· ·reservation.

25· · · · MS. BROWN:· Thank you.
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·1· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· You know, that just is -- does

·2· ·not happen in North Dakota. Um, I believe that the,

·3· ·uh, that the, uh, legislative meeting with -- that

·4· ·your tribe is scheduled for next week.

·5· · · · I'm not on that committee, but I think that it

·6· ·is, but we will still want to have a meeting with

·7· ·Spirit Lake Nation as part of, you know, when we reach

·8· ·out to all the tribes. So we will do everything we can

·9· ·to have input from the tribes so we do not split a

10· ·reservation in North Dakota.

11· · · · That does not happen.

12· · · · MS. BROWN:· Thank you, Chairman. And our meeting

13· ·is set for September 1.

14· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Oh, okay. Thank you.

15· · · · MS. BROWN:· Thank you.

16· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Thank you. I guess that was it.

17· ·So is there anyone else today that I missed? I

18· ·apologize, I didn't see the representatives from

19· ·Spirit Lake to speak. Me.

20· · · · MR. DAVIS:· Hello, uh, Chairman, committee

21· ·members. I'm Nathan Davis. I'm the new executive

22· ·director [inaudible] affairs and I just wanted to, uh,

23· ·go on record to something that you just stated, uh,

24· ·Chairman.

25· · · · Uh, last week, we were up in the Turtle Mountains
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·1· ·with the tribal state relations committee. Uh, next

·2· ·week we'll be in MHA on the 31st and Spirit Lake on

·3· ·the 1st. So I think maybe these are some topics of

·4· ·discussion we can, uh, engage with tribal nations on.

·5· ·Tribal leaders.

·6· · · · Uh, we are still tentatively setting a date for,

·7· ·uh, the Standing Rock Sioux tribe and I think it would

·8· ·be a great first step to kind of begin these

·9· ·discussions with tribal leaders and, um, I can set up

10· ·any -- any correspondence, any meetings that we may

11· ·need to follow up on what the committee -- and I just

12· ·want you to know my office will be -- will be

13· ·available to assist in those endeavors.

14· · · · So I just wanted to go on the record and let you

15· ·all know.

16· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· And we appreciate that. I mean,

17· ·it was -- that was very important to us, that the

18· ·tribal relations committee reach out to each tribe in

19· ·the state and start that process and then we will

20· ·probably work with your office when we want to have

21· ·each tribe have an opportunity to -- to testify of

22· ·this committee.

23· · · · Whatever works best for them, virtually or in

24· ·person, but we will work through your office to do

25· ·that.

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 170 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· · · · MR. DAVIS:· Okay, thank you, Chairman. Committee

·2· ·members, I just want to, once again, go on the record

·3· ·and say we will be available --

·4· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yeah.

·5· · · · MR. DAVIS:· -- to assist and if there's any, uh,

·6· ·comments or concerns I may be able to answer now, I

·7· ·guess I'll feel free to take any questions that you

·8· ·may have in regards to tribal relations or, uh,

·9· ·setting up future, uh, consultation.

10· · · · If not, I just wanted to pop in real quick. I

11· ·know I'm on a call with Chairman Yankton as we speak

12· ·right now, on some other issues. So he apologized for

13· ·not being able to be here. Um, but if there's anything

14· ·else, I guess I'll take my leave.

15· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Thank you.

16· · · · MR. DAVIS:· Yeah. Thank you.

17· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Senator Holmberg?

18· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Mr. Chairman. Uh, one of the

19· ·things, as you -- as you go forth, which we have done

20· ·in the past, is to put parameters around what we're

21· ·doing so that we don't have, uh, Senator Klein over

22· ·there working on his master plan of 54 districts and

23· ·someone else doing 42 districts and someone else.

24· · · · So I would like to make a motion and see what the

25· ·-- the, um, feeling of this committee is like and you
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·1· ·know all the arguments. You can say, you know, growing

·2· ·government, not growing government, increasing, uh,

·3· ·access to legislators.

·4· · · · I would make a motion that we, uh, go forward

·5· ·with -- with a plan of 47 districts as we have right

·6· ·now. Remember, South Dakota has 35 districts and they

·7· ·are bigger than us. So I would like to make that

·8· ·motion and see what happens.

·9· · · · MS. OBAN:· Second.

10· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Second.

11· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Second by Representative

12· ·Bellew, I believe. Well, you were a little quicker.

13· ·Yeah, so. Discussion. Representative Monson?

14· · · · MR. MONSON:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I think

15· ·it's a little premature to be settling on just 47 or

16· ·49 or whatever the number is until we've all had a

17· ·chance to maybe get a computer and play with a couple

18· ·different, uh, versions.

19· · · · I am leaning toward 47 districts, uh, I just

20· ·don't know that we are quite ready for that. But, um,

21· ·we have to move quickly, I understand that. We don't

22· ·have the luxury of taking a long time to look at a

23· ·bunch of different plans that might have anywhere from

24· ·54 to 42 districts.

25· · · · So just my thought, it might be a little bit

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 172 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·early, but --

·2· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yeah, I certainly understand

·3· ·what you're saying, Representative Monson. Just I

·4· ·think in the abbreviated timeframe, you know, we don't

·5· ·want people coming in with three different size plans

·6· ·and then trying to, you know, sort it out.

·7· · · · I mean, uh, you know, when I look at it as a

·8· ·rural legislator, I could understand the argument, but

·9· ·you still get down to there's roughly 600 people

10· ·between the two. It doesn't do me much good in rural

11· ·North Dakota.

12· · · · If it was 2000 or 1000 or whatever, it would make

13· ·a difference, but it doesn't at this point. But

14· ·whatever the committee wants to do. Do you want to

15· ·wait on --

16· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Mr. Chairman?

17· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yes. Representative Bellew, I'm

18· ·sorry.

19· · · · MR. BELLEW:· If -- if I remember right, now,

20· ·Representative Nathe or Senator Holmberg can correct

21· ·me if I'm wrong, but we made the decision in our first

22· ·meeting 10 years ago to go with the 47 districts.

23· · · · And I think we should make that decision now,

24· ·today, or decide what we're going to do, anyway.

25· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative?
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·1· · · · MR. HEADLAND:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Uh, just

·2· ·curious, uh, with that in mind, have you got an idea

·3· ·of how many times you expect this committee will meet?

·4· · · · Uh, you know, the more opportunities we have to

·5· ·meet, maybe the more we don't need to rush into the --

·6· ·and settle on the number of districts. I -- I don't

·7· ·have any idea what you've got in mind.

·8· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Um, I'm trying to find -- here.

·9· ·Representative Headland, you know, I -- we know we had

10· ·a schedule earlier that we looked at, that just gave

11· ·us some basic dates, but, um, at a couple of those --

12· ·I think until this committee starts getting some, not

13· ·plans, but some concepts from legislators, we can't do

14· ·much.

15· · · · You know, and it's my thought that if we're going

16· ·to do Cass County, if that's what the -- the

17· ·legislature feels or this committee feels, we should

18· ·do that early on.

19· · · · You know, that first week at September and then

20· ·after that, start having two day a week meetings and

21· ·start looking at the concepts and see if we can pull

22· ·this together.

23· · · · It's pretty easy for me to lay out a play for my

24· ·district, but it's a little tougher when I start

25· ·looking at all the other ones. I -- I think we need to
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·1· ·have some concepts, uh, to go on, and I think we need

·2· ·to do that sooner rather than later.

·3· · · · Representative Monson?

·4· · · · MR. MONSON:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So this

·5· ·isn't really relevant, I guess, to the motion that we

·6· ·have at hand, but you brought up, um, okay, so if

·7· ·we're going to have two-day meetings and we're going

·8· ·to have four of those, that would be eight. Eight

·9· ·meetings.

10· · · · Are you planning on full two days each time or

11· ·what do you have in mind there?

12· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Personally, Representative

13· ·Monson, I think it may be more like six meetings. The

14· ·three weeks after that meeting in Fargo, if that's

15· ·what we do.

16· · · · Um, I'm -- you know, and I may be very naï¿½ve,

17· ·because I've not been involved in this as many times

18· ·as Representative Holmberg has, but I believe that we

19· ·need to have our work done by the end of September,

20· ·hopefully.

21· · · · So that's going to mean a meeting in -- a meeting

22· ·in, say, Fargo the -- let's say the 8th of September

23· ·and then three meetings in a row here to go over the

24· ·concepts and see if we can bring all these different

25· ·factors together and -- and do it.
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·1· · · · I believe the 47-district question has to be

·2· ·decided today, because I don't know of any way that

·3· ·you could start laying out these concepts without

·4· ·doing that. So Representative Nathe?

·5· · · · MR. NATHE:· Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Uh,

·6· ·Representative Bellew is absolutely right. Ten years

·7· ·ago, we took this, uh, question up right away. Um, and

·8· ·as you stated, we had a lot longer timeframe.

·9· · · · This time we're under a condensed time -- we're

10· ·under -- we're under the pressure to get this done in

11· ·a short amount of time. Uh, the other thing that's

12· ·going to really -- is a challenge for us, is the

13· ·number of computers.

14· · · · We only have, you know, four computers for 16

15· ·people and we're from all over the state. So I like

16· ·your idea also -- I support the 47.

17· · · · I like your idea of meeting a couple times a week

18· ·so when we're here we can work on the computer with

19· ·LC, share the computer with somebody else who needs

20· ·the -- who needs it, because the avail -- the computer

21· ·availability is a big question.

22· · · · That's a big challenge. So, uh, um, I think we

23· ·should stick with the 47 and, as you said, Mr.

24· ·Chairman, uh, start, uh, knocking out these, uh,

25· ·ideas.
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·1· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· And as I pointed out earlier,

·2· ·Representative Nathe, I mean, the -- the council staff

·3· ·does have the computers here as well.

·4· · · · So there's members of this committee that want to

·5· ·come into Bismarck like I did the other day, whether

·6· ·you have the committee or not -- or excuse me, the

·7· ·committee, the computer or not, you will be able to

·8· ·work through [inaudible].

·9· · · · They will help you do that. You know, and -- and

10· ·like I said, only thing I would ask, out of respect of

11· ·their time, is you try to schedule that and if two or

12· ·three of you want to come in or something at the same

13· ·time to discuss the same issues, just schedule that

14· ·with council staff.

15· · · · MR. NATHE:· And just so they know, you have to do

16· ·it with them present, correct?

17· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Right, right.

18· · · · MR. NATHE:· Yeah, in their office. So that's --

19· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Right.

20· · · · MR. NATHE:· -- you know, I kind of hate to be in

21· ·there working on it while Emily is working on her job,

22· ·so it's, uh, but yeah, you're exactly right.

23· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· They will -- they will arrange

24· ·the time for you. Representative Lefor, did you have

25· ·something?
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·1· · · · MR. LEFOR:· Yes, uh, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Um,

·2· ·I guess I'd like to know if that software that's

·3· ·available that we're talking about, Dave's or whatever

·4· ·it's called, can that be downloaded into Maptitude?

·5· · · · Because if it could, then you can go on to that

·6· ·internet software. I've seen it. And if that could be

·7· ·downloaded, then everybody'd have access to it.

·8· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, Mr. Chairman and

·9· ·Representative Lefor, offhand, I haven't played much

10· ·with the Dave's redistricting, so kind of trying to

11· ·get up to speed on our software, so I wouldn't off the

12· ·cuff be able to answer that, but we can look into that

13· ·and see if they're mergeable.

14· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· We discussed this 10 years ago,

15· ·but I forgot about it this time and, uh, Emily has

16· ·what it costs to add one district. I know that was

17· ·part of the conversation last session and I think I

18· ·would ask her to present that now, just so you know

19· ·before.

20· · · · And then we'll do a rollcall vote on the 47

21· ·districts.

22· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Just as a refresher, uh, 2011, the

23· ·last time we had a redistricting cycle, the committee

24· ·did consider if they wanted to expand it, you know,

25· ·within that 40 to 54, uh, district range and they
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·1· ·looked at the cost of what it would be to add one more

·2· ·legislative district, which in our state would mean

·3· ·three more legislators, a senator and two

·4· ·representatives in each district.

·5· · · · And so the cost for that, and that was looking at

·6· ·a 10-year cost period, because of course until you

·7· ·redistrict again, that's going to be your fixed cost

·8· ·for those three additional individuals.

·9· · · · And so they looked at things like the monthly

10· ·salary, health insurance, pay, mileage, lodging, all

11· ·those costs, and the figure came out to almost $1.2,

12· ·um, million, for those three additional legislators.

13· · · · And again, we're looking at, um, 2011 salaries

14· ·and costs, so -- you could pretty safely assume that

15· ·might be higher today.

16· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· I'm sorry, Senator Klein?

17· · · · MR. KLEIN:· Well, Mr. Chairman, um, I sense we

18· ·are kind of pushing our way into this, but you know,

19· ·um, and I might support the motion, but if -- if

20· ·Representative Headland goes home and -- and figures

21· ·out 49 and he brings it back and shows that it's a --

22· ·a reasonable, rational, uh, map, uh, would -- are we

23· ·just saying now that we would never consider that?

24· · · · Because, uh, but -- but he's done that on his own

25· ·time and his own effort, as some of us tried to last
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·1· ·time, uh, figure out a way to make it, uh, our

·2· ·districts less than five counties.

·3· · · · But, uh, I see that being -- 47, 49, you hit on

·4· ·it, 600 people. I still need -- I need 2400, so I need

·5· ·another three times that or so. I get that, but I hope

·6· ·we're not -- by passing this motion, I get it.

·7· · · · We're -- we're suggesting 47, but if -- if

·8· ·there's a member and the software will allow that,

·9· ·will that not -- uh, wouldn't we say 49, then we could

10· ·work from that point. So, um, uh, I hope we're not

11· ·just slamming the door on some individual who wants to

12· ·-- to work on that.

13· · · · And I understand, you know, a growing government

14· ·and those comments, but, uh, um, yeah, the geography

15· ·is growing. I know South Dakota's got 35. I -- I did

16· ·have, uh, someone sent me, uh, the picture of South

17· ·Dakota's map.

18· · · · Um, they -- they've got like some districts have

19· ·seven counties. I get it, but, um, you know, we are

20· ·probably the closest -- I think we are very close to

21· ·our people and, um, you know, I hate to -- to see it,

22· ·um, diluted any more, but, uh, I just don't want to

23· ·slam the door on anybody that wants to go through

24· ·those efforts.

25· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· And your point is well taken. I
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·1· ·understand that too, I -- but I also really don't want

·2· ·14 members of the committee designing different size

·3· ·districts if we're most likely going to end up with

·4· ·47, but I have absolutely no problem at all if

·5· ·Representative Headland can come up with a really good

·6· ·49, because I would like that a lot.

·7· · · · MR. KLEIN:· Mr. Chairman, if -- if 14 of them do,

·8· ·that only leaves two that have got 47, so certainly

·9· ·we'd be on track then and we'd be -- we'd be -- we'd

10· ·be very close.

11· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Well, I would hope the

12· ·committee would always be open to a new idea and

13· ·that's what it would be at that stage, but I think --

14· ·I think you need a starting point and if everybody is

15· ·starting to design a plan, whether it's on the public

16· ·one or on the one that you've got the computer

17· ·[inaudible] or working with legislative staff, it'd be

18· ·kind of nice if we were at the same page, uh, at least

19· ·to start.

20· · · · And then, like I say, if Representative Headland

21· ·comes up with that, I am just fine with that. Rural

22· ·North Dakota, I'd like that. I'd go to 54, but I don't

23· ·think the rest of you would do that either, so.

24· · · · Uh, Representative Monson.

25· · · · MR. MONSON:· So Mr. Chairman, you're saying this
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·1· ·is -- the 47 is pretty much in stone, but it isn't

·2· ·chiseled there for sure?

·3· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yeah. I'm saying the 47 is for

·4· ·planning purposes.

·5· · · · MR. MONSON:· Okay.

·6· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· And that's what, you know,

·7· ·people are working on. But if somebody comes up with a

·8· ·concept that's different than that, they should always

·9· ·be welcome to present it. So.

10· · · · Well, poll the committee.

11· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· If I may just, uh, jump in. We've

12· ·received some input on the previous question for

13· ·Dave's redistricting. Um, it looks like you can, um,

14· ·export a shape file from that software, so that is

15· ·something that we could upload in ours.

16· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· I think we're ready to vote on

17· ·Senator Holmberg's motion to start 47 for the planning

18· ·purposes.

19· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative, uh, Devlin?

20· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Aye.

21· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Bellew?

22· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Yes.

23· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Boschee?

24· · · · MR. BOSCHEE:· Yes.

25· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Headland?
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·1· ·MR. HEADLAND:· Yes.

·2· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Lefor?

·3· ·MR. LEFOR:· Yes.

·4· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Monson?

·5· ·MR. MONSON:· Yes.

·6· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Nathe?

·7· ·MR. NATHE:· Yes.

·8· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Representative Schauer?

·9· ·MR. SCHAUER:· Yes.

10· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Holmberg?

11· ·MR. HOLMBERG:· Aye.

12· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Bekkedahl?

13· ·MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Aye.

14· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Burkhard?

15· ·MR. BURKHARD:· Aye.

16· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Erbele?

17· ·MR. ERBELE:· Aye.

18· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Klein?

19· ·MR. KLEIN:· Aye.

20· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Oban?

21· ·MS. OBAN:· Yes.

22· ·MS. THOMPSON:· Senator Poolman?

23· ·MS. POOLMAN:· Aye.

24· ·MS. THOMPSON:· And Senator Sorvaag?

25· ·MR. SORVAAG:· Aye.
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·1· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· And the motion passes.

·2· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Thank you. The, um, if we're

·3· ·going to do Cass County, would -- would the committee

·4· ·be open to doing Cass County on the first Wednesday in

·5· ·September?

·6· · · · I hate to meet the day after Labor Day, because

·7· ·some of you might have travel plans, but if we're

·8· ·going to -- I'd like to get that set up, which is the

·9· ·8th. And then after that, we'll do twice a week until

10· ·the end of September and -- huh?

11· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Are there going to be two days in

12· ·Cass County?

13· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· No. Just the one day.

14· · · · MR. BELLEW:· Just the one day in Cass County?

15· ·Okay.

16· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yeah.

17· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· Mr. Chairman?

18· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Um, Senator Bekkedahl.

19· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· My -- my only conflict is then if

20· ·we do the next week in Bismarck, I'll have to leave

21· ·early on Thursday if that's a meeting day, because I

22· ·have a dental CE class in Fargo on that evening I have

23· ·to get to.

24· · · · So, um, I can be at Fargo the first week, it just

25· ·means if we're in Bismarck the next week I might have
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·1· ·to leave early on a Thursday to get there, so.

·2· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Or would Tuesday and Wednesday

·3· ·be -- work better for the committee after the initial

·4· ·meeting in Fargo?

·5· · · · MR. BEKKEDAHL:· That would be fine with me. I'm

·6· ·just -- I just want to make sure I'm here as many

·7· ·times as I can and that's my only conflict and I

·8· ·wanted to make aware of it, so thank you.

·9· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yeah. I only -- Senator, I only

10· ·did Wednesday in Fargo mainly because I know that a

11· ·lot of people go away for Labor Day or whatever and

12· ·having a Tuesday just doesn't work, so I thought

13· ·Wednesday would be better.

14· · · · But I have no problem if the committee, you know,

15· ·you can let council staff know, but if Tuesday,

16· ·Wednesday is better for us for those other meetings,

17· ·then over the last week we have to add a third day, we

18· ·can do that.

19· · · · MS. OBAN:· Mr. Chairman?

20· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yes, I'm sorry.

21· · · · MS. OBAN:· Is it possible for us to set these,

22· ·like the entire month of September as much as we

23· ·possibly can right now?

24· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yep.

25· · · · MS. OBAN:· I mean, I hate to be a pain, but some
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·1· ·of us have to make work arrangements and child

·2· ·arrangements and --

·3· · · · MS. POOLMAN:· I already called a sub for all the

·4· ·days that you had on the calendar, so yeah, if we

·5· ·could rearrange and -- and definitely define that,

·6· ·that would be awesome.

·7· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Is Tuesday, Wednesday better

·8· ·for the committee than Wednesday, Thursday? Because

·9· ·it's immaterial to me, but is one better than the

10· ·other? You think Tuesday, Wednesday is better?

11· · · · [inaudible]

12· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Uh, October 15. Tuesday,

13· ·Wednesday is better? Okay. Then my thought would be

14· ·that we would meet --

15· · · · MS. OBAN:· There's already a government

16· ·administration meeting on Tuesday the 14th.

17· · · · [inaudible]

18· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Oh.

19· · · · MS. OBAN:· Admin.

20· · · · [inaudible]

21· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Uh, committee, the bad news is

22· ·there's several other committee meetings on those

23· ·various Tuesdays, so I mean, I understand your issue,

24· ·Senator, but --

25· · · · MALE:· Mr. -- Mr. Chairman, I think a lot of them
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·1· ·did, because [inaudible].

·2· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yeah, [inaudible]. So I will

·3· ·take full blame for that. Um, so let us go for

·4· ·September 8, which is a Wednesday in Fargo so they can

·5· ·set that up.

·6· · · · MALE:· The 15th and 16th or what?

·7· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· 15th and 16th, 22nd and 23rd

·8· ·and hope -- and hopefully we won't have to be here

·9· ·29th and 30th in Bismarck.

10· · · · MALE:· Okay. Okay.

11· · · · MALE:· And Mr. Chairman, it's budget section on

12· ·the 30th.

13· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Okay, so then could we do the -

14· ·- what about the 28th?

15· · · · MALE:· Right, the office [inaudible].

16· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Oh, higher ed tentative?

17· · · · [inaudible]

18· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Well, let -- let us set just

19· ·the -- anybody on higher ed on this committee? I don't

20· ·think so. Okay, so then we're [inaudible]. So it's

21· ·Wednesday, Thursday, Wednesday, Thursday, Tuesday,

22· ·Wednesday.

23· · · · MALE:· Okay. What are the dates?

24· · · · [crosstalk]

25· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Well, I'm wondering if we can

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-7   Filed 05/22/23   Page 187 of 271

http://www.huseby.com


·1· ·do these two then -- okay. Yeah, at the end of the

·2· ·month, it'll probably be the 28th and 29th, which is a

·3· ·Tuesday, Wednesday, just to work around some other

·4· ·things.

·5· · · · But we would have a little time to adjust that as

·6· ·we go along here.

·7· · · · MR. BELLEW:· And Mr. Chairman, one -- one final

·8· ·thing. You said it takes legislative council how long

·9· ·to draft it? Like 20 days or? Or?

10· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, we had tentatively looked at

11· ·possibly two weeks, and for this, we're talking about

12· ·the actual final bill draft. Not just making a map.

13· · · · Uh, the final bill draft that, uh, will be

14· ·submitted to legislative management has to have all of

15· ·those Metes and Bounds description from here to here

16· ·in this county all written out.

17· · · · So that, obviously, takes a little bit longer for

18· ·our staff to make sure. We want to make that accurate.

19· ·But as far as just drawing a map on your computer,

20· ·that's not a -- a two-week thing. It's just the legal

21· ·description. The Metes and Bounds for a statute.

22· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· And I know, uh, there is some

23· ·people with conflicts starting like the first of

24· ·October that are serving on this committee, um, but

25· ·you know, if we're into the first week in October,
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·1· ·we'll work -- we'll work through that too.

·2· · · · But I'm hopeful that we will be able to get done.

·3· ·I'm very optimistic. I've studied the committee

·4· ·makeup, you know, completely. I think we can get this

·5· ·done in time. Uh, Senator Holmberg?

·6· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Um, another issue -- not issue.

·7· ·Another -- I'm done.

·8· · · · MS. POOLMAN:· I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman, but I was

·9· ·talking out of turn and I wasn't listening. Can we go

10· ·through the final, final, what you decided for the

11· ·month of September so I can get the right dates?

12· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yeah.

13· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Uh, Mr. Chairman, uh, Senator

14· ·Poolman, a quick recap of those dates. We're looking

15· ·at, uh, September 8 -- or, yeah September 8, which is

16· ·a Wednesday at Fargo and then Bismarck meetings on

17· ·September 15 and 16, which is a Wednesday, Thursday.

18· · · · September 22 and 23, a Wednesday, Thursday, and

19· ·then again, September 28 and 29, which is Tuesday,

20· ·Wednesday in Bismarck.

21· · · · MALE:· What was that last one?

22· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Twenty-eighth and 29th is the last

23· ·one.

24· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Uh, I wanted Senator Holmberg

25· ·to address something that we want to see in all the
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·1· ·concepts so we make sure we're all on the same page.

·2· ·Um.

·3· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Uh, sorry, there's been a natural

·4· ·disaster that I'm handling. So but here we are.

·5· ·Actually, uh, I'm referring to page 10 of the memo

·6· ·that we had, which lists the various, um, items that

·7· ·we have used in the past as criteria.

·8· · · · Uh, for example, such things as compactness, uh,

·9· ·[inaudible] which I believe is constitutional,

10· ·preservation of political subdivision boundaries, and

11· ·that is really counties.

12· · · · If you recall, uh, last time we had a -- a lot of

13· ·discussion about county lines and at the end of the

14· ·day, we ended up with 33 counties that were not

15· ·divided and there were some counties that had to be

16· ·divided because of just their population or their

17· ·location, which meant that they were kind of on the

18· ·menu and two other counties grabbed those things.

19· · · · Um, and as we heard earlier today -- as we heard

20· ·earlier today, um, that those, uh, issues are -- are,

21· ·um, important and -- and can be used.

22· · · · Uh, preservation of communities of interest,

23· ·cores of prior districts, uh, protection of incumbents

24· ·is one of those that has been articulated as

25· ·traditional practices and obviously compliance with
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·1· ·Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

·2· · · · Those were the things that were in the memo that

·3· ·you had today and I would hope we would certainly keep

·4· ·those in mind as you put together your ideas.

·5· · · · Um, and, uh, so I mean, I would just hope that

·6· ·they could do that, because we've done that in the

·7· ·past and some of it is statutory and some of it is

·8· ·what we have done and some of it is just practical.

·9· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Monson?

10· · · · MR. MONSON:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Can we get

11· ·that list that you just read off?

12· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· It's -- it's in your handout.

13· · · · MR. MONSON:· Oh, it's in the packet?

14· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yep, it's on page --

15· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Yeah, it's -- it's, uh, the last

16· ·page of the redistricting background memo.

17· · · · MR. MONSON:· Okay.

18· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· I knew it was familiar, but I

19· ·didn't know where it was.

20· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Okay.

21· · · · [crosstalk]

22· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Yep. Yep.

23· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Yep, okay, I [inaudible].

24· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Representative Headland?

25· · · · MR. HEADLAND:· Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Uh, for
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·1· ·the respective dates you've picked out, your Tuesday,

·2· ·Wednesday, every week except for September 22 and 23

·3· ·and I guess I didn't hear why we are going Wednesday,

·4· ·Thursday?

·5· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· We -- we looked at the other

·6· ·legislative hearings that were coming up and we were

·7· ·working around that.

·8· · · · MR. HEADLAND:· Okay, so it's hearings?

·9· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Or legislative --

10· · · · MR. HOLMBERG:· Budget section.

11· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Budget section, other

12· ·committees are already scheduled, you know, so.

13· · · · MR. THOMPSON:· Tax committees.

14· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Okay, tax committee, like I

15· ·said, the tribal relations committee will be meeting

16· ·with the tribes starting next week. I think they

17· ·already met with one, I think Mr. Davis said that. So

18· ·is there anything else for this committee today? Last

19· ·chance, Representative Bellew.

20· · · · Are we done?

21· · · · MS. THOMPSON:· Yes.

22· · · · CHAIRMAN DEVLIN:· Thank you very much. I know

23· ·it's been a long day and there's going to be more long

24· ·days, but we'll get through this. So thank you. We're

25· ·adjourned.
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·1

·2

·3· · · · I, Chris Naaden, a transcriber, hereby declare

·4· ·under penalty of perjury that to the best of my

·5· ·ability the above 191 pages contain a full, true and

·6· ·correct transcription of the tape-recording that I

·7· ·received regarding the event listed on the caption on

·8· ·page 1.

·9

10· · · · I further declare that I have no interest in the

11· ·event of the action.

12

13· · · · March 21, 2022

14· · · · Chris Naaden

15

16

17

18· ·(NoDak Redistricting Committee, 8-26-21)

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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NO. 25700-B-675 
 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
 

ORDER REGARDING THE 
WASHINGTON STATE 
REDISTRICTING 
COMMISSION’S LETTER TO 
THE SUPREME COURT ON 
NOVEMBER 16, 2021. 

SWORN 
DECLARATION OF 
SARAH AUGUSTINE, 
CHAIR OF THE 
WASHINGTON 
STATE 
REDISTRICTING 
COMMISSION   
 

 
 I, Sarah Augustine, declare as follows: 

1. I am over eighteen years of age and competent to testify as 

to the matters herein, and I make this declaration based on my 

personal knowledge. I serve as Chair of the Washington State 

Redistricting Commission, a position I have held since February 

5, 2021.  

2. I submit this declaration in response to the Court’s Order 

of November 18, 2021, requesting a detailed timeline of the 

events of November 15, 2021, and November 16, 2021, relevant 

to the Commission’s compliance with its constitutional and 

statutory obligations. 

Case 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS   Document 98-8   Filed 05/22/23   Page 2 of 12



2 

3. Regretfully, the Commission failed to deliver redistricting 

plans to the Legislature by the statutory deadline of 11:59 p.m. 

on Monday, November 15, 2021. I sent a letter to this Court on 

Tuesday, November 16, handing over the work of the 

Commission and humbly requesting that it be given this Court’s 

consideration, since it was based on a bipartisan consensus and 

historic level of public input.  

4. Between public commentary at the Commission’s 17 

public outreach meetings and 22 regular business meetings, more 

than 400 state residents delivered live public testimony about 

maps or about the Commission’s process. Commissioners 

received more than 2,750 comments on their draft maps or on the 

2010 redistricting maps. The Commission received more than 

3,000 emails, website comments, letters, and voicemails. The 

public created 1,300 maps, of which 12 were formally submitted 

as third-party maps. And after adopting the first-ever Tribal 

Consultation Policy for a redistricting commission, 

commissioners and staff communicated with individual Tribes to 
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learn about their interests in the redistricting process. I am proud 

of this historic level of public involvement.  

5. I am also proud of the bipartisan nature of the 

Commission’s work. Washington is unique among states in that 

I, as the Commission-appointed nonpartisan chair, do not vote on 

the plan. Rather, the four legislatively-appointed Commissioners 

must come to a bipartisan agreement to adopt a plan. I am 

thankful for the work, mutual respect, and dedication of all four 

Commissioners.  

6. I will provide a short explanation of the Commission and 

caucus staff referred to in the remainder of my declaration. The 

Commission employs its own non-partisan staff, including 

Executive Director Lisa McLean and others under her 

supervision. I also refer below to caucus staff. These are 

individuals who are not employed by the Commission and over 

whom I have no authority. Rather, they are affiliated with the 

House and Senate Democratic and Republican Caucuses and 

assisted the voting Commissioners in their roles. Caucus staff 
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were responsible for creating maps based on the Commissioners’ 

instructions. I did not have any role in creating the maps and did 

not see the maps until they were uploaded onto the Commission’s 

website on November 16. My knowledge of events occurring 

subsequent to the Commission’s November 15 meeting comes 

from my communications with Commission staff, who were in 

turn communicating with caucus staff as these tasks were 

completed.  

7. As part of the Commission’s redistricting work, the 

Commission licensed redistricting software called EDGE 

Professional Desktop Redistricting as the primary tool for the 

formal creation of final maps and associated data. Caucus staff 

also used Dave’s Redistricting, which is public access districting 

software, for the creation of preliminary maps. With the caveat 

that this is not my area of expertise or responsibility, it is my 

understanding that the Commission used EDGE for final maps 

because it had more capability, such as exportation to shapefile 
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format and other granular analyses, while Dave’s was a quicker 

and more accessible tool.  

8. The Commission held a regular business meeting on 

November 15, 2021, which was the date on which the statutory 

deadline fell for transmitting the plan to the Legislature. The 

meeting began at 7:00 p.m.  

9. At 11:59:28 p.m., the Commission voted to approve a 

congressional districting plan. It is my understanding that the 

congressional districting plan that the Commission voted to 

approve constituted a final agreement resolving all areas of 

dispute.  

10. At 11:59:47 p.m., the Commission voted to approve a 

legislative districting plan. It is my understanding that the 

legislative districting plan that the Commission voted to approve 

constituted a final agreement resolving all areas of dispute. My 

understanding is that when the meeting began at 7:00 p.m., there 

were three outstanding issues of dispute: the composition of 
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legislative districts 28, 44, and 47. The Commission’s vote on 

the final agreement resolved these outstanding issues.  

11. At 12:00:08 a.m., the Commission voted to approve a 

formal resolution adopting the redistricting plan. The 

Commission had previously discussed the resolution at public 

meetings on September 20, 2021, at which Commissioners 

discussed and proposed changes to the wording of a draft 

resolution, and on October 18, 2021, at which Commissioners 

discussed an updated version of the resolution substantially 

identical to the version approved on November 15, except that 

the November 15 version included designations of electronic 

files referenced in the text. At the October 18 meeting, the 

Commissioners had no objections to the updated language, but 

agreed that they would reserve final approval until the meeting 

on November 15. The resolution was signed by myself prior to 

transmittal and was also signed by the voting Commissioners at 

the following times: by Paul Graves at 11:51 p.m., by Joe Fain at 
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11:59 p.m., by April Sims at 12:02 a.m., and by Brady Piñero 

Walkinshaw at 12:04 a.m. 

12. At 12:01:21 a.m., the Commission voted to approve a 

transmittal letter, which is the cover letter to the Senate and 

House Majority and Minority Leaders enclosing the 

Commission’s redistricting plan. The Commission had 

previously discussed the transmittal letter at a public meeting on 

September 20, 2021. The letter approved on November 15 was 

modified from the draft discussed on September 20 in 

accordance with the Commission’s discussion of equivalent 

language in the resolution at the September 20 and October 18 

public meetings. The letter was signed by myself prior to 

transmittal and was also signed by the voting Commissioners at 

the following times: by Paul Graves at 11:52 p.m., by Joe Fain at 

12:01 p.m., by April Sims at 12:01 a.m., and by Brady Piñero 

Walkinshaw at 12:11 a.m. 

13. At 12:01:36 a.m., I adjourned the meeting.  
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14. At 12:13 a.m. on Tuesday, November 16, 2021, the 

Commission’s Executive Director, Lisa McLean, transmitted by 

email the transmittal letter and resolution to the Secretary of the 

Senate and the Chief Clerk of the House.  

15. Ms. McLean’s email did not attach final maps, or the 

written legal description of each district, because the maps had 

not yet been finalized at that time.   

16. It is my understanding that, after the public meeting ended, 

caucus staff finalized the congressional district map in 

accordance with the Commissioners’ agreement, which included 

converting it from Dave’s Redistricting to the EDGE software. 

At 4:37 a.m. on November 16, caucus staff sent the congressional 

map as an EDGE file to the Commission’s Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS) Analyst, Executive Director, and 

Public Outreach Coordinator. The GIS Analyst created text 

descriptions of each district on the basis of this data. That process 

was completed, and the GIS Analyst sent the map and data to the 

Commission’s web developer, at 5:46 a.m. on November 16. My 
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understanding is that Commission staff then posted the 

congressional map on the Commission’s website for a short 

period of time, but took the map down and instead waited to 

upload both the congressional and legislative maps 

simultaneously when both were ready.   

17. It is my understanding that, after the public meeting ended, 

caucus staff finalized the legislative district map to conform to 

the Commission’s agreement, which involved finalizing the 

boundaries of the three districts referenced in paragraph 10. 

During this process, caucus staff took a short break to rest. 

Caucus staff sent the completed map as a Dave’s Redistricting 

export to the Commission’s GIS Analyst at 4:01 p.m. on 

November 16, but there were technical errors with the data 

transfer requiring caucus staff to resend the map at 6:36 p.m. in 

the EDGE format. The GIS Analyst created text descriptions of 

each district on the basis of this data. The GIS analyst then sent 

the map and data to the Commission’s web developer at 8:29 

p.m. on November 16. 
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18. At 8:34 p.m. on November 16, Ms. McLean transmitted to 

this Court, via email, my letter to Chief Justice González, the 

transmittal letter to legislative leaders, the resolution, the 

congressional and legislative maps and associated data, and text 

descriptions of the districts.  

19. At approximately 9:15 p.m. on November 16, 

Commission staff uploaded the legislative and congressional 

maps to the Commission’s website, along with Shapefiles. These 

maps are available at: https://www.redistricting.wa.gov/final-

maps. 

20. To the best of my knowledge, no negotiation occurred 

between the Commissioners after our meeting was adjourned. 

My understanding is that caucus staff were empowered to 

implement the technical tasks remaining in accordance with the 

plans approved by the Commissioners.  

I swear under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state 

of Washington that the foregoing is true and correct and of my 
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own knowledge, and that I executed this declaration at Yakima, 

Washington on November 21, 2021. 

 
 
   
 Sarah Augustine, Chair 
 Washington State 
 Redistricting Commission 
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2/9/23, 2:58 PM Gmail - ND reports

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=fdcad3007d&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1754212304332373371%7Cmsg-f%3A1754212304332… 1/2

Trey Hood <treyhood@gmail.com>

ND reports
1 message

clark@polidata.org <clark@polidata.org> Thu, Jan 5, 2023 at 2:33 PM
To: Trey Hood <treyhood@gmail.com>

OK, I fixed up about a dozen obvious issues, i.e., most likely caused by the SHP files as the
source.

I don’t recall anyone involving any population.

Of course, there are some similar issues but as they generally did not involve population I left
those alone, mostly in the BENCH20 (i.e., the 2012 plan with 2020 data).

The attached are just the compactness (the first 4 measures in MTR) and the splits by COUNTY.

I need to do the other splits outside of MTR, so, tomorrow.

I will send some more reports shortly.

_____________________________________________________________________________

POLIDATA ® Political Data Analysis | polidata.org   | Distillers of Official Data ® since 1974

Clark Bensen | POLIDATA LLC | Tel: 703-690-4066 | eFax: 202-318-0793 |  clark@polidata.org

_____________________________________________________________________________

8 attachments

ndSD-2022-ILLUS-2_fix-shps_wa05a__Measures of Compactness Report.pdf
91K

ndSD-2022-ILLUS-2_fix-shps_wa05a-cy__Political Subdivison Splits Between Districts.pdf
143K

ndSD-2022-ILLUS-1_fix-shps_wa05a__Measures of Compactness Report.pdf
91K

ndSD-2022-ILLUS-1_fix-shps_wa05a-cy__Political Subdivison Splits Between Districts.pdf
143K

ndSD-2021-APPROVED-fix-shps_wa05a__Measures of Compactness Report.pdf
92K

ndSD-2021-APPROVED-fix-shps_wa05a-cy__Political Subdivison Splits Between Districts.pdf
144K

ndSD-2012-BENCH20-fix-shps-wa05d__Measures of Compactness Report.pdf
92K

HOOD-0067
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