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Argued: June 6, 2012 - Decided: September 10,
Before Judges Cuff, Lihotz, and Waugh.

On appeal from the Superior Court of New
Jersey, Law Division, Mercer County, Docket
No. L-1173-11.

Richard J. McManus argued the cause for
appellant in A-0747-11 (Efros & Wopat,
attorneys; John W. Wopat, 11T, and
Mr. McManus, on the brief).

Michael E. Goldberg argued the cause for
appellants in A-0869-11.

Angelo J. Genova argued the cause for
respondents the State of New Jersey
Apportionment Commission, Nilsa Cruz-Perez,
Joseph Cryan, Sheila Oliver, Paul Sarlo and
John Wisniewski in both appeals (Genova,
Burns & Giantomasi, The Law Offices of
William J. Castner, and Paul M. Smith
(Jenner & Block, L.L.P.) of the Washington,
D.C. bar, admitted pro hac vice, attorneys;
Mr. Genova, Mr. Castner and Mr. Smith, of
counsel and on the briefs; Celia S. Bosco
and Justin A. Jacobs, on the briefs).

George N. Cohen, Deputy Attorney General,
argued the cause for respondents Secretary
of State Kim Guadagno, Attorney General
Jeffrey S. Chiesa, and Robert F. Giles,
Director of the New Jersey Division of
Elections in both appeals (Jeffrey S.
Chiesa, Attorney General, attorney; Mr.
Cohen, on the statements in lieu of brief).

Ronald K. Chen argued the cause for
respondent Dr. Alan Rosenthal
(Constitutional Litigation Clinic, Rutgers
School of Law-Newark, attorney in A-0869-11;
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John J. Farmer, Jr., and Mr. Chen, on the
brief).

The opinion of the court was delivered by
CUFF, P.J.A.D.

These back-to-back appeals arise from an order dismissing a
complaint filed by numerous individuals and groups challenging
the legislative apportionment map approved by the State of New
Jersey Apportionment Commission (Commission) on April 3, 2011
(the approved map).’ The approved map established New Jersey
State Senate and Assembly districts and the apportionment of
State Senators and members of the General Assembly among those
districts. Plaintiffs and intervenor Richard J. McManus,
Esquire, assert the approved map violates the Federal and New
Jersey Constitutions. We affirm.

Pursuant to the process set forth in Article IV, Section 3,
of the New Jersey Constitution, the Commission was constituted
and on April 3, 2011, adopted and certified to the Secretary of
State the approved map.

On May 11, 2011, the following plaintiffs, Barbara
Gonzalez, Robert A. Gordon, Connie J. Sherwood, Clark Sherwood,
Nancy Peterson, Ted Peterson, Daryl Brooks, Joseph Abbruscato,

Antoinette Delguidice, Frank Gonzalez, Lynn Gordon, Brian

’ We have consolidated these appeals for the purpose of opinion.
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Hegarty, Helene Henkel, Shelly Kennedy, Charles Drake Measley,
William Haney, Debbie Sutton, Peter Michael Carroll, Jim
Leskowitz, [Kelly Ann Hart, Adrianne S. Knobloch, Vincent
Avantagiato, Paul Albanese, Al French, Linda Shute, Michael
Pierone, Daniel Biringer, Catherine V. Giancola, Edward J.
Simonson, Frank Cottone, Michele Talamo, Carol J. Gallentine,
Douglas Salters, Mary Logan, Edward Auwarter, Susan Lord, John
Andrew Young, and Brenda Roames filed a ten-count verified
complaint and order to show cause. As set forth in the verified
complaint, among the plaintiffs are voters registered as
Democrats and Republicans, as well as those affiliated with
third parties, and unaffiliated voters. Many plaintiffs
identify themselves as members of the "Bayshore Tea Party Group"
(Bayshore Group), and others are listed as affiliated with other
entities that have "Tea Party" included in their names; several
others are 1listed as founders of "Ocean County Citizens for
Freedom."

The complaint named the following as defendants: the
Commission and its five Democratic Party members, namely Nilsa
Cruz-Perez, Joseph Cryan, Sheila Oliver, Paul Sarlo, and John
Wisniewski, (collectively, the Commission defendants), plus the
Commission's tiebreaking member Dr. Alan Rosenthal, all in their

official capacities as members of the Commission; Kim Guadagno,
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in her official capacity as Secretary of State; Paula Dow, in
her official capacity as Attorney General, now succeeded by
Jeffrey S. Chiesa; and Robert F. Giles, in his official capacity
as Director of the Division of Elections (collectively the State
election defendants).?

Following telephonic oral argument, Judge Linda R.
Feinberg, A.J.S.C., entered an order on May 26, 2011, denying

temporary restraints and setting dates for responses and a

hearing. On or about July 25, 2011, McManus moved to intervene
as a plaintiff. Despite opposition from the Commission
defendants, the court granted the motion. Judge Feinberg heard

oral argument on August 18, 2011. On August 31, 2011, the judge
entered an order denying injunctive relief and dismissing the
complaint for reasons set forth in an eighty-page opinion also
filed that day.

Plaintiffs and McManus separately filed timely notices of
appeal on October 14, 2011. McManus argues the approved map

violates Article IV, Section 2, Paragraph 3 of the New Jersey

Constitution The individual plaintiffs contend the approved map

violates United States Constitution, Amendment XIV, and violates

> Filed initially in Ocean County, the matter was transferred to

Mercer County. Plaintiffs filed an amended order to show cause
and a new ten-count complaint in Mercer County with no evident
substantive changes.
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provision of New Jersey Constitution, Article I, Paragraph 2a.

The Supreme Court denied a motion for direct certification.

The New Jersey Constitution establishes the Commission,

pursuant

provides:

to Article IV, Section 3, (emphasis added), which

1. After the next and every
subsequent decennial census of the United
States, the Senate districts and Assembly
districts shall be established, and the
senators and members of the General Assembly
shall be apportioned among them, by an
Apportionment Commission consisting of ten
members, five to be appointed by the
chairman of the State committee of each of
the two political parties whose candidates
for Governor receive the largest number of
votes at the most recent gubernatorial
election. Each State chairman, in making
such appointments, shall give due
consideration to the representation of the
various geographical areas of the State.
Appointments to the Commission shall be made
on or before November 15 of the year in
which such census is taken and shall be
certified by the Secretary of State on or
before December 1 of that year. The
Commission, by a majority of the whole
number of its members, shall certify the
establishment of Senate and Assembly
districts and the apportionment of senators
and members of the General Assembly to the
Secretary of State within one month of the
receipt by the Governor of the official
decennial census of the United States for
New Jersey, or on or before February 1 of
the year following the year in which the
census is taken, whichever date is later.

2. If the Apportionment Commission

fails so to certify such establishment and

apportionment to the Secretary of State on
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or before the date fixed or if prior thereto
it determines that it will be unable so to
do, it shall so certify to the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court of New Jersey and he
shall appoint an eleventh member of the
Commission. The Commission so constituted,
by a majority of the whole number of its
members, shall, within one month after the
appointment of such eleventh member, certify
to the Secretary of State the establishment
of Senate and Assembly districts and the
apportionment of senators and members of the
General Assembly.

3. Such establishment and
apportionment shall be used thereafter for
the election of members of the Legislature
and shall remain unaltered until the
following decennial census of the United
States for New Jersey shall have Dbeen
received by the Governor.

Within that process, the Commission's duties are guided by
Article IV, Section 2, (emphasis added), which provides:

1. The Senate shall be composed of
forty senators apportioned among Senate
districts as nearly as may be according to
the number of their inhabitants as reported
in the last preceding decennial census of
the ©United States and according to the
method of equal proportions. Each Senate
district shall be composed, wherever
practicable, of one single county, and, if
not so practicable, of two or more
contiquous whole counties.

2. Each senator shall be elected by
the legally qualified voters of the Senate
district, except that if the Senate district
is composed of two or more counties and two
senators are apportioned to the district,
one senator shall be elected by the legally
qualified voters of each Assembly district.
Each senator shall be elected for a term
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beginning at noon of the second Tuesday in
January next following his election and
ending at noon of the second Tuesday in
January four years thereafter, except that
each senator, to be elected for a term
beginning in January of the second vyear
following the year in which a decennial
census of the United States is taken, shall
be elected for a term of two years.

3. The General Assembly shall be
composed of eighty members. Each Senate
district to which only one senator is
apportioned shall constitute an Assembly
district. Each of the remaining Senate
districts shall be divided into Assembly
districts equal in number to the number of
senators apportioned to the Senate district.
The Assembly districts shall be composed of
contiquous territory, as nearly compact and
equal in the number of their inhabitants as
possible, and in no event shall each such
district contain less than eighty per cent
nor more than one hundred twenty per cent of
one-fortieth of the total number of
inhabitants of the State as reported in the
last preceding decennial census of the
United States. Unless necessary to meet the
foregoing requirements, no county or
municipality shall be divided among Assembly
districts unless it shall contain more than
one-fortieth of the total number of
inhabitants of the State, and no county or
municipality shall be divided among a number
of Assembly districts larger than one plus
the whole number obtained by dividing the
number of inhabitants in the county or
municipality by one-fortieth of the total
number of inhabitants of the State.

The facts surrounding the 2011 redistricting and
apportionment are drawn primarily from plaintiffs' complaint;

those facts are presumed true and given the benefit of all
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favorable inferences in deciding a motion to dismiss. Velantzas

v. Colgate-Palmolive Co., 109 N.J. 189, 192 (1988).

Following the 2010 census, the Republican and Democratic
Party Chairmen each appointed five members to the Commission.
The five Democratic Party members, the Commission defendants in
this action, are: Chairman of the State Democratic Committee
John Wisniewski, plus Nilsa Cruz-Perez, Joseph Cryan, Sheila
Oliver, and Paul Sarlo. The Republican Party members are:
Chairman of the State Republican Committee Jay Webber, plus
Irene Kim Asbury, George R. Gilmore, Kevin O'Toole, and Bill
Palatucci. On or about March 4, 2011, with those ten Commission
members at an impasse, the Chief Justice appointed Rosenthal as
the tiebreaking member; Rosenthal was the only person whose name
appeared on both parties’ three-person nomination lists
submitted to the Chief Justice. Pursuant to Article IV, Section
3, paragraph 2 of the State Constitution, the Commission had one
month from that date to certify the establishment of districts
and apportionment of State legislators.

The Commission's by-laws required it to hold at least three
public meetings. It held seven public meetings, four prior to
Rosenthal's appointment, and three afterward. The Commission
has posted transcripts of all of those public meetings on its

website at http://apportionmentcommission.org/schedule.asp.
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The Commission, being exempt from the Open Public Meetings
Act pursuant to N.J.S.A. 10:4-7, also held several private
meetings at the Heldrich Hotel in New Brunswick. Plaintiffs
assert the partisan delegations to the Commission "each
submitted several proposed maps to the eleventh member."

Soon after Rosenthal's appointment, plaintiff Gonzalez, on
behalf of the Bayshore Group, wrote to him, congratulating him
on his appointment, asserting +the group's interests and
positions regarding districting and gerrymandering, and opposing
"any map drawn to protect incumbents of either party." Gonzalez
noted that the group had purchased software to enable it to draw
and submit maps of proposed State legislative districts that
would comply with the State Constitution; in their complaint,
plaintiffs note that the maps they eventually submitted were
actually created by hand without assistance of that software.
Regarding the many residents who were not partisan Republicans
or Democrats, Gonzalez asserted that Rosenthal "may be the only
advocate for this majority of New Jerseyans" and she invited
Rosenthal to attend one of the Bayshore Group's Redistricting
Committee meetings. Rosenthal wrote back on March 17, 2011,
declining to attend their meeting, but stating that the Bayshore
Group's letter had been entered in the Commission's record and

that he encouraged the group's further comments.
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Plaintiffs' complaint argued the Commission's "structure
and application" did not provide representation to the forty-
five percent of ©New Jersey's registered voters who were
unaffiliated with the Republican and Democratic parties. This
reality ran counter to the statements of several Commission
members, as quoted in the complaint, that the Commission's
efforts must create a fair redistricting for all of New Jersey's
residents.

At the Commission's March 10, 2011 ©public meeting,
Rosenthal made a statement setting out the standards he would
use to guide the redistricting process. Some of those were
drawn from the New Jersey Constitution, some from the federal
Voting Rights Act (VRA), 42 U.S.C.A. § 1973, and some from
decisions of the United States Supreme Court. Other standards
were "not 1legally specified" but Rosenthal thought that they
"make sense from the standpoint of what I think the public
interest is."

Rosenthal identified the first standard as district size.
Rosenthal sought to "strive for districts that are as equal as
possible, perhaps a 5% deviation -- 2.5% above and 2.5% below
the average district, if we can make it. No single district, I
would hope, would deviate more than 10% from the norm."

Rosenthal identified seven additional standards: (1) no division
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of municipalities, except for Newark and Jersey City which would
be "divided no more than once"; (2) contiguity, that "each
district [would] not be scattered in several pieces"; (3)
compactness, as much like a square, circle, or rectangle as
possible, recognizing that the whole-municipality standard made
perfect compactness impossible; (4) recognition of "social,
cultural, ethnic, and economic communities of interest"; (5)
"continuity of representation," if it did not conflict with
other more important standards, to allow for "as 1little
disruption as 1is necessary"; (6) competitiveness, in that the
redistricting "should absolutely not reduce the number of
competitive districts and, perhaps, increase the number a bit";
and (7) meet the requirements of the VRA.

Finally, Rosenthal stated he considered it his
responsibility as the Commission's eleventh member to seek
"partisan fairness" and to "help resolve differences between the
Republican and Democratic Commissioners and arrive at a
settlement that is fair to both sides." His objective was to
help them "reach agreement on a single map -- I hope -- that
meets the standards just specified" and that "I'll have the
special Jjob of ensuring partisan fairness that neither party

comes out ahead of the other party in this enterprise."
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Rosenthal made no mention of +the State constitutional

provision restricting divisions of counties, N.J. Const., art.

Iv, § 2, 1 1, an approach which, plaintiffs assert, "would
significantly impede gerrymandering attempts." Plaintiffs
further observed that Republican Commission Co-Chairman Webber
also did not refer to the limitation on county splits.

On or about March 24, 2011, the Bayshore Group submitted a
map to the Commission for consideration. That map, known as the
People's Map I and presented as Exhibit D to the verified
complaint, is attached as Appendix I, along with numerous pages
showing the population allocations for each proposed district in
that map. Plaintiffs maintain that this map "complies with all
federal and state legal requirements," with districts that "are
contiguous and more compact than the Commission Map by an order
of magnitude." This map also "contains three (3) county over
splits." From viewing a television news video, plaintiffs
learned that a "large scale blown up picture" of this map had
hung on the wall in a Commission meeting room at the Heldrich
Hotel. "Thus, the Commission had an example of a constitutional
map and chose instead to ignore the law."

The Bayshore Group submitted a second map to the Commission

on or about March 28, 2011, known as the People's Map II and
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presented as Exhibit E to the verified complaint,® along with
supporting population allocations pages. The supporting pages
for the People's Map II contained additional information about
the proposed districts' deviations from the norm, which the
People's Map I had not included. As compared with the approved
map, plaintiffs assert that the People's Map II compares more
favorably, having the following characteristics: (1) "a

narrower range of total population deviation from highest to

lowest"; (2) "a smaller absolute population deviation"; (3)
contiguous districts that were more compact; and (4) "only six
(6) county over splits[.]" Plaintiffs assert that this map also

"complies with all federal and state legal requirements."
On April 3, 2011, the Commission adopted the map proposed
by the Democratic members of the Commission, reproduced in this

opinion,’

by a vote of 6-5; all of the Democrats plus Rosenthal

voted in favor and all of the Republicans voted against the map.
Upon adoption, Rosenthal commented again on his role in

trying to assure that the map was "fair in partisan terms." He

explained:

The Democratic map, I believe, was a more

conservative, less disruptive map. It

reflected the current distribution of
partisan preferences in New Jersey, but it

‘* Attached as Appendix II.
> Attached as Appendix III.
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Also upon the adoption,

also allowed for change if the ©party

preferences of the electorate shift. It is
a map, I believe, that gives the minority
party[] a chance of winning control of the

Legislature, even in what is essentially a
Democratic state.

identified his concern that

we have a . . . population deviation problem
in the map. Twelve of the 14 southernmost
districts in this map are overpopulated. 14
of the 20 districts in the south in this map
are over the ideal population. 14 of the 20
districts in the north were under populated.
Again that means that, as, when the voters
go to polls this year, the votes cast by
people in the northern part of the State
will count for more than the votes cast by
the voters in the southern part of the

Republican State Party Chair Webber

State.

As plaintiffs explained their concerns

about districting

along the county lines, they asserted in the complaint:

The Commission Map over splits counties 31

times, seven more times than the
Map. Sixteen out of New Jersey'
76%, of counties are over split,
seven (7) counties over split once,

2001-2010
s 21, or
including

five (5)

counties over split twice, two (2) counties

over split three times, two (2)

counties

over split four times. Additionally fifteen

(15) districts in the Commission
divided by two counties, nine (9)

Map are
by three

counties and three (3) by four counties.

They further asserted that the approved map

"over-populates the

14 southernmost counties (Districts 1-13 and 30) by over 18%.

In the northern 26 districts, the Commission Map under-populates

17
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by 40,574 for an aggregate population deviation of approximately
37s."

Plaintiffs prepared two documents to demonstrate these
differences. Exhibit F, attached as Appendix IV, shows a
population deviation comparison between the approved map and
People's Map II. The comparison does not define its terms or
identify its methodology, but it lists by district the absolute
deviation and relative deviation from the 219,797 ideal district
size. The relative deviation figures for the People's Map II
are within .01% of the figures listed for "%Deviation" on the
detailed municipality-specific population total pages,
presumably due to differences in rounding. The comparison with
the approved map shows the People's Map II more favorably than

the approved map in five areas:

Commission [People's

Map Map II]
1-Total absolute
deviation (Treating
all #s as positive) 135,904 103,121
2-Absolute Mean 3,398 2,578

Deviation

3-Relative Mean

Deviation (Ideal Dist 1.55% 1.17%
Pop = 219,797)

4-Total Range of

Absolute Pop 11,428 11,361
Deviation

5-Total Range of

Relative Pop 5.20% 5.17%
Deviation
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Exhibit G, attached as Appendix V, analyzes the approved
map's "Over splits by County," showing (1) the county and its
population, (2) the number of districts into which the approved
map splits the county, (3) the number of districts allowed
applying the constitutional <county-line formula for that
county's population figure, and (4) the "over splits," which is

the difference between items (2) and (3). That table shows the

following:
County/ # of # of Over
Population districts districts splits/
/county /county  County
allowed
by N.J.
Const.
Atlantic/274,549 4 2 2
Bergen/905,116 7 5 2
Burling[t]on/

115,794 : ; :
Camden/513,657 4 3 1
Cape May/97,265 1 1 0
Cumberland/156,898 2 1 1
Essex/783,969 6 4 2
Gloucester/288,288 3 2 1
Hudson/634,266 3 3 0
Hunterdon/128,349 3 1 2
Mercer/366,513 3 2 1
Middlesex/809,858 7 4 3
Monmouth/630([, ]380 4 3 1
Morris/492,276 6 3 3
Ocean/576,567 4 3 1
Passaic/501,226 7 3 4
Salem/66,083 1 1 0
Somerset/323,444 6 2 4
Sussex/149,265 1 1 0
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Union/536,499 3 3
Warren/108,692 2 1 1
Total Oversplits 31

I.

Plaintiffs and McManus contend that the approved map must
be declared invalid because it violates Article IV, Section 2,
paragraph 3 of the New Jersey Constitution. That is, the
approved map does not construct Assembly districts "as nearly
compact and equal in the number of their inhabitants as
possible" and no or as few as possible county or municipal
splits.

The trial judge's opinion addressed this issue, citing to
cases arising from the 1970 Census and redistricting,

Scrimminger v. Sherwin, 60 N.J. 483 (1972), and Davenport v.

Apportionment Commission of the State of New Jersey, 63 N.J. 433

(1973) (Davenport I), and 65 N.J. 125 (1974) (Davenport IT).

The trial judge wrote:

Scrimm[i]lnger and Davenport make abundantly
clear that the prohibition on county splits
in Article IV of the New Jersey Constitution
"has been declared to be in violation of the

Federal Constitution under the [OPOV
[meaning one person, one vote]] principle."
Id. [Davenport II, 65 N.J.] at 132. In

Davenport, the New Jersey Supreme Court
expressly held that the "whole county"
concept "must be abandoned" and that
"adherence to county lines to the extent
possible, i.e., placing as many Senate
districts as possible within whole counties"
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is no longer <constitutionally required.
Ibid.

The +trial Jjudge relied wupon the following quotation from

Davenport

IT, supra, 65 N.J. at 133:

The trial

[W]le think it clear that attempting to
preserve some semblance of county voting
strength would create a plethora of
constitutional problems. Were dilution of
county voting strength a required
consideration in applying [one person, one
vote], the degree of dilution would have to
be considered and equalized along with
population, a difficult if not impossible
task to perform.

We are satisfied that once the use of
counties as building blocks was declared
unenforceable, as it had to be under the
demographic pattern shown by the 1970
census, the county concept ceased to have
any viability in the creation of Senate
districts.

judge continued:

Plaintiffs erroneously conclude that
the above language means the Commission must
try to adhere to the prohibition on county
splits, and if unable to, must explain why
it was forced to abandon that constitutional
provision in favor of some more important

constitutional imperative pursuant to
Article IV, Section 3, Paragraph 3 of the
New Jersey Constitution. The clear language

of the Court's decision belies this,
however.

The Court explained that "attempting to
preserve county voting strength would create
a plethora of constitutional problems" and
that "once the use of counties as building
blocks was declared unenforceable . . . the
county concept ceased to have any viability

21
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in the creation of Senate districts." That
last phrase quoted did not 1limit the
abandonment of the county split prohibition
to any particular Map. Rather, it stated
that county split prohibition "ceased to
have any viability in the creation of senate
districts," period. Because division of
counties is permitted as a tool for
achieving compactness, merely alleging the
presence of county over-splits alone is
neither sufficient nor relevant to
plaintiffs' compactness claim.

Plaintiffs contend the provision is violated because the
approved map "over-splits counties 31 times and contains 17 non-
compact Districts" in order to "carry out a scheme of unlawful
political and partisan gerrymandering" and to eliminate viable
contests in elections for those districts, to "lock-in
incumbents and the dominance of the Democratic Party" for the
next decade. Plaintiffs reject the conclusions of defendants
and the trial <court that the constitutional requirement
prohibiting county over-splits is no longer valid or
enforceable. They argue that, in the absence of a valid
constitutional amendment, the Commission was obligated to honor
this constitutional requirement.

Further, the Supreme Court's redistricting cases have made
clear that compactness is an important standard, which is not

met by the seventeen oddly shaped districts in the approved map.

Even though Rosenthal recognized that compactness was a standard
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to which the approved map must adhere, he voted for a map that
did not meet that standard.

Plaintiffs recognize the State constitutional provisions
must yield to the United States Constitution where conflicts
exist, but contend the county-line provision was not overridden

by federal concerns here. They insist that Scrimminger, which

holds federal requirements override the county-line provision,
is limited to the facts of the 1970 Census and redistricting.
Plaintiffs also argue the approved map's partisan gerrymandering
creates a "rigged game" and a Legislature unaccountable to the
people, and discriminates against voters in the non-dominant
party (here, the Republicans). Acknowledging "perfection is not
possible," plaintiffs assert that "[i]t is relatively easy to
design a Map that complies" with New Jersey's constitutional
requirements. They assert that "Appellants-Plaintiffs did it.
They designed a Map with districts that were compact and
contained no more than six county over-splits," so their map's
minor deviations provided "compelling evidence" that the

approved map "was way out of bounds and could have gotten much

closer to the standards ©prescribed by" the New Jersey
Constitution.
McManus frames his argument somewhat differently. He

recognizes that the Supreme Court held, with regard to the 1970
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Census figures, that the county line requirement was
unconstitutional and unenforceable. He asserts, however, that
the 1974 dissent by Justice Pashman, echoed more recently in a
2003 dissent by Justice LaVecchia, was "better reasoned,
persuasive and adheres to the State Constitution." He urges
this court to follow the approach of those dissenting Justices,
who concluded that the Commission must tailor its map to meet
the county line requirement as closely as possible within the
constraints of the federal constitutional concerns. A remand to
meet that standard would not be futile, McManus urges, because
the alternative maps submitted by the Bayshore Group, most
particularly the People's Map I, seemed to conform to Justice
Pashman's approach.

A motion to dismiss under Rule 4:6-2(e) requires
application of "the test for determining the adequacy of a
pleading: whether a cause of action is 'suggested' by the

facts." Printing Mart-Morristown v. Sharp Elecs. Corp., 116

N.J. 739, 746 (1989) (quoting Velantzas, supra, 109 N.J. at

192). "At this preliminary stage of the litigation the Court is
not concerned with the ability of plaintiffs to prove the
allegation contained in the complaint. For purposes of analysis
plaintiffs are entitled to every reasonable inference of fact."

Ibid. (citation omitted). However, "[a] pleading should be
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dismissed if it states no basis for relief and discovery would

not provide one." Rezem Family Assocs., LP v. Borough of

Millstone, 423 N.J. Super. 103, 113 (App. Div.), certif. denied

and appeal dismissed by 208 N.J. 366 (2011).

On appeal, this court will "apply a plenary standard of
review from a trial court's decision to grant a motion to
dismiss" and it "owe[s] no deference to the +trial court's
conclusions." Id. at 114.

To address the arguments presented in this appeal, we must
review the existing case law on the subject of reapportionment.
The New Jersey Supreme Court explained the court's limited role

in reviewing redistricting matters in Davenport II, supra, 65

N.J. at 135:

The Jjudicial role in reviewing the
validity of such a plan is limited.
Reapportionment is essentially a political
and legislative process. The plan must be
accorded a presumption of 1legality with
judicial intervention warranted only if some
positive showing of invidious
discriminat[i]Jon or other <constitutional
deficiency is made. The judiciary is not
justified in striking down a plan, otherwise
valid, because a ‘"better" one, in its
opinion, could be drawn.

In the present case, Judge Feinberg found that plaintiffs

had failed to meet the Printing Mart burden, 116 N.J. at 746,

and gave plaintiffs "every reasonable inference of fact," as

required on a motion to dismiss, and found that no cause of
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action was suggested by the facts. Therefore, the court granted
defendants' motion to dismiss the complaint for failure to state
a claim and upheld the validity of the approved map.

At both the state and federal 1levels of government,
significant case law guides the redistricting and apportionment

plans for state legislatures. In Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186,

82 S. Ct. 691, 7 L. Ed. 2d 663 (1962), the United States Supreme
Court held that federal courts had Jjurisdiction to decide
whether a state apportionment plan for election to its
legislature violates the United States Constitution's Fourteenth

Amendment. Soon thereafter the Court decided Reynolds v. Sims,

377 U.S. 533, 84 S. Ct. 1362, 12 L. Ed. 2d 506 (1964), which
established the one-person, one-vote principle. The Court held
that "the Equal Protection Clause requires that a State make an
honest and good faith effort to construct districts, in both
houses of its legislature, as nearly of equal population as is
practicable." Id. at 577, 84 S. Ct. at 1390, 12 L. Ed. 2d at
536. The Court added, however, "[w]e realize that it is a
practical impossibility to arrange legislative districts so that
each one has an identical number of residents, or citizens, or
voters. Mathematical exactness or precision is hardly a

workable constitutional requirement." Ibid.
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Notably, the case law addressing Congressional districts
requires greater precision in mathematical equality than the
courts have typically required for state legislative districts.

For example, in Karcher v. Daggett, 462 U.S. 725, 103 S. Ct.

2653, 77 L. Ed. 2d 133 (1983), the Court held New Jersey's
Congressional redistricting plan was unconstitutional despite a
less than one percent difference between the largest and
smallest districts, because the State's plan did not show a
good-faith effort +to achieve population equality and the
evidence presented did not support the State's attempt to
justify the population deviations. In contrast, in Brown v.
Thomson, 462 U.S. 835, 103 S. Ct. 2690, 77 L. Ed. 2d 214 (1983),
the Court affirmed Wyoming's state legislative redistricting
plan despite districts with very unequal populations, confirming
that for state redistricting a presumption of legitimacy is
generally allowed if population variations were less than ten
percent.

In Jackman v. Bodine, 43 N.J. 453 (1964) (Bodine I), the

New Jersey Supreme Court held that, in view of the Reynolds v.

Sims decision, the legislative article of the New Jersey
Constitution was invalid insofar as it dealt with apportionment
of members of the 1legislature, because the Federal Equal

Protection Clause demanded that in a bicameral state
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legislature, such as New Jersey's, the seats of both houses must
be apportioned substantially based on population. At that time,
Article IV, Section 2, Paragraph 1 and Article IV, Section 3,
Paragraph 1 of the 1947 New Jersey Constitution allocated at
least one Senator and one Assemblyperson from each county,
regardless of population.

A line of cases developed in 1964 to 1965 concerning how to
address that issue until a constitutional solution could be

developed. Jackman v. Bodine, 43 N.J. 491 (1964) (Bodine II);

44 N.J. 312 (1965) (Bodine III); and 44 N.J. 414 (1965) (Bodine

Iv). New Jersey's constitution was amended in 1966, and when

those amendments were challenged, the Court in Jackman v.

Bodine, 49 N.J. 406 (1967) (Bodine V), required some district
lines to be altered in order to reduce population deviation. A

modified redistricting plan was challenged in Jackman v. Bodine,

50 N.J. 127 (1967) (Bodine VI), and the Court wupheld the

Commission plan, concluding that it contained the smallest
possible population deviation and that the districts were
sufficiently compact to survive the challenge.

When the Commission recertified a new legislative plan
under the Bodine V and Bodine VI guidelines in April 1969, a
challenge asserted that United States Supreme Court cases, such

as Kirkpatrick v. Preisler, 394 U.S. 526, 89 S. Ct. 1225, 22
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L. Ed. 2d 519 (1969), and Wells v. Rockefeller, 394 U.S. 542, 89

S. Ct. 1234, 22 L. Ed. 2d 535 (1969), did not permit any

population deviation to occur in order to comply with county or

municipal boundaries. Jackman v. Bodine, 53 N.J. 585 (1969)

(Bodine VII), cert. denied, 396 U.S. 822, 90 S. Ct. 63, 24 L.

Ed. 2d 73 (1969). The Bodine VII Court noted that Reynolds held

that population deviations may occur when dealing with political

subdivisions, and that Kirkpatrick and Wells, which dealt with

Congressional districting and not the apportionment of a state
legislature, did not abandon that notion. Id. at 587-88.

Significantly, however, the Bodine VII Court retained some

"considerable doubt as to whether the basic plan of
apportionment in our State Constitution is compatible with

Federal Constitutional requirements as to either the Senate or

Assembly." Id. at 588. Specifically, the Court had "doubt that
further apportionments can be made without exceeding
permissible tolerances from mathematical equality. It may,

therefore, be necessary to depart from the State Constitution's
insistence that county and municipal lines be respected." Ibid.
The Court directed how the imminent elections could go forward
under the existing plan, and scheduled additional argument for

the fall on those broader concerns. Id. at 588-89.
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Then, in Jackman v. Bodine, 55 N.J. 371, 377-78 (Bodine

VIITI), cert. denied, 400 U.S. 849, 91 S. Ct. 39, 27 L. Ed. 2d 87

(1970), the Court was able to allay its prior doubts, examining
the federal requirements and precedents and concluding that
Reyvnolds accepted districts as constitutional even though those
districts may have departed from a strict numerical calculation
of the one-person, one-vote principle. Accordingly, it held
that departures from mathematical equality among districts were
still permissible under Reynolds, and that, in a facial
challenge, the apportionment system set out in the new
constitutional provisions was not "inherently bad." Id. at 378-
82. Applying case law derived from redistricting for
congressional elections, from which it derived principles
"equally pertinent to state legislative redistricting," id. at
383, the Court stressed that

there is no range of deviation "within which

a State may maneuver, with or without

reason"; that "the command is to achieve

equality, and a limited deviation is

permissible only if there exists an

acceptable reason for the deviation"; and
"the deviation may not exceed what the

purpose inevitably requires." And when a
deviation does appear, the burden is the
State's to justify it. [Citation omitted. ]

In short, there must be selected the best
plan the constitutional thesis will permit,
and the best plan is the one with the least
population deviation.
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[Id. at 382-83 (quoting Jones v. Falcey, 48
N.J. 25, 37 (1966)).]

These cases set the stage for Scrimminger, supra, where the

Court first announced abrogation of the State Constitution's
county-line mandate. The Court held that under the 1970 Census
figures, counties "cannot constitute separate districts. Nor
are they suitable Dbuilding blocks for the formation of
meaningful districts." 60 N.J. at 487. The Court found that
the two constitutional commands conflicted: the need for
apportionment without exceeding permissible tolerances from
mathematical equality, and the command to construct districts
that "shall be composed, wherever practicable, of one single
county, and, if not so practicable, of two or more [contiguous]

whole counties." Id. at 488 (quoting N.J. Const. art. IV, § 2,

€ 1). The Court extensively discussed the intended purposes for
requiring districting to conform to county lines, and why those
purposes could not justify the population deviations between
districts that would result from that approach. Id. at 495-97.

Scrimminger set out the county population figures from the

1970 Census, which showed why it would be impossible to
apportion forty Senators among districts using the boundary
lines of twenty-one counties, where one-fortieth of the

statewide population was 179,266:

Cape May 59,554 Burlington 323,132
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Salem 60,346 Morris 383,454

Hunterdon 69,718 Camden 456,291
Warren 73,879 Passaic 460,782
Sussex 77,528 Monmouth 461,849
Cumberland 121,374 Union 543,116
Gloucester 172,681 Middlesex 583,813
Atlantic 175,043 Hudson 609[,]1266
Somerset 198,372 Bergen 898,012
Ocean 208,470 Essex 929,986
Mercer 303,968

[Id. at 488.]

The Apportionment Commission of that time created Senate
districts wusing county lines that varied above the ideal
179,266-person district size by 13.29% above and 15.54% below
the ideal, making a 28.83% range of deviations. Id. at 488-89.
In view of the several United States Supreme Court cases
discussed by the Court regarding population deviations in
redistricting, that high range of deviations in the Commission's
plan was considered unacceptable. Id. at 492-95.

The Scrimminger Court concluded by returning the matter to

the Commission for creation of a new plan, directing that
"[s]ince the county cannot now serve as the basis of
districting," the multi-member district approach contemplated in
the State Constitution would no longer apply, and so Senate
districts "must be single-member districts." Id. at 497-98.

Regarding municipal boundary lines, the Court concluded:
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Municipal 1lines should be observed, if

possible, for if they are followed,
dividends may be expected in terms of
furthering the relationship of these

political subdivisions and the State and
also in terms of restraining to some extent
the opportunities for drawing 1lines for

partisan advantage. Municipalities are thus
appropriate building blocks for the creation
of districts. The boundaries of the larger

municipalities will of course have to be
breached, and in this regard, the Commission
may have to depart from the direction in
Art. 4, § II, 9 3, concerning the division
of a municipality.

[Id. at 497-98.]

As to other criteria, the Scrimminger Court directed:

The requirement for contiguity will obtain.
So also will the requirement for
compactness, which may serve to Jjustify a
deviation or to curb the quest for partisan
gain, although, as we have noted before,
compactness may be of limited utility in the
light of the odd configurations of our State
and its municipalities. Jackman, [Bodine V,
supra,] 49 N.J. at 419. We of course cannot
predict what range of deviation will be bad
per se. We repeat, however, that there is
no range of deviation within which a State
may maneuver with or without reason. The
constitutional command is to achieve
equality, and hence a deviation may not
exceed what an acceptable thesis of
apportionment inevitably requires.

[Id. at 498.]

Davenport I, supra, and Davenport TII, supra, addressed the

new apportionment plan that followed the Scrimminger decision.

In Davenport I, the Court recognized this court's expression of
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some doubts about whether the Court would stand by its holdings

in Scrimminger in light of an intervening opinion in Mahan v.

Howell, 410 U.S. 315, 93 S. Ct. 979, 35 L. Ed. 2d 320 (1973), in
which the United States Supreme Court had allowed a 16.4% range
of deviation in a state legislative reapportionment schemes

where necessary to achieve important state goals, such as

recognition of political subdivisions like cities. Davenport I,
supra, 63 N.J. at 435, 443-44,. Davenport I determined that

nothing in Mahan provided a need to depart from the Scrimminger

holdings, particularly because the New Jersey policy goals could
not be met even with the resulting much larger deviations from

the ideal district size. Id. at 443-46. Thus, Davenport I

determined that the Scrimminger holding was intact, but raised a

new concern: even though the whole county concept plan was not
to be followed, did the New Jersey Constitution require that a
districting plan be drawn to adhere to as many county lines as
possible? Id. at 446. The Court determined the record was
inadequate for addressing the question, and permitted the
parties to file additional materials. Id. at 447-48.

Notably, relying upon Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735, 93

S. Cct. 2321, 37 L. Ed. 2d 298 (1973), Davenport I emphasizes

that a reapportionment plan should not be invalidated by the
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judiciary simply because the Commission could have devised a
somewhat better plan. The Court observed that

[t]he Court deplored the idea that a judge
may strike down a plan merely because
someone comes up with a plan somewhat
better, saying [regarding an alternative
plan devised by the Gaffney v. Cummings
District Court's own appointed Master],

. « . And what is to happen to
the master's plan if a resourceful
mind hits upon a plan better than
the master's by a fraction of a
percentage point? Involvements
like this must end at some point,
but that point constantly recedes
if those who 1litigate need only
produce a plan that is marginally
'better' when measured against a
rigid and unyielding population
equality standard."

[Davenport I, supra, 63 N.J. at 445 (quoting
Gaffney, supra, 412 U.S. at 750-51, 93 S.
Ct. at 2330, 37 L. Ed. 2d at 310-11).]

Furthermore, the Gaffney Court stressed that "state
reapportionment is the task of local legislatures or of those
organs of state government selected to perform it. Their work
should not be invalidated under the Equal Protection Clause when
only minor population variations among districts are proved."

Gaffney, supra, 412 U.S. at 751, 93 S. Ct. at 2330, 37 L. Ed. 2d

at 311.

Of equal interest, in Davenport I, the Court highlighted

Gaffney's acceptance of the proposition that
the apportionment plan may be drawn with an
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awareness of the respective political
strength of +the major parties and the
political consequences of the lines that are
drawn, provided the deviations are
acceptable and that racial and political
groups are not "fenced out of the political
process and their voting strength
invidiously minimized."

[Davenport I, supra, 63 N.J. at 445 (quoting
Gaffney, supra, 412 U.S. at 754, 93 S. Ct.
at 2332, 37 L. Ed. 2d at 312).]

After reviewing additional submissions on the question, the

Court in Davenport II rejected the argument that county lines

should be followed as much as possible, stating:

The

We find no such meaning in Article 1V,
nor do we think valid apportionment policy
requires such result. On the contrary, we
think it clear that attempting to preserve
some semblance of county voting strength
would create a plethora of constitutional
problems. Were dilution of county voting
strength a required consideration in
applying one-man, one-vote, the degree of
dilution would have to be considered and
equalized along with population, a difficult
if not impossible task to perform.

We are satisfied that once the use of
counties as building blocks was declared
unenforceable, as it had to be under the
demographic pattern shown by the 1970
census, the county concept ceased to have
any viability in the creation of Senate
districts.

[Davenport TII, supra, 65 N.J. at 133.]

approved map considered in Davenport IT

contained

"shoestring" or "horseshoe" type districts that lacked

36

A-0747-11T4



compactness, and "odd-shaped districts were created solely for
the purpose of protecting incumbent legislators." Ibid.
Nevertheless, the Court found no barrier to approving the plan
on this basis, explaining:

Compactness is an elusive concept. We
noted in Scrimminger v. Sherwin, supra, 60
N.J. at 498, that it may be of 1limited
utility in creating legislative districts in
the light of the odd configurations of our
State and its municipalities. It has never
been held to constitute an independent
federal constitutional requirement for State

legislative districts. Gaffney v. Cummings,
supra, 412 U.S. at 752, 93 S. Ct. at 2331,
37 L. Ed. 2d at 312, footnote 18. This

Court has suggested that population equality
is distinctly paramount to it and that where
districts are <created on the Dbasis of
existing political subdivisions, compactness
becomes a much reduced factor. [Bodine V,
supra, 49 N.J. at 419].

[Davenport ITI, supra, 65 N.J. at 133-34.]

Davenport IT expressly recognized that "[p]lolitical
considerations are inherent in districting." Id. at 134.
Accordingly, "[w]lhile the <carving out of bizarrely-shaped

districts for partisan advantage will not be tolerated, the
creation of Dbalanced political districts serves a valid
apportionment purpose."” Ibid. While more compact districts
likely could have been drawn, the Court noted "[p]roviding
protection of incumbents serves a valid purpose and is a

relevant factor to be taken into account in creating a
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legislative districting plan." Id. at 135 (citing White v.
Weiser, 412 U.S. 783, 797, 93 S. Ct. 2348, 2355, 37 L. Ed. 2d
335, 347 (1973)).

Stressing its limited standard of review, the Court

affirmed the Commission's plan, finding that it "adequately

carries out the mandate of Scrimminger and has not been shown to

be in violation of any State or Federal constitutional
standards." Ibid. The Court found that the range of deviation
of 4.24% well satisfied the one-person, one-vote principle of
"substantial equality of population among the 1legislative

districts," reiterating that "[a]s was noted in Davenport I, we

cannot order the Commission to produce a plan with increased
deviations unless we find a positive violation of some legal
mandate. We do not find any such violation to exist." Ibid.

Justice Pashman dissented in Davenport II, and his dissent

is the focus of McManus's appeal. Justice Pashman characterized
the majority opinion as follows:

The majority, in selecting the present
plan of the Apportionment Commission, has
signified its desire to accept any
configuration, no matter how oddly shaped,
so long as the lowest possible percentage
deviation can be attained. In so doing,
they have sanctioned the breach of two
positive constitutional mandates embodied
within Article 1V, § 2 of our State
Constitution.

[Id. at 136 (Pashman, J., dissenting).]
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Justice Pashman further asserted that the majority applied "some

doubtful reasoning" to conclude that the Scrimminger Court had

declared the "county concept" unconstitutional. Id. at 137. He
explained:
This is simply not the case. The county
concept was never explicitly held to be
unconstitutional. It was, however, pre-

empted or superseded for a short period as
being repugnant to the Equal Protection
Clause of the United States Constitution.
Since then the United States Supreme Court,
in Mahan v. Howell, 410 U.S. 315, 93 S. Ct.
979, 35 L. Ed. 2d 320 (1973), has partially
lifted the one-man, one-vote shroud from the
face of our dormant State constitutional
provision and has rejuvenated it. The Court
in Mahan, supra, clearly backed away from
its previous rigid and unyielding one-man,
one-vote stance and permitted states a

greater percentage deviation in
redistricting if a rational state policy was
effectuated. In accordance with this shift

in attitude, Virginia was allowed to
institute a legitimate and rational state
policy of districting along county lines.
The Court there accepted a 16.4% deviation
from norm.

[Davenport IT, supra, 65 N.J. at 137-38
(Pashman, J., dissenting).]

Justice Pashman concluded that the Court had been "unnecessarily
flexible with our constitutional mandates," and he stressed the
New Jersey Constitution's supremacy, except where it must yield
to the Federal Constitution. Id. at 138. He emphasized the

Court's duty to read the State Constitution as a whole, and "to
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constantly endeavor to harmonize each ingredient, reevaluate
each part, and rebalance the entirety in order to form a more
cohesive and meaningful unity which is in tune with the spirit
of the Constitution itself." Id. at 138-39. Citing numerous
cases, he added:

Our Constitution is comprised of many,
often times, overlapping provisions. The
solution does not 1lie in ignoring the one
while allowing the other provision full
reign. Our Constitution is a balanced
concept; while the balance may shift, it is
not altered through the elimination of its
variables.

These cases make 1t more than clear

that a restrictive reading of our
Constitution is impermissible, as is a
complete abandonment of one of its
provisions. The proper role for this Court

is to reinterpret our Constitution in the
light of recent developments and strike a
new balance. My colleagues have refrained
from reevaluating Art. IV, § 2 and in so
doing have partially relinquished our
primary judicial role.

[Id. at 139.]

Justice Pashman supported the Court's interpretation that
Article IV, section 2, should be read as providing for identical
provisions for both Senate and Assembly districting. Id. at
140. He believed, however, that the county line term of the
Constitution was a "concept older than the Republic itself" and

a traditional way of defining communities of interest. Id. at

141. He asserted that the Mahan Court elevated that approach,
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in allowing a 16.4% range of deviation where necessary to
achieve important state goals. Id. at 143. He noted that the
county as a community of interest was also respected in the

Bodine I and Bodine VIII cases. Id. at 144.

Justice Pashman summed up by asserting that the majority's
preference for "a mere equal nose count . . . may have been the
law two years ago, but recent United States Supreme Court
developments are contrary." Id. at 148. Thus, he asserted that
the Commission was "obligated to conform to as many county lines
as practical and not haphazardly create districts as they
presently have, involving excessive county fragmentation."
Ibid. He recognized that "the overriding federal rule" of one
person, one vote, but concluded that

abiding by as many county lines as practical
will not substantially emasculate this
doctrine. There will inevitably be some
county fragmentation among the 40 Senate
districts, but merely because some county
fragmentation is an unavoidable consequence
does not mean that the entire concept of the
county unit as a recognized and viable
political subdivision must be discarded.
[Ibid.]
Justice Pashman further concluded that the plan presented had
violated the constitutional mandate requiring compactness of

districts. Id. at 149-51. He would have remanded to the

Commission for it to draw up "a number of alternative plans
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indicating how many districts can be placed within and along
county 1lines and at what deviations, wutilizing all of the
aforementioned criteria" and for the Commission to prepare a
"statement [as to] which plan or plans it would recommend for
adoption." Id. at 151.

Most recently, in McNeil v. Tegislative Apportionment

Commission of the State of New Jersey, 177 N.J. 364 (2003),

cert. denied, 540 U.S. 1107, 124 S. Ct. 1068, 157 L. Ed. 2d 893

(2004), a divided Court addressed the State Constitution's
boundary requirement for the State's two largest municipalities,
Newark and Jersey City. That provision is not at issue in the
present appeal, but the McNeil discussion touches upon the
county-line issue involved here. The McNeil majority concluded
that the constitutional provision requiring those large
municipalities be divided into only two districts could not be
"validly enforced . . . without violating the Supremacy Clause."
Id. at 371. The Court recounted the State's history of
redistricting cases, and wrote that because of the Supremacy

Clause, U.S. Const. art. VI, cl. 2, our State's laws regarding

apportionment are subject to federal laws, including the VRA,
which became effective in August 1965 and prohibits the "'denial
or abridgment of the right of any citizen of the United States

to vote on account of race or color[.]'" Id. at 381 (quoting 42

42 A-0747-11T4



U.S.C.A. § 1973(a)). The McNeil Court upheld the Commission's
view that creating only two districts each in Newark and Jersey
City, after a 1long history of three districts each, would
constitute "packing" in violation of Section 2 of the VRA. 1Id.
at 384.

Two of the dissenting Justices would have remanded the
McNeil matter for creation of a more complete record. Id. at
400-01 (Verniero and Albin, JJ., dissenting). The +third
dissenter, Justice LaVecchia, wrote as to Article IV, Section 2,
paragraph 3 of the New Jersey Constitution: "I disagree with
the Court's presumption of a prior invalidation of the state
constitutional provision based on past decisions of this Court.
I also disagree that the record supports the majority's
conclusion that, in any event, Supremacy Clause concerns require
our constitutional provision to be declared unenforceable in
this instance." Id. at 401 (LavVecchia, J., dissenting).
Justice LaVecchia further agreed with this court's conclusion
that

the constitutional provision at issue
remains operable, and need only give way in
the face of superior federal voting-rights
principles. In other words, every
legislative apportionment initiative should
begin with our Constitution and if our
Constitution can be adhered to consistent
with federal law, it should be. I do not

subscribe to the majority's conclusion that
past departures from Article IV, § 2, 1 3
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effectively have rendered that provision a

nullity. I interpret our prior cases as

having been decided on their unique facts

and not within the context of the present

dispute.

[Id. at 403.]
Agreeing with the other dissenters that the record was
incomplete, Justice LaVecchia would have remanded so that
plaintiffs could meet their burden of presenting at least one
plan that could meet the challenged constitutional provision,
while still meeting federal constitutional and VRA concerns.
Id. at 406. She noted that neither the trial court nor the
Commission tested the wviability of such a plan, having each
presumed the constitutional provision had been abrogated. Ibid.

Since 1973, the United States Supreme Court has emphasized

that the constitutionality of state legislative reapportionment

schemes are not to be evaluated by the more stringent standards

of Kirkpatrick, supra, and Wells, supra, which addressed equal

protection challenges to congressional district reapportionment

plans. Gaffney, supra, 412 U.S. at 741-42, 93 S. Ct. at 2325-

26, 37 L. Ed. 2d at 305 (Connecticut General Assembly

reapportionment plan); Mahan, supra, 410 U.S. at 324, 93 S. Ct.

at 985, 35 L. Ed. 2d at 330 (Virginia General Assembly

reapportionment plan). See also, Brown, supra, 462 U.S. at 850

n.2, 103 s. ct. at 2700 n.2, 77 L. Ed. 2d at 226 n.2 (O'Connor,
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J., concurring). Moreover, in evaluating state legislative
reapportionment plans, the United State Supreme Court has
consistently recognized that maintenance of the integrity of
political subdivisions, such as counties and cities, may support
substantial and legitimate state concerns, and a plan which
preserves political subdivision lines is not per se
unconstitutional wunless the policy emasculates the goal of

substantial equality of representation. Brown, supra, 462 U.S.

at 843, 103 S. Ct. at 2696, 77 L. Ed. 2d at 222; Mahan, supra,

410 U.S. at 321-22, 93 S. Ct. at 983-84, 35 L. Ed. 2d at 328-29;

Reynolds, supra, 377 U.S. at 578, 84 S. Ct. at 1390, 12 L. Ed.

2d at 536-37.
Yet, this court is bound to "follow the dictates of the

[New Jersey] Supreme Court . . . ." RSB Lab. Servs., Inc. v,

BSI, Corp., 368 N.J. Super. 540, 560 (App. Div. 2004). Thus,

this court is bound by the Scrimminger holding that, under the

1970 Census figures, counties "cannot <constitute separate
districts" and "[n]or are they suitable building blocks for the

formation of meaningful districts." Scrimminger, supra, 60 N.J.

at 487. This court is also bound by the holding in Davenport
ITI, supra, 65 N.J. at 133, that "once the use of counties as
building blocks was declared unenforceable, as it had to be

under the demographic pattern shown by the 1970 census, the
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county concept ceased to have any viability in the creation of
Senate districts." So, too, we must recognize that as late as
2004, the Supreme Court held that an attempt to limit Newark and
Jersey City to two districts each would violate federal law.

McNeill, supra, 177 N.J. at 371.

In light of this case law, the Commission reasonably viewed
its task as unconstrained by a need to create districts within
the borders of county lines. Plaintiffs did not make a showing,
either to the Commission or before this court, that demographic
data shifts had changed the facts from the 1970 Census in a way
that would now allow for effective redistricting using county
lines. Indeed, plaintiffs' own People's Map submissions do not
meet that standard. Both of their maps still contained numerous
county line breaches, three in the People's Map I and six in the
updated People's Map II, presumably the version they would have
expected the Commission to focus on in its final deliberations.
Granted, six county line breaches are significantly fewer than
the thirty-one in the approved map, however, once plaintiffs’
submissions showed that a redistricting plan could not honor
county 1lines in view of the other important redistricting
considerations, it was reasonable for the Commission to abandon

further consideration of that factor as the Davenport II Court

had permitted under the 1970 Census.
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On the record before the court, it does not appear that

plaintiffs ever directly compared the 2010 county population
census data with the population distributions of 1970 as set out
failure to do so is

in the Scrimminger opinion. Plaintiffs'

sufficient to support the trial court's view that they failed to
state a cause of action to challenge the Commission's approach

on this issue. Interestingly, 2010 county census population

figures contained in the record show no obvious differences from

the array the Scrimminger Court had viewed. Formatted as in

Scrimminger,

the statewide population for 2010 by county is as

follows:

Cape May 97,265 Burlington 448,734
Salem 66,083 Morris 492,276
Hunterdon 128,349 Camden 513,657
Warren 108,692 Passaic 501,226
Sussex 149,265 Monmouth 630,380
Cumberland 156,898 Union 536,499
Gloucester 288,288 Middlesex 809,858
Atlantic 274,549 Hudson 634,266
Somerset 323,444 Bergen 905,116
Ocean 576,567 Essex 783,969
Mercer 366,513

One-fortieth of the statewide population for 2010 was 219,797.

This array demonstrates there are still "21 counties with

substantial differences in population," which led the Court in

Scrimminger to believe that the counties could not constitute

separate districts nor form "suitable building Dblocks" for
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districting. Scrimminger, supra, 60 N.J. at 487. In light of

the unequivocal holding in Scrimminger, to which this court is

bound, we conclude the arguments advanced by plaintiffs and
McManus fail to state a basis to reject the map adopted by the
Commission. Accordingly, the trial judge properly dismissed the
complaint for failure to set forth a claim for relief.

IT.

Plaintiffs contend Judge Feinberg erred by failing to find
that the approved map violates the Fourteenth Amendment of the
United States Constitution. They assert that the Commission
defendants violated the one-person, one-vote requirement of the
Fourteenth Amendment by engaging in political and partisan
gerrymandering aimed at maintaining control by the Democratic
Party, thereby disenfranchising +the State's millions of
Republican voters. They further criticized the approved map's
preparation in secret meetings, with no public opportunity for
comment on the final version before it was adopted. Moreover,
the number of county over-splits and the creation of non-compact

districts caused a violation of the Fourteenth Amendment, in

addition to the State Constitution. Use of "continuity of
representation” as a redistricting standard was further
improper, Dbecause that standard is not required Dby the

Constitution, and works against standards that encourage a
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"reasonable possibility of [a] viable contest" between the
parties. Lack of viable contests in competitive districts can
lead to representatives that fail to work diligently on behalf
of the people, and to voter apathy. Contrary to Rosenthal's
view, plaintiffs assert, New Jersey is not a Democratic state,
but a two-party state, which the map should reflect.

Judge Feinberg discussed these arguments in some detail,
finding no violation of the United States Constitution. The
judge noted that the United States Supreme Court in Reynolds
made clear that the United States Constitution protects not only
an eligible citizen's right to vote, but also the citizen's

right to have that vote counted. Quoting Reynolds, supra, 377

Uu.s. at 568, 84 S. Cct. at 1385, 12 L. Ed. 2d at 531, she
further held that "an individual's right to vote for state
legislators is unconstitutionally impaired when its weight is in
[a] substantial fashion diluted when compared with votes of
citizens living in other parts of the State." Judge Feinberg
described plaintiffs' claim that +the map diluted votes of
residents in New Jersey's southern districts, but the judge
found that claim meritless. The judge explained:

First, plaintiffs' calculation for the

population deviation is flawed. They claim
districts 1-13 and 30, which are 12 of the
14 total southern districts, are

overpopulated by an aggregate total of
40,648, or 18.48% of the ideal population
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for a single district. (See Compl. 91 119-
21.) The proper analysis, however, requires
one to determine the population deviation
from the ideal mean for each district.
Engaging in that analysis, it is clear that
no district on the Map deviates from the
ideal mean by more than 2.66%. Thus, the
Map's total deviation, derived by finding
the difference between the most and least
populous districts, is approximately 5.2%.
That overall population deviation for this
Map is one of the lowest in decades. In

addition, the Map has an average deviation
of 1.55% for the entire Map and 1.59% for
all fourteen southern districts (1-13 and
30).

“The average deviation is the average
percentage deviation for all the districts.

The judge further explained the error of plaintiffs' approach:

Plaintiffs applied the aggregate total
overpopulation of the southern districts of
40,648 and divided it by the number [for]
the population for a single district. Quite
simply, the formula is mathematically
incorrect. The proper formula is to divide
40,648 by the total population of the entire
southern half of the state (all 14 southern
districts), which is 3,077,158. That
formula yields an aggregate population
deviation for the southern districts of
1.3%.

Also, the judge noted that plaintiffs' calculation erroneously
used the aggregate population deviation based on only twelve of
the fourteen southern districts. "TIf plaintiffs' calculation
included districts 14 and 15, instead of 1looking only at

districts 1-13 and 30, it would have had almost the exact same
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deviation as that yielded by the Commission's Map for those
southern districts."

Moreover, Judge Feinberg found the complaint states that of
the State's forty districts, twenty are overpopulated and twenty
are underpopulated, with twelve of the overpopulated districts
in the southern part of the State and eight in the north. The
Constitution did not require that overpopulated districts be
allocated evenly between the northern and southern parts of the
State, and a twelve-to-eight split was "near-perfect," so the
court found that "[t]his claimed over-packing is not evidence of
rampant disparate treatment between the north and south as
plaintiffs allege."

Judge Feinberg noted further that the United States
Constitution does not require absolute population equality, and
permits minor deviations, generally referring to deviations
under ten percent, when needed to effectuate a rational state
policy. Within that framework the court found "presumptively
constitutional" the following deviations in the approved map,
which it characterized as "nowhere near that needed to support a
cognizable legal claim for voter dilution and violation of OPOV
and/or the Equal Protection Clause":

(1) 1.3 percent total deviation for all of
the districts in the south combined;

(2) 2.66% deviation from the ideal mean for
any single district on the Map; (3) 5.2%
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total population deviation [(]the difference
between the most and least populous

districts); and (4) 1.55% average deviation
for +the entire Map and 1.59% average
deviation for the fourteen southern
districts.

Further, even if the approved map had deviations that were not
"minor," the Jjudge noted that plaintiffs would need to show
"that such deviation was caused by 'impermissible
considerations,' as opposed to other 1legitimate redistricting

goals" (quoting Rodriquez v. Pataki, 308 F. Supp. 2d 346, 368

(S.D.N.Y.), aff'd, 543 U.S. 997, 125 S. Ct. 627, 160 L. Ed. 2d
454 (2004)). Noting that the redistricting factors Rosenthal
referenced in his comments were all permissive factors held
valid by the courts, the trial court found that "plaintiffs have
not, and cannot, demonstrate that the claimed deviations were
caused by impermissible redistricting considerations."

"For similar reasons," Judge Feinberg found that plaintiffs
had "likewise failed to set forth sufficient facts to support an
Equal Protection claim." The judge wrote:

To the extent plaintiffs attempt to raise an
Equal Protection argument in tandem with
their voter dilution claim vis-a-vis the
southern districts disadvantaged to the
benefit of the northern districts, the court
notes that the southern districts encompass
a huge and diverse geographic area, from the
border with Philadelphia to Atlantic City
and Cape May. This overall region includes

large wurban areas such as Camden, rural
areas such as Hammonton, and suburban areas.
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It also includes Democrats, Republicans,
third-party voters, and unaffiliated voters.
It includes a variety of socioeconomic

classes and races. Plaintiffs have not
alleged sufficient facts to demonstrate
there is any type of invidious

discrimination to disadvantage this group of
communities in the southern portion of the
State relative to others such that would
offend Equal Protection principles.

The judge also distinguished Larios v. Cox, 300 F. Supp. 2d

1320 (N.D. Ga.), aff'd, 542 U.S. 947, 124 S. Ct. 2806, 159
L. Ed. 2d 831 (2004), in which a three-judge District Court
panel struck down a state redistricting plan that had a total
population deviation of 9.98 percent. Defendants in the present
matter represented, and plaintiffs did not dispute, that Larios
was the only case that deemed unconstitutional a map that
contained a total population deviation of under ten percent.
The trial court explained, however, that the Larios court "did
not strike down the redistricting plan as unconstitutional based
on the population deviation percentage alone. Rather, there
were various factors it looked at which demonstrated 'deliberate
and systematic regional' bias," favoring rural and inner-city
interests and disfavoring suburban areas (quoting Larios, supra,
300 F. Supp. 2d at 1327, 1341-42). Larios was distinguishable,
therefore, not just because the 5.2% deviation in the approved
map was far less than the 9.98% deviation in Larios, but also

because the present situation lacked any evidence of "deliberate
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and systematic" overpopulating of districts for partisan gain
or, as was present in Larios, racial discrimination.
Additionally, unlike the Larios situation, the approved map was
more compact, more contiguous, and characterized by a lower
population deviation than its predecessors.

Judge Feinberg also rejected plaintiffs' arguments that
"political gerrymandering" violated the one-person, one-vote
standard and plaintiffs' constitutional right to exercise the

franchise. The court cited Gaffney, supra, 412 U.S. at 752-53,

93 Ss. Ct. at 2331, 37 L. Ed. 2d at 312, in which the United
States Supreme Court expressly held that bipartisan
gerrymandering did not violate the Constitution, because "[t]he
reality is that districting inevitably has and is intended to
have substantial political consequences" such as efforts to
strengthen the two-party system. The Gaffney redistricting plan
was "admittedly drawn with the intent to create a districting

plan that would retain the political strongholds of the Democrat

and Republican parties." (citing id. at 752, 93 S. Ct. at 2331,
37 L. Ed. 2d at 311). The judge viewed the Gaffney decision as

one that "logically follows upon analysis of the establishment
and function of the Commission," in view of the New Jersey
Constitution's "formation of a redistricting commission in

recognition of the traditional two-party system[.]" The court
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observed that in Timmons v. Twin Cities Area New Party, 520 U.S.

351, 367, 117 S. Cct. 1364, 1374, 137 L. Ed. 2d 589, 603-04
(1997), a case addressing a state statute that prohibited
candidates from running on behalf of multiple parties for a
single election, the Court held that laws that promote the two-
party structure are not unconstitutional.

The trial court here noted that "Commission membership is
not limited to any political party," but rather the membership
is selected by "the chairman of the State committee of each of
the two political parties whose candidates for Governor receive
the largest number of votes at the most recent gubernatorial

election." (quoting N.J. Const., art. IV, § 3, ¥ 1). The court

explained:

Thus, the establishment of the Commission is
premised on an expression of the people's
will, as manifested through their vote for
gubernatorial candidates in the election
immediately prior to the redistricting. The
people's will can then be manifested by the
setting of bipartisan gerrymandering as long
as the Map ultimately approved otherwise
complies with the ©U.S. and New Jersey
Constitutions.

In other words, it is almost implicit
in the structure of the Commission that
whichever parties are the highest vote-
earners in the gubernatorial election, are
entitled to benefit from that expression of
the people's will, and will draw district
lines that roughly approximate the
strongholds of those two political parties,
thereby echoing the people's will. The
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allegation that the two major |parties
cooperated to create districts for mutual
partisan gain does not amount to a

constitutional violation. See Cummings, 412
U.S. at 752-53. Thus, bipartisan
gerrymandering does not violate the

Constitution. Ibid.
The trial court further considered, and also rejected,
plaintiffs' claim that "partisan gerrymandering" also was a
constitutional violation:
Just as plaintiffs’ bipartisan
gerrymandering claim is without merit,

plaintiffs fail to allege sufficient facts
to sustain a cognizable 1legal cause of

action for partisan gerrymandering. As
explained above, there is nothing
unconstitutional about apportioning
legislative districts with an eye toward
political considerations, because
redistricting is at its core, a political
process.

The court found that no constitutional infirmity arose from "the
mere fact that a particular apportionment scheme makes it more
difficult for a particular group . . . to elect the
representatives of its choice . . . ." (quoting Davis v.
Bandemer, 478 U.S. 109, 131, 106 S. Ct. 2797, 2810, 92 L. Ed. 2d
85, 105 (1986)). The court continued:
In the case at bar, plaintiffs do not
allege that political classifications were
applied in an invidious manner by the
Commission. Rather, they rely on unfounded
and/or erroneous statistics to try to show
the northern legislative districts were

favored to the disadvantage [of] the
southern districts, and that somehow that
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alone is sufficient evidence of geographic
and/or intentional invidious discrimination

and partisan gerrymandering. Quite simply,
the facts alleged do not support such a
claim.

Moreover, the Commission itself is
created to ensure equal representation of
the leading two political groups in New
Jersey, as reflected in the most recent
gubernatorial election. Given the results
of that election, the Commission contained
five Democrats and five Republicans, with an
independent eleventh member appointed to
help the party factions resolve any impasse
in reapportioning the legislative districts.
That composition was specifically designed
by the framers of the New Jersey
Constitution to ensure that the party in
control of the Legislature could not act in
an invidious manner.

For all of these reasons, the trial court found no violation of
the Federal Constitution.

We find persuasive the thorough treatment of this issue by
the trial court. Plaintiffs' arguments to the contrary
notwithstanding, the Commission ©process focused on valid
redistricting factors that courts have upheld, and its resulting
map met all of the required parameters. The Commission's

process included more than the required numbers of public

meetings, and submissions from +the Bayshore Group were
encouraged and displayed, so presumably considered. The
Davenport ITI Court recognized that this is  T"primarily a

political and legislative process" which "inevitably has and is
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intended to have substantial political consequences," and
further that "[p]lroviding protection of incumbents serves a

valid purpose and is a relevant factor to be taken into account

in creating a legislative districting plan." Davenport TIT,
supra, 65 N.J. at 134-35. As Rosenthal explained it, his
"continuity of representation" standard was aimed not at

protecting the elected representatives, but rather to avoid
unnecessary disruption to the people represented.

We cannot fully subscribe to Judge Feinberg's discussion of
the allocation of overpopulated districts, and her description
of a twelve-to-eight split as "near perfect." Nevertheless, the
judge correctly held that no standards require a precisely even
split of overpopulated districts between the northern and
southern parts of the State, and the twelve-to-eight ratio is
not SO overwhelming as to suggest that impermissible
redistricting considerations were applied.

In sum, plaintiffs have not articulated any way in which
the process or its results violated their rights under the
Federal Constitution.

IIT.

Plaintiffs contend the approved map violates Article I,

Paragraph 2(a), of the New Jersey Constitution, which aims to

protect the rights of the people through the political system.
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Plaintiffs allege the approved map undermines this protection
with a lack of competitive districts. Plaintiffs contend this
flaw can lead to voter apathy when one's vote 1is rendered
meaningless and voters believe that "[t]lhe fix is in. The game
is rigged." They contend selection of the Democratic Party's
map, and the 1lack of compromise demonstrates the alleged
unfairness.

Plaintiffs also assert the approved map also failed to
capture the population shifts that have occurred in New Jersey
away from the Democratic Party strongholds in the northeastern
part of the State, and toward Republican regions in the
northwestern and southern regions of the State.

Judge Feinberg rejected these arguments. In her opinion,
she stated:

As defendants correctly point out,
Article 1, Paragraph 2a was adopted in 1844
and is purely an affirmation of the basic
democratic principle that the people retain
the right to change their form of government
by constitutional amendment. [Bodine T,
supra, 43 N.J. at 469-71].

This provision sets forth fundamental
principles of government substantially
similar to those expressed in the
Declaration of Independence. Such principles
were intended to establish a limitation upon

the capacity of the sovereign and to make
clear that the people are the master, and

the sovereign the servant. Franklin v. N.J.
Dept. of Human Services, 225 N.J. Super.
504, 523-24 (App. Div.) (gquotations
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omitted), aff'd, 111 N.J. 1 (1988). Article
I, Paragraph 2a was not intended to confer
any constitutional rights upon individuals,
and was especially not meant to provide a
private cause of action for voters who are
displeased with the reigning political tides

in this country at any given time. See id.
. . . at 523.

Thus, even assuming arquendo,
plaintiffs have a claim that defendants
disregarded Constitutional redistricting
criteria and intentionally and

systematically gerrymandered for partisan
organizational gain, Article I, Paragraph 2a
does not provide plaintiffs with an
independent private cause of action to
redress that harm.

We agree.
Article 1, Paragraph 2(a), provides:

All political power is inherent in the
people. Government is instituted for the
protection, security, and benefit of the
people, and they have the right at all times
to alter or reform the same, whenever the
public good may require it.

Article 1, paragraph 2(b), provides for recall elections.

This constitutional provision was analyzed in Franklin,

supra, 225 N.J. Super. at 507-11, a case in which the appellants

were persons receiving emergency shelter assistance from the
State, and they sought to invalidate an administrative rule that
limited such assistance to a maximum duration of five months.
Among other arguments, the appellants contended that the time

limitation on emergency shelter assistance violated Article I,
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paragraphs 1 and 2, of the New Jersey Constitution. Id. at
522. The court rejected the argument, finding that the
provisions created no affirmative obligation on state government
to provide necessities of life such as shelter. Ibid. The
Franklin court found:
These principles of democratic

government, rooted in eighteenth century

political philosophy, are fundamentally

different from any concept of a governmental

obligation to provide social services.

. . . Article I, paragraph 2, articulates

the Dbasic democratic principle that the

purpose of government is to serve the people

and that the people therefore have the right

to change the form of government, but this

provision does not impose an affirmative

obligation on government to furnish the

necessities of life to its citizens.

[Id. at 524.]
Although Judge Pressler suggested in her dissent that the
provision, together with parens patriae considerations, could
support the appellants' arguments, the majority opinion rejected
that approach, forcefully stating: "Article I, paragraph 2 1is
purely an affirmation of the basic democratic principle that the
people retain the right to change their form of government by
constitutional amendment. It was not intended to confer any

constitutional rights wupon individuals." Id. at 527, n.l3

(citations omitted).

61 A-0747-11T4



On the appeal as of right, the Supreme Court affirmed. 111
N.J. at 20. The Court noted that it usually would refrain from
adjudicating a matter "when the ultimate resolution of important
statutory and constitutional issues turned on complex factual
considerations not fully developed in the record." Id. at 17.
It therefore wrote: "Hence, we do not reach the constitutional
issues addressed by the court below except to note that even
were we to find such an obligation, we would generally hold that
the Legislature has broad discretion in determining how best to
'vindicate . . . a constitutional obligation.'" Ibid. (quoting

Hills Dev. Co. v. Twp. of Bernards, 103 N.J. 1, 21 (1986)).

Accordingly, plaintiffs have no basis to assert individual
rights under Article 1, Paragraph 2(a), that would support their
claim.

Affirmed.

| hereby certify that the foregoing
is a true copy of the original on
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

District 1
County Municipality Population
Atlantic Corbin City 492
Atlantic Egg Harbor Township 43323
Atlantic Estell Manar City 1735
Atlantic Linwood City 7092
Atlantic Longport Borough 895
Atlantle Margate Clty 6354
Atlantic Northfield City 8624
Atlantic Pleasantville City 20249
Atlantic Somers Point City 106795
Atlantic Ventnor City 10650
Atlantic Weymouth Township 2715
Cape May Avalon 1334
Cape May Cape May City 3607
Cape May Cape May Point 291
Cape May Dennis Township 6467
Cape May Lower Township 22866
Cape May Middle Township 18911
Cape May Morth Wildwood City 4041
Cape May COcean City 11701
Cape May Sea Isle City 2114
Cape May Stone Harhor 866
Cape May Upper Township 12373
CapeMay  |WestCape May 1024
Cape May West Wildwood 603
Cape May Wildwood City 5325
Cape May Wildwood Crest 3270
Cape May Woodbine Borough 2472
’ TOTAL 210,189
District 2
County Municipality - {Population
Atlantic Absecon City ' 2411
Atlantic Atlantic City 39558
Atlantic Brigantine City 9450
Atlantlc Buena Borough 4603
Atlantic Buena Vista Township 7570
Atlantic £gg Harbor City 4243
Atlantic Folsom Borough 1885
Atlantic Galloway Township 37349
Atlantic Hamilton Township 26503
Atlantic Mammonton Township 14791
Atlantic |Mullica Township 6147
Atlantic Port Republic City 1115
Gloucester  |Clayton Borough 8179
Gloucester  [Franklin Township 16820
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The People's Map-District by District Town inventory with Population Totals

Gloucester  |Monroe Township 36129 } |
Gloucester  [Newfield Borough 1553 ' |
TOTAL 224,306 i
District 3
County Municipality Population
Cumberland |Bridgeton City 25349
Cumberiand [Commercial Township 5178
Cumberland |Deerfietld Township 3119
Cumberland |Downe Township 1585
Cumberland |Fairfield Township 6295
Cumberland |Greenwich Township 804
Cumberland |{Hopewell Township 4571
Cumberland |Lawrence Township 3290
Cumberland {Maurice River 7976
Cumberland [Millville City 28400 i
Cumberland |Shiloh Borough - 516
Cumbertand |Stow Creek Township 1431
Cumberland {Upper Deerfield 7660
Cumberland {Vineland City 60724
|1Salem Alloway Township 3467
Salem Carneys Point 2049
Salem Elmer Borough 1395
Salem Eisinboro Township 1036/
Salem Lower Alloway 1770
-|Salem Mannington Township 1806
Salem Oldmans Township 1773
Salem Penns Grove 5147
Salem Pennsville Township 13409
Salem’ " |Pilesgrove Township 4016
Salem Pittsgrove Township 9393
Salem Quinton Township 2666
Salem Salem Clty s 5146
Salem Upper Pittsgrove 3505
Salem Woodstown Borough 3505
TOTAL 222,981
District 4
County Municipality Population
Gloucester  |Deptford Township 30561
Gloucester  |East Greenwich 9555
Gloucester  [Elk Township 4216
Gloucester  |Glassboro Borough 18579
Gloucester  |Greenwich Township 4899
Gloucester  {Harrison Township 12417
Gloucester  |Logan Township 6042
Gloucester  |Mantua Township 15217
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Gloucester  |National Park 3036
Gloucester  |Paulsboro Borough 6097
Gloucester  |Pitman Borough 9011
Gloucester  [South Harrison 3162
Gloucester  {Swedesboro Borough 2584
Gloucester  [Washington Township 48559
Gloucester  |Wenonah Borough 2278
Gloucester  |West Deptford 21677
Gloucester  (Westville Borough 4288
Gloucester  {Woodhury City 10174
Gloucester  |Woodbury Heights 3055
Gloucester  |Woolwich Township 10200
TOTAL 225,607
District 5
County Municipality Population
-{Camden Audubon Borough 3819
Camden Audubon Park 1023
Camden Barrington Borough 6583
Camden Belimawr Borough 11583
Camden Brooklawn Borough 1955
Camden = |Camden City 77344
Camden Collingswood 13926
Camden Gloucester City 11456
Camden Haddon Township 14707
Camden Haddonfield Borough 11593
Camden Haddon Heights 7473
Camden Lawnside Borough 2945
Camden - Merchantville 3821
Camden Mount Ephraim 4676
Camden Oaklyn Borough 4038
Camden Pennsaulen 35885
Camden Tavistock Borough | 5
Camden Woodlynne Borough 2978
TOTAL 221,210
District 6
County Municipality Population
Camden Berlin Borough 7588
Camden Berlin Township 5357
Camden Cheslihurst Borough 1634
Camden Clementon Borough 5000
Camden Gibbsboro Borough 2274
Camden Gloucester Township 64634
Camden Hi-Nella Borough 870
Camden Laurel Springs 1908
Camden Lindenwold Borough 17613
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Camden Magnolia Borough | 4341
Camden Pine Hill Borough 1 10233
Camden Pine Valiey Borough i 12
Camden - Runnemeade Borough 2468
Camden Somerdale Borough 5151
Camden Stratford Borough 7040
Camden Voorhees Township 29131
Camden Waterford Township 10649
Camden Winslow Township 39489
TOTAL 221,402
District 7
County Municipality Population
Burlington Beverly City 2577
Burlington  |Cinnarninison 15569
. 1Burlington Delanco Township 4283
Burlington Delran Township 16896
Burlington Edgewater Park 8881
Burlington Maple Shade 19131
Burlington Moorestown Township 20726
Burlington Mount Laurel 413864
Burlington Palmyra Borough 7398
Burlington Riverside Township 8079
Burlington Riverton Borough 2779
Cainden Cherry Hill Township 71045
TOTAL 219,228
District 8
County Municipality Population
Burlington Bass River Township 1443
Burlington Eastampton Township 6069
Burlington Evesham Township 45538
Burlington Hainesport Township - 6110
Burlington  {Lumberton Township’ 12559
Burlington Medford Township 23033
Burlington Medford Lakes 4146
Burlington Mount Holly Township 9536
Burlington New Hanover 7385
Burlington Pemberton Borough 1409
Burlington Pemberton Township 27912
Burlington Shamong Township 6490
Burlington  |Southampton 10464
Burlington Springfield 3414
Burlington  {Tabernacle 6949
Burlington  |Washington Township 687
Burlington Westhampton 8813
Burlington  {Willingboro Township 31629
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Burlington Woodland Township 1788
Burlington Wrightstown 802
TOTAL 216,176
District 9
County Munitipality Population
Ocean Barnegat Light 574
Ocean Barnegat Township 20936
Ocean Beach Haven 1170
Qcean Berkeley Twp. 41255
Ocean - Eagleswood 1603
Ocean Harvey Cedars 337
Ocean Lacay 27644
Ocean Lakehurst 2654
Ocean Little Egg Harbor - 20065
Ocean Long Beach 3051
Ocean Manchester 43070
QOcean Ocean Gate 2011
Ocean “iOcean Township 8332
Ocean Pine Beach 2127
Ocean - tPlumstead 8421
Ocean Ship Bottom 1156
Ccean Stafford 26535
Ocean Surf City 1205
Qcean Tuckerton 3347
TOTAL 215,493
District 10
County Municipality Population
Ocean Bay Head 968
Qcean Beachwood 11045
Ocean Brick 75072
Ocean island Helghts 1673
Ocean Lavalette 1875
Ocean Mantaloking 286
Ocean Pt. Pleasant 18392
Ocean Pt. Pleasant Beach 4665
Ocean Seaside Heights 2887
Ocean Seaside Park 1579
Ocean South Toms River 3684
Ocean Toms River 91239
TOTAL 213,375
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

District 11
County Municipality Population
Monmouth  |Colts Neck 10142 |
Monmouth {Farmingdale 1329
Monmouth  |Howell 51075
Monmouth {Tinton Falls 17892
Ocean lackson 54856
Ocean Lakewood 92843
TOTAL 228,137
District 12
County Municipallty Population
Monmouth  |Allenhurst 496
Monmouth  [Asbury Park 16116
Monmouth  [Atlantic Highlands 4385
Monmouth  |Avon by the Sea 1901
Monmouth  [Belmar 5794
Monmotth |Bradley Beach 4298
Monmouth  |Brielle 4774
fMonmouth  |Deal 750
Monmeouth |Eatontown 12708
Monmouth  {Highlands 5005
Monmouth  [Interlaken 820
Monmouth [Lake Como 1759
Monmouth  |Loch Arbor 194
Monmouth  |Long Branch 30719 R
Monmouth [Manasquan 5897
Monmouth  {Monmouth Beach 3279
Monmouth  [Neptune City Borough 4869
Monmouth  {Neptune Township 27935
Monmouth  |Ocean Township 27291
Monmouth {Oceanport 5832
fMonmouth  |Rumson 7122
Monmouth  [Sea Bright 1412
Monmouth {Sea Girt 1828
Monmouth |Spring Lake Borough 2993
Monmouth  [Spring Lake Heights 4713
Monmouth — |Wall 26164
Monmouth  [West Long Branch 8097
TOTAL 217,152
District 13
County Municipality Population
Monmouth |Aberdeen 18210
Monmouth  |Fair Haven 6121
Monmouth |Hazlet 20334
Monmouth [Hoimdel 16773
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Monmouth  |{Keanshurg 10105
Meonmouth  [Keyport 7240
Monmouth  |Little Silver 5950
Monmouth  (Marlbore 40191
Monmouth {Matawan 8810
Monmouth  [Middletown 66522
Monmouth |Red Bank 12206
Monmouth  |Shrewsbury Borough 3809
Monmouth  |Shrewsbury Township 1141
Monmouth  |Union Beach 6245
TOTAL 223,657
District 14
County  |Municipality Population
iiddlesex Cranbury 3857
Middlesex Jameshurg 5915
Middlesex Monreoe - 39132
Middlesex Plainshoro 22999
Middlesex South Brunswick 43417
Monmouth  |Allentown 1828
Monmouth  |Englishiown 1847
Monmouth  |Freshold Borough 12052
Monmouth  |Freehold Township 36184
Monmouth  [Manalapan 38872
Monmouth  [Millstone 10566
Monmouth  |Roosevelt 882
Monmouth  {Upper Freehold 6902
i TOTAL 224,453
District 15
County Municipality Poypulation
Burlington Bordentown City 3924
Burlington Bordentown Township .- 11367
Burlington  [Burlington City . 9920
Burlington Burlington Township 22594
Burlington Chesterfield Township 7699
Burlington  |Fieldshoro 540
Burlington Florence 12109
Burlington Mansfield Township 8544
Burlington North Hanover 7678
Mercer East Windsor 27190
Mercer Hamilton Township 88464
Mercer Hightstown Borough 5,494
Mercer Robbinsville Township 13,642
TOTAL 219,165
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

District 16 |
County Municipality Population |
Mercer Ewing 35790 |
Mercer Hopewell Borough 1922
Mercer Hopewell Township 17304
Mercer Lawrence 33472
Mercer Pennington 2585
Mercer Princeton Borough 12307
Mercer Princeton Twp 16265
Mercer Trenton 84913
Mercer West Windsor 27165
TOTAL 231,723
District 17
County Municipality Population
Hunterdon  |Alexandria Township 4938
Hunterdon  |Bethlehem Township 3979
Hunterdon  [Bloomsbury Borough 870
Hunterdon  [Califon Borough 1076
Hunterdon  [Clinton 2719
Hunterdon  |Clinton Township 13478
Hunterdon |Delaware Township 4563
Hunterdon  |East Amwell 4013
Hunterdon  |Flemington Borough 4581
Hunterdon  |Franklin Township 2195
Hunterdon |Frenchtown 1373
Hunterdon  [Glen Gardner 1704
Hunterdon JHampton Borough 1401
Hunterdon  [High Bridge 3648
Hunterdon  [Holland Township 5291
Hunterdon  |Kingwood Township 3845
Hunterdon |Lambertville 3906
Hunterdon |lebanon Borough 7 1358
Hunterdon . iLebanon Township 6588
Hunterdon [Milford Borough 1233
Hunterdon  jRaritan Township 22185
Hunterdon  |Readington Township 16126
Hunterdon |Stockton Borough 538
Hunterdon  |Tewksbury Township 5993
Hunterdon  [Union Township 5908
Hunterdon  West Amwell 3840
Somerset Bedminster 8165
Somerset Bernards Township 26652
Somerset Bernardsville 7707
Somerset Branchburg Township 14459
Somerset Far Hills 919
Somarset Hillsborough 38303
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Somerset Millstone 418
Somerset Peapack Gladstone 2582
TOTAL 227,554
District 18
County Municipality Population
Somerset Bound Brook 10402
Somerset Bridgewater 44464
Somerset Franklin Townshlp 62300
Somerset Green Brook 7203
Somerset Manville Borough 10344
Somerset Montgomery 22254
Somerset North Plainfleld 21936
Somerset Raritan 6381
Somerset Rocky Hill 682
Somerset Somerville 12098 )
Somerset South Bound Brook 4563
Somerset, Warren 15311
Somerset - |Watchung 5801
TOTAL 224,239
District 19
County Municipality Population
Middlesex East Brunswick 47512
Middlesex Helmetta 2178
Middlesex Milltown Borough 6893
Middlesex New Brunswick 55181
Middlesex North Brunswick 40742
Middlesex Old Bridge 65375
Middlesex Spotswood 8257
TOTAL 226,138
District 20
County Municipality Population
Middiesex Perth Amboy 50814
Middlesex  |Sayreville Borough 42704
Middlesex South Amboy 8631
Middlesex South River 16008
Middiesex [Woodbridge Township 99585
TOTAL 217,742
District 21
County Municigality Population
Middlesex Dunellen 7227
Middiesex Edison 99967
Middlesex Highland Park 13982
Middlesex Metuchen 13574
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The People's Map-District by District Town inventory with Poputation Totals

tiddlesex  |Middlesex Borough 13635 § §
liddlesex  |Piscataway 56044 |
tiddlesex  {South Plainfield 23385 i
TOTAL 227,814
listrict 22
ounty Municipality - Population
Aiddlesex Carteret 22844
Inion Clark 14756
Inion Fanwood 7318
Inion Linden 40499
Inion Plainfield 49808
Inion Rahway 27346
Inion Roselle Borough 21085
Jnion Roselle Park 13297
Inion Scotch Plains 23510
Jnion |Winfield 1471
TOTAL 221,934
Yistrict 23
Zounty Municipality Population
Jnion Elizabeth 124969
Jnion Hillside 21404
Jnion Kenilworth 7914
inion Union Township 56642
TOTAL 210,929
Yistrict 24
County Municipality Population
“Morris Chatham Borough 8962
Aorris Chatham Township 10452
Morris Harding Township 3838
“florris Long Hill 8702
Aorris Madison 4+ 15845
Morris Motris Township T 22308
Aorris Morristown 18411
Jnion Berkeley Heights 13183
Union Cranford 22625
Jnion Garwood 4226
Jnlon Mountainside 6685
tinion New Providence 12171 ,
Jnion Springfield 15817
Union Summit 21457
'fnfon Westfield 30316
TOTAL 214,986
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The Pecple's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

District 25
County Municipality Population
Morris Chester Borough 1649
Morris Chester Township 7838
Morris Mendham Boreugh 4981
Morrls Mendham Township 5869
Morris Mine Hill 3651
Morris Mt. Arlington 5050
Morris Mt. Olive Township 28117
Morris . Netcong Borough 3232
Mortis Roxbury Township 23324
Morris Washington Township 18533
Warren Allamuchy Township 4323
Warren Alpha Barough 2369
Warren Belvidere Township 2681
Warren Biairstown Township 5967
Warren Frankiin Township 3176
Warran Frelinghuysen 2230
Warren Greenwich Township 5712
Warren Hacketistown 5724
Warren Hardwick Township 1696
Watren Harmony Township 2667
Warren Hope Township 1952
Warren Independence 5662
Warren Knowlton Township 3055
Warren Liberty Township 2942
Warren Lopatcong Township 8014
Warren Mansfield Township 7725
Warren Oxford Township 2514
Warren Phillipsburg Township 14950
Warren Pohatcong Township 3339
Warren Washington Borough 6461
Warren Washington Township 6651
Warren White Township 4882
TOTAL 210,936
District 26
County Municipality Population
Morris Boonton Township 4263
Morris Butler 7539; .
Morrls Denville 16635
Maorris Dover 18157|-
Morris Hanover Township 13712
Morris |defferson Township 21314
*Aorris Kinnelon 10248
Jorrls Morris Plains 5532
Morris Mountain Lakes 4160
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Mortis ‘Parsippany 53238
Motrris Randolph 25734
Morris Rockaway Borough 6438
Morris Rockaway Township 24156
Mortis Victory Gardens 1520
Morris What'ton 6522
TOTAL 215168
District 27
County Municipality Population
Essex Caldwell Borough 7822
Essex Essex Fells Borough 2113
Essex Fairfield Township 7466
Essex Livingston Township 29366
Essex Millburn Township 20149
Essex North Caldwell 6183
Essex Roseland Borough 5819
Essex West Caldwell 10755
Essex West Orange 46207
Morris Boonton Town 8347
Morris East Hanover 11157
Morris Florham Park 11,606
Morris Lincoln Park Borough 10521
Morris Montville Township 21528|
Morris Pequannock 15540
Morris Riverdale 3559
TOTAL 218232
District 28
County Municipality Population
Essex Bloomfield 47315
Essex Cedar Grove 12,411
Essex Fast Orange 64270
Essex Glen Ridge 7527
Essex Montclair 37669
Essex Nutley 28370
Essex Verona 13332
TOTAL 210894
t
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The People’s Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

District 29
County Municipality Population
Essex Newark {Part)
Tract 19 1936
Tract 20 4124
Tract21 3017
Tract 22.01 7989
Tract 22.02 3135
Tract 23 4250
Tract 24 3456
Tract 25 3664
Tract 35 2328
Tract 37 2050
Tract 38 2073
Tract 39 1466
Tract 41 3411
Tract 42 2831
Tract 43 2560
Tract 44 1708
Tract 45 3282
Tract 46 3198
Tract 47 4624
Tract 48.01 2236
Tract 48.02 3207
Tract 49 3652
Tract 50 3440
Tract 51 2214
Tract 52 1294
Tract 53 2623
Tract 54 3684
Tract 57 2664
Tract 227 3192
Tract 232 3453
Tract 9801 3557
Tract 9802 1173
Newark Subtotal 97491
Essex Irvington 53926
Essex Mapiewood 23867
Essex Orange 30134
Essex South Orange 16198
TOTAL 221616
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The Peaple's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

District 30
County Municipality Population
Essex Newark {Part}
Tract1 5899
Tract 2 2911
Tract3 3346
Tract 4 2333
Tracts 1741
Tract 6 4271
Tract 7 6612
Tract 8 4539
Tract 2 4011
Tract 10 3311
Tract 11 3750
Tract 13 1646
Tract 14 2601
Tract 15 1787
Tract 16 1756
Tract 17 2030
Tract 18 1947
Tract 26 1754
Tract 28 1726
Tract 31 2065
Tract 62 1386
Tract 64 987
Tract 66 1300
Tract 67 3653
Tract 68 4954
|Tract 69 4129
Tract 70 3490
Tract 71 3585
Tract 72 3532
Tract 73 5276
Tract 74 5143
Tract 75.01 4240
Tract 75.02 2746
Tract 76 3090
- Tract 77 2511
Tract 78 3385
Tract 79 3699
Tract 80 1986
Tract 81 3436
Tract 82 2128
Tract 87 4107
Tract 88 1998
Tract 89 2019
Tract 90 1904
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Tract 91 3331
Tract 92 3228
Jract 93 4793
Tract 94 5827
Tract 95 6020
Tract96 4496
Tract 97 4866
Tract 228 2367
Tract 229 4170
Tract 230 - 3262
Tract 231 25191
Mewark Subtotal 179,649
Essex Belleville 35926
TOTAL 215,575
District 31
County iviunicipality Population
Hudson East Mewark 2406
Hudson Guttenberg 11176
Hudson Harrison 13620
Hudson Kearny 40684
Hudson North Bergen 60773
Hudson Secaucus 16264
Hudson Union City 66455
TOTAL 211378
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

District 32

County Municipality Population

Hudson lersey City (Part) **
Tract 22 1681
Tract 27 4815
Tract'28 5671
Tract 29 3923
Tract 30 3165
Tract 31 4094
Tract 35 1937
Tract 40 5286
Tract 41.01 6576
Tract 41.02 2874
Tract 42 4632
Tract 43 2214
Tract 44 2406
Tract 45 3922
Tract 46 2229
Tract 47 2591
Tract 48 4208
Tract 49 3995
Tract 52 4369
Tract 53 3053
Tract 54 6161
Tract 55 | 2484
Tract 56 3704
Tract 58.01 4333
Tract 58.02 1577
Tract 59 7257
Tract 60 4308
Tract 61 6745
Tract 62 3649
Tract 63 4293
Tract 64 3101
Tract 65 1843
Tract 66 1446
Tract 67 3519
Tract 68 3343
Tract 73 1034
Tract 74 4141
Tract 75 5044
Tract 76 5690
Jersey City Subtotal 147813

Hudson Bayonne 63024
TOTAL 2103837
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The People’s Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

District 33
County Municipality Population
Hudson Jersey City {Pari} **
Tract 1 6025
Tract 2 50489
Tract'3 4220
Tract 4 3991
Tract 5 4311
Tract 6 5750
Tract 7 3486 **The total combined population of Jersey
) Tract 8 3900 Chty i5 360 persons less than the census
Tract 9.02 6100 population of 247, 597. This 360 person
Tract 10 1986 discrepancy could not be reconciled with
Tract 11 5408 census tract populations, This discrepancy
Tract 12.01 2158 does not affect District outcomes.
Tract 12.02 1357
Tract 13 2913
Tract 14 3738
Tract 17.01 4257
Tract 18 4031
Tract 19 1518
Tract 20 4340
Tract 23 2133
Tract 24 2309
Tract 69 81
Tract 71 3280
Tract 70 3944
Tract 72 2160
Tract 77 9618
Tract 78 1360
Jersey City Subtotal 99,424
Hudson Hoboken 50005
Hudson Weehawken 12554
Hudson West New York 49708
TOTAL 211,691
District 34
County Municinality Population
Passaic Bloomingdale 7656
Passaic Pompton Lakes 11097
Passaic Ringwood 12228
Passaic Wanagque 11116
Passaic West Milford 25850
Sussex Andover Borough 606
Stissex Andover Township 6319
Sussex Branchville 841
Sussex Byram 8350
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Sussex Frankford 5565
Sussex Franklin 5045
Sussex Fredon 3437
Sussey Green Township 3601
Sussex Hamburg 3277
Sussex Hampton 5196
Sussex Hardyston 8213
Sussex Hopatcong 15147
Sussex Lafayette 2538
Sussex Montague 3847
Sussex” Newton 7997
Sussex Ogdensburg 2410
Sussex Sandyston 1998
Sussex |Sparta 19722
Sussex Stanhope 3610
Sussex Stillwater 4099
Sussex Sussex Borough 2130
Sussex Vernon 23943
Sussex Walpack 16
Sussex Wantage 11358
TOTAL 217,212
District 35
County Municipality Population
Passaic Clifton 84136
Passaic Little Falls 14437
Passaic Passaic City 69781 o
Passaic Wayne Township 54717
TOTAL 223,066
District 36
County Municipality Population
Passaic "|Haledon Borough 8318
Passaic Hawthorne Borough 18791
Passaic North Haledon 8417
- {Passaic Paterson City 146199
Passaic Prospect Park 5865
Passaic Totowa Borough 10804
Passalc Woodland Park 11819
TOTAL 210,213
District 37
County Municipality Population
Bergen Carlstadt 6127
Bergen East Rutherford 8913
Bergen Garfield City 30487
Bergen Hackensack City 43010
Bergen Hasbrouck Heights 11842
g 1
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Bergen Little Ferry 10626 i
Bergen Lodi 24136 '
Bergen Lyndhurst 20554
Bergen Maywood Borough 9555}
Bergen Moonachie 2708
Bergen North Arlington 15392
Bergen Rutherford 18061
Bergen South Hackensack 2378
Bergen Teterboro 67
Bergen Wallington 11335
Bergen Woodridge 7626
TOTAL 222,817
District 38
County Municipality Population
Bergen Bogota Borough 8187
Bergen Cliffside Park 23594
Bergen Edgewater 11513
Bergen Englewood City 27147
Bergen Englewood Cliffs 5281
Bergen Fairview 13835
'Bergen Fort Lee 35345
Bergen Leonia 8937
Bergen Palisades Park 19622
Bergen Ridgefield Borough 11032
Bergen Ridgefield Park 12729
Bergen Teaneck Township 39776
Bergen ~ |Tenafly Borough 14488
TOTAL 231,486
District 39
County Municipality Population
Bergen Alpine Borough 1849
Bergen Bergenfield Borough 26764
Bergen Closter Borough 8373
Bergen Cresskill Borough 8573
Bergen Demarest Borough 4881
Bergen Dumont Borough 17479
Bergen Elmwood Park 19403
Bergen Emerson Borough 7401
Bergen Fair Lawn Borough 32457
Bergen Harrington Park 4664
Bergen Haworth Borough 3382
Bergen New Milford 16341
Bergen Northvale Borough 4640
Bergen Norwood Borough 5711]
Bergen Oradeli Borough 7978
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Bergen Paramus Borough 26342 |
Bergen River Edge Borough 11340 !
Bergen Rochelte Park 5530
Bergen Rockieigh Borough 531
Bergen Saddle Brook 13659

TOTAL 227,298
District 40
County Municipality Population
Bergen Allendale Borough 6505
Bergen Franklin Lakes 10590
Bergen Glen Rock 11601
Bergen Hillsdale Borough 10219
Bergén Ho-Ho-Kus 4078
Bergen Mahwah 25890
Bergen Midland Park 7128
Bergen Montvale Borough 7844
Bergen Oakland Borough 12754
Bergen Old Tappan Borough 5750
Bergen Park Ridge Borough 8645

{Bergen Ramsey Borough 14473

Bergen Ridgewood Village 24958
Bergen Rivervale Township 9659
Bergen Saddle River Borough 3152
Bergen Upper Saddle River 8208|
Bergen Waldwick Borough 5625
Bergen Washington Township 9102}
Bergen Westwood Borough 10908
Bergen Woodcliff Lake 5730
Bergen Wyckoff Township 16696

TOTAL 223,515
Subtotal of all 40 Districts = 8,791,534
Additional 360 fersey City Residents = 360

| |

Grand Total: 8,791,894 (the 2010 U.S. Census Population of New Jersey)

| I |
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4 i 3 »
Proposed New Jersey // o \\ The Peop le’s Map1

Legislative Districts f} "\7‘ .fji: . {) \

2011-2020

1ATLANTICICAPE MAY
2 ATLANTIC/GLOUCESTER :
3 CUMBERLANDISALEM M
4 GLOUCESTER ;
$ CAMDEN
& CAMDEN
7 BURLINGTON/CAMDEN
8 BURLINGTON
9 BURLINGTONIOCEAN
10 MIDD1.ESEX/MONMOUTH
11 OCEAN/MONMOUTH
12 BURLINGTONIOCEAN {
13 IONMOUTH )
14 SOMERSET
16 MERCER
16 MIDDLESEX
17 MIDDLESEX
18 MIDDLESEX
189 MIDDLESEX
20 UNION
21 MORRISIUNION
22 MIDDLESEX/UNION
23 MORRIS/SP,ERSET/WARREN
24 PASSAICISUSSEX
25 MERCER/MIDDLESEX
25 MORRIS
. 27 ESSEX/MORRIS
28 ESSEX
29 BSSEX
30 MONMOUTH
31 HUDsON
32 BERGEN/HUDSON
33 HUDSON
34 ESSEX
35 BERGEN/PASSAIC
38 BERGEN
37 BERGEN
38 BERGEN
35 BERGEN
40 PASSAIC
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The People's Map-District by District Town inventery with Population Totals

District 1 ‘ l i | : i
County Municipality iPopuIa’ticn ; Deviation [%Deviation ;Total Population
Atlantic Absecon 8,411 -1197] -0.54% 218,600
Atlantic Corbin City 492
Atlantic Egg Harbor Township 43,323
Atlantic Estell Manor City 1,735
Atlantic Linwood City 7,092
Atlantic Longport Borough 895
Atlantic Margatle City 6,354
Atlantic MNorthfield City 8,624
Atlantic Pleasantville City 20,249
Atlantic Somers Point City 10,795
Atlantic Ventnor City 10,650
Atlantic Weymouth Township 2,715
Cape May Avalon 14,334
Cape May  |Cape May City 3,607 R o
Cape May Cape May Peint 291
Cape May Dennis Township 6,467
Cape May Lower Township 22,866
Cape May Middle Township 18,911
Cape May Morth Wildwood City 4,041
Cape May Ocean City il1,701
Cape May Sea isle City 2,114
Cape May Stone Harbor 866
Cape May Upper Township 12,373
1{Cape May West Cape May 1,024
Cape May West Wildwood 603
Cape May Wildwood City : 5,325
Cape May Wildwood Crest 3,270
Cape May Woodbine Borough 2,472
TOTAL 213,600
District 2
County Municipality " Populaticn 314 0.14% 220,111
Atlantic Atlantlc City 39,558
Atlantic Brigantine City 9,450
Atlantic Buana Borough 4,603
Atlantic Buena Vista Township 7,570
Atfantic Egg Harbor City 4,243
Atlantic Folsom Borough 1,885
Atlantic Galloway Township 37,349
Atlantic Hamilton Township 26,503
Atlantic . Hammonton Township 14,791
Atlantic Mullica Township 6,147
Atlantic Port Republic City 1,115
Gloucester  {Clayton Borough 8,179
Gloucester  JElk Township 4,216
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

Zgﬁioucester Franklin Township 16,820 | 1
21Gloucester  {Monroe Township 36,129 | |
2iGloucester  |Newfield Borough 1,553 |
2 TOTAL 220,111
3|District 3 iy
3|County Municipality Population 3184 1.44% 222,981
3|Cumberland |Bridgeton City 25,349
3|Cumberland {Commercial Township 5,178
3|Cumberland jDeerfield Township 3,119
3|Cumberland |Downe Township 1,585
3{Cumberiand |Fairfield Township 6,295
3{Cumberland |Greenwich Township 804
3{Cumberland |Hopeweli Township 4,571
3|Cumberiand [Lawrence Township 3,290
3|Cumberland [Maurice River 7,976
3{Cumberland [Miliville City 28,400
3{Cumberland [Shilch Borough 516
3iCumberland {Stow Creek Township 1,431
3|Cumberland [Upper Deerfield 7,660
3iCumberland Vineland City 60,724
3|Salem Alloway Township 3,467
- 3{Salem Carneys Point 3,049
3|Salem Elmer Borough 1,395
3{5alem Elsinboro Township 1,036
3[Salem Lower Alloway 1,770
3}Salem Mannington Township 1,806
3iSalem Oldmans Township 1,773
3iSalem Penns Grove 5,147
3{Salem Pennsville Township 13,409
3[Salem Pllesgrave Township 4,016
3{Salem Pittsgrove Township 9,393
3|Salem Quinton Township 2,666
3|Salem Salem City 5,146
3{Salem Upper Pittsgrove 3,505
3|Salem Woodstown Borough 3,505
3 TOTAL 222,981
4District 4 ;
41County Municipality Population 1594 0.73% 221,391
4|Gloucester  |Deptford Township 30,561
4|Gloucester  |East Greenwich 9,555
4{Gloucester  |Glasshoro Borough 18,579
4|Gloucester  |Greenwich Township 4,899
4|Gloucester  |Harrison Township 12,417
4iGloucester  (Logan Township 6,042
4iGloucester  [Mantua Township 15,217
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

4|Gloucester  ;National Park 3,036}
4{Gloucester  |Paulshoro Borough 6,097
41Gloucester  [Pitman Borough 9,011
4iGloucester  |South Harrison 3,162
4iGloucester  |Swedeshoro Borough 2,584
4|Gloucester  [Washington Township 48,559
4iGloucester  [Wenonah Borough 2,278
4|Gloucester  |West Deptford 21,677
4iGloucester  iWestville Borough 4,288
4|Gloucester  |Woodbury Clty 10,174
4|Gloucester  {Woadhury Heights 3,055
4Gloucester  |Woolwich Township 10,200
4 TOTAL 221,351
5i{County Vunicipality Ponulation 1413 0.64% 221,210
5iCamden Audubon Borough 8,819 ‘
5!1Camden Audubon Park 1,023
5iCamden Barrington Borough 6,983
5{Camden Bellmawr Borough 11,583
S5|Camden Brooklawn Borough 1,955
5[Camden Camden City 77,344
SiCamden Collingswood 13,926
S5[Camden Gloucester City 11,456
SiCamden Haddon Township 14,707
S5iCamden Haddonfield Borough 11,593
5(Camden Haddon Heights 7,473
5{Caimden Lawnside Borough 2,945
5{Camden Merchantville 3,821
5|Camden Mount Ephraim 4,676
5|Camden Caklyn Borough 4,038
5|Camnden Pennsauken 35,885
5[Camden Tavistock Borough 5
5|Camden Woodlynne Borough.: 2,978
5 TOTAL ' 221,210
6| District 6 _
6{County Munlicipality Population 1605 0.73% 221,402
6{Camden Beriin Borough 7,588
6iCamden Berlin Township 5,357
6!Camden Chesilhurst Borough 1,634
6]Camden Clementon Borough .5,000
6{Camden Gibbsboro Borough 2,274
6{Camden Gloucester Township 64,634
6|Camden Hi-Neila Borough 870
6/Camden Laurel Springs 1,908
6|Camden Lindenwold Borough 17,613
6|Camden Magnolia Borough 4,341
T
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

6!Camden |Pine Hill Borough 10,233

6iCamden Pine Valley Borough 12

6iCamden Runnemeade Borough 8,468

6|Camden Somerdale Borough 5,151

6|Camden Stratford Borough 7,040

6|Camden Voorhees Township 29,131

6({Camden Waterford Township 10,649

6{Camden Winslow Township 39,499

b TOTAL 221,402

7District 7

7|County Municipality Population 5541 2.52% 225,338

7|Burlington Beverly City 2,577

7|Burlington Cinnaminison 15,569

7{Burlington Defanco Township 4,283

7|Burlington Delran Township 16,896

7|Burlington Edgewater Park 8,881

7|Burlington Hainesport Township 6,110

7|Burlington Maple Shade 19,131

71Burlington ioorestown Township 20,726

7{Burlington  |Mount Laurel 41,864

7|Burlington Palmyra Borough 7,358

7|Burlington Riverside Township 8,079

7|Burlington Riverton Borough 2,779

7iCamden Cherry Hill Township 71,045

7] TOTAL 225,338

8|District 8- .

8(County Municipality Population 315 0.14% 220,112

8|Burlington Burlington City 9,920

8|Burlington Burlington Township 22,594

8{Burlington Eastampton Township 5,069

8|Burlington Evesham Township 45,538

8[Burlington  {Lumberton Township 12,559

8|Burlington Medford Township 23,033

8iBurlington Medford Lakes 4,146

g{Burlington Mount Holly Township 9,536

g{Burlington Pemberton Borough 1,409

8|Burlington Pemberton Township 27,512

8|Burlington Shamong Township 6,490

8|Burlington  |Southampton 10,464

8[Burlington Westhampton 8,813

8|Burlington  [Willingboro Township 31,629

8 TOTAL 220,112

9| District 9

S{County Municipality Population -1,858 -0.84% 217,939
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The People's Map-Bistrict by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

9i0cean Barnegat Light 574, l i
9!0cean Barnegat Township 20,936 : i
9:0cean Beach Haven 1,170 ! i
SiCcean Berkeley Twp. 41,255 |
9|0Ocean Eagleswood 1,603
9)0cean Harvey Cedars 337
9{0cean Lacey 27,644
9|Qcean takehurst 2,654
9|0cean Little Egg Harbor 20,065
9!0cean Long Beach 3,051
9|Ccean Manchester 43,070
9|0cean Qcean Gate 2,011
910cean Ocean Township 8,332
9[{0cean Pine Beach 2,127
9|0cean Ship Botiom 1,156
9l0cean Stafford 26,535
9|0cean surf City 1,205
910cean Tuckerton 3,347
SBurlington Bass River Township 1,443
SiBurlington Tahernacle 6,949
9{Burlington Washington Township 687
95Burlington Woodland Township 1,788
g TOTAL 217,939
10! District 10
10| County Municipality Population 4249 1.93% 224,046
10|Ocean Bay Head 368
10|0cean Beachwood 11,045
10{0cean Brick 75,072
10{Ocean Istand Heights 1,673
1070cean Lavalette 1,875
16{0cean Mantaloking 296
10[Ocean Pt. Pleasant 18,392
10|0Ocean Pt. Pleasant Beach 4,665
10{0cean Seaside Heights 2,887
10{Ccean Seaside Park 1,579
10{Ocean South Toms River 3,684
10(0Ocean Toms River 91,239
10|Monmouth  |Brielle 4,774
10|Monmouth  {Manasguan 5,897
10 TOTAL 224,046
11 District 11
11{County Municipality Population
11| Middlesex Helmetta 2,178 -893 -0.40% 218,904
11iMiddlesex Jamesburg 5,915
11[Middlesex Monroe 39,132
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The People’s Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

11iMonmouth {Allentown | 1,828 ; @
11iMonmouth |Colts Neck ' 10,142 i E
11iMonmouth |Englishtown 1,847] - i
11|Monmouth |Farmingdale 1,329
11|Monmouth  |Freehold Borough 12,052
111Monmouth  |Freehold Township 36,184
11iMonmouth  |Howell 51,075
1L Monmouth  |Manalapan 38,872
11;Monmouth |Millstone 10,566
11iMonmouth  |Roosevelt 882
LiMonmouth |Upper Freehold 5,902
11 TOTAL 218,904

12| District 12

12|County Municipality Papulation -215 -0.09% 219,582
12 "Bt"Jrﬁngton Bordentown City 3,924
12{Burlington Bordentown Township 11,367
12{Burlington Chesterfield Township - 7,699
12|Burlington Fieldsboro 540
12|Burlington Florence 12,109
12| Burlington Mansfield Township 8,544
12|Burlington New Hanover 7,385
12[Burlington North Hanover 7,678
12|Burlington Springfield 3,414
121Burlington  |Wrightstown 802
12|0cean "~ ltackson ‘ 54,856
12{Ocean Lakewood 92,843
12{0cean Plumsted 8,421
12 TOTAL 219,532

13iDistrict 13

13iCounty Municigality Population 3360 1.75% 223,657

13{Monmouth  [Aberdeen 18,210
13{Monmouth |Fair Haven s 6,121
13;Monmouth  |Hazlet 20,334
13{Monmouth |Holmdel 16,773
13|Monmouth |Keanshurg 10,105
13|Monmouth [Keyport 7,240
13{Monmouth |Little Silver 5,950
i3|Monmouth |Marlboro 40,191
13/Monmouth |Matawan 8,810
31Monmouth  |Middletown 66,522
13|Menmouth  |Red Bank 12,206
13{Monmouth  |Shrewsbury Borough 3,809
13]{Monmouth  |Shrewshury Township 1,141
13{Monmouth  {Union Beach 6,245
13 TOTAL 223,657
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

i
|

14!District 14 | ! , ]
14.County iMunicipality ‘Population | 1959 0.89%] 221,756
14|Somerset Bernards Township 26,652
14|Somerset Bound Brook 10,402
14{Somerset Bridgewater 44,464
14|Somerset Franklin Township 62,300
14|Somerset Green Brook 7,203
14)Somerset Manville Borough 10,344
14|Somerset North Plainfietd 21,936
14]Somerset Rocky Hill 682
14|Somerset Somerville 12,098

" 14|Somerset  |South Bound Brook 4,563
i4|{Somerset Warren 15,311
14|Somerset Watchung | 5801
14 TOTAL 221,756
15|District 15
151 County Municipality Population 3012 1.37% . 222,809 .
iSiiercer Ewing 35,790 '
15|Mercer Hamilton Township 88,464
15| Mercer Robbinsville Township 13,642
151Mercer Trenton 84,913
15(Total 222,809
16| District 16
16|County Municipality Population -568 -0.44% 218,825
16|Hunterdon  |Alexandria Township 4,938
16|Hunterdon Bethlehem Township 3,979
16|Hunterdon  |Bloomsbury Borough 870
16{Hunterdon  |Califon Borough 1,076
16{Hunterdon  |Clinton 2,719
16|Hunterdon  |Clinton Township - 13,478
16|Hunterdon  |Delaware Township ~ 4,563
16|Hunterdon  |East Amwell 4,013
16{Hunterden  [Flemington Borough 4,581
16|Hunterdon  Franklin Township 3,195
16iHunterdon Frenchtown 1,373
16[Hunterdon  |Glen Gardner 1,704
16/Hunterdon Hampton Borough 1,401
16{Hunterdon  |High Bridge 3,648
16jHunterdon  jHolland Township 5,291
16|Hunterdon  |Kingwood Township 3,845
16{Hunterdon Lambertvilla 3,906
16{Hunterdon Lebanon Borough 1,358
16)Hunterdon  [Lebanon Township 6,588
16{Hunterdon Milford Borough 1,233
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

16!Hunterdon  [Raritan Township 22,185

16!Hunterdon Readington Township 16,126

16|Hunterdon  iStockton Borough 538

16|Hunterdon  |Tewksbury Township 5,993

16iHunterdon  |Union Township 5,508

16|Hunterdon  |West Amwell 3,840

16{Somerset Bedminster 8,165

16|Somerset Branchburg Township 14,459

16iSomerset Hillsborough 38,303

16]Somerset Millstone 418

14|Somerset Montgomery 22,254

16|Somerset  {Raritan Township 6,881

16 TOTAL 218,829

17tDistrict 17

17{County Municipality Population 790 0.35% 220,587
17 Middiesex tdison 99,967

17| Middlesex Highland Park 13,982

17| Middiesex Metuchen 13,574

17{Middiesex Middlesex Borough 13,635

171 Middlesex Piscataway 56,044

17{Middlesex Sauth Plainfield 23,385

17 TOTAL 220,587

18;District 18

18|County Municipality Population 4163  1.89% 223,960
18{Middiesex East Brunswick 47,512

18iMiddlesex Milltown Borough 6,893

18{Middlesex MNew Brunswick: 55,181

18| Middlesex North Brunswick 40,742

18| Middiesex Old Bridge 65,375

18{Middlesex Spotswood 8,257

18 TOTAL 223,960

;n’

19| District 19

19{County Municipality Population -2055 -0.93%] 217,742
19{Middiesex Perth Amboy 50,814

19|Middlesex  |[Sayreville Borough 42,704

19| Middlesex South Amboy 8,631

19 Middiesex South Rlver 16,008

19 Middlesex Woodbridge Township - 99,585

19 TOTAL 217,742

20 District 20

20|County Municipality Population -3435 -1.58 216,312
20|Union Elizabeth - 124,969

20iUnion Hillside 21,404

(4
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

" 20:Union iRoselle Park 13,297 | i
20}Union Union Township 56,642 i ;
20 TOTAL 216,312 j

21| District 21

21 County Municipality Population -3113 -1.41% 222,910
21 Morris Chatham Borough 8,862

21{Morris Chatham Township 10,452

21iMorris Harding Township 3,838

21| Morris Long Hill 8,702

21{Morris Madison 15,845

21i{Mofris Morris Township 22,306

21Morris Morristown 18,411

21{Union Berkeley Heights 13,183

21{Union . |Cranford 22,625

21{Union Garwood 4228 1 I
21 |Union Kenilworth 7,914

21|Union Mountainside 6,685

Z1lUnion New Providence 12,171

21{Union Springfield 15,817

21{Union Summit 21,457

21iUnion Westfield : 30,316

21 TOTAL 222,910

22iDistrict 22

22|County Municipality Population -5404 -2.45% 215,864
22| Middlesex Carteret 22,844
22|Middlesex  |Dunelien 7,227
22{Union - Clark 14,756
22|Union Fanwood 7,318
22 {Union Linden 40,499
22|Union Plainfield 49,808
22|Union Rahway 27,346
22 [Union Roselle Borough 21,085
221Unlon Scotch Plains 23,510
22}Unien Winfield 1,471

22 TOTAL 215,864

23|District 23

23{County Municipality _ Population, -2703 -1.22% 217,094
231Morrls Chester Borough ' 1,649 : '
231Morris Chester Township 7838

231Morris Mendham Borough 4,981

23|Morrls Mendham Township 5,869

23 Morris Mine Hill 3,651

23| Moiris Mt, Olive Township 28,117

23| Morris Netcong Borough 3,232

( 2] &
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The People's Map-District by District Town [nventory with Population Totals

23!Morris Roxbury Township 23,324
23|Morris Washington Township 18,533
23iSomerset Bernardsville 1,707
23|Somerset Far Hills 919
23|Somerset Peapack Gladstone 2,582
23|Warren Alamuchy Township 4,323
23{Warren Alpha Borough 2,369
23|Warren Belvidere Township 2,681
23{Warren Blairstown Township 5,967
23 |Warren Frankiin Township 3,176
23|Warren Frelinghuysen 2,2301
23|Warren Greenwich Township 5,712
23|Warren Hackettstown 9,724}
23iWarren Hardwick Township 1,696
23|Warren Harmony Township 2,667
23|Warren Hope Township 1,952
- 23{Warren Independence 5,662
23|Warren Knowiton Township 3,055
23(Warren Liberty Township 2,942
23Warren Lopatcong Township 8,014
23|Warren Mansfield Township 7,725
23Warren Oxford Township 2,514
23|Warren Phillipsburg Township 14,950
23|Warren Pohatcong Township 3,339
23Warren Washington Borough 6,461
23|Warren Washington Township 6,651
23|Warren White Township - 4,882
23 TOTAL 217,004
24{District 24
24| County Municipality Population -2585 -1.17% 217,212
241Passaic Bloomingdale 7,656
24 Passaic Pompton Lakes 11,097
241Passaic Ringwoad 12,228
24 Passaic Wanaque 11,116
24| Passaic West Milford 25,850
24|Sussex Andover Borough 606
24|Sussex Andover Township 6,319
24 |Sussex Branchville 841
24|Sussex Byram 8,350
"24/Sussex Frankford 5,565
24{5ussex Franklin 5,045
24|Sussex Fredon 3,437
24|Sussex Green Township 3,601
24|Sussex Hamburg 3,277
241Sussex Hampton 5,196
24i5ussex Hardyston 8,213
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

241Sussex Hopatcong 15,147
244Sussex Lafayette 2,538
24]Sussex Montague 3,847
24|Sussex Newton 7,997
24|5ussex Ogdenshurg 2,410
24|Sussex Sandyston 1,998
24(Sussex Sparta 18,722
241Sussex Stanhope 3,610
241Sussex Stillwater 4,099
2415ussex Sussex Borough 2,130
24[Sussax Vernon 23,943
24{Sussex Walpack 16
2415ussex Wantage 11,358
24 TOTAL 217,212
25]District 25
25{County Municipality Populatich
251Mercer East Windsor 27,190 -5820 -2.64% 213,977
25i{Mercer Hightstown Borough 5,494 ‘
25| Mercer Hopewell Borough 1,922
25|Mercer Hopewell Township 17,304
25|Mercer Lawrence 33,472
25|Mercer Pennington 2,585
25|Mercer Princeton Borough 12,307
25|Mercer Princeton Twp 16,265
25{Mercer West Windsor © 27,165
25{Middlesex Cranbury 3,857
25| Middlesex Plainshoro 22,999
25{Middiesex South Brunswick 43,417
25 TOTAL 213,577
26| District 26
26| County Municipality Population -3118 -1.41% 216,679
26| Morris Boanton Township * 4,263
26| Morris Benville 16,635
26 Morris Dover 18,157
26| Morris Hanover Township 13,712
26| Morris Jefferson Township | 21,314
26| Morris Kinnelon 10,248
26{Morris Morris Plains 5,532
26{Morris Mount Arlington 5,050
26{Morris Mountain Lakes 4,160
26| Morris Parsippany 53,238
26| Morris Randolph 25,734
26| Morris Rockaway Borough 6,438
26| Morris Rockaway Township 24,156
26|Marris Victory Gardens 1,520
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

26! Morris IWharton ! 6,522
26 TOTAL ; 216,679
|
27| District 27
27!County Municipality Population -209 -0.09% 219,588
27]Essex Caldwell Borough 7,822
27|Essex Essex Fells Borough 2,113
27|Essex Fairfield Township 7,466
27iEssex Livingston Township 29,366
27|Essex Millburn Township 20,149
271Essex Roseland Borough 5,819
27|Essex West Caldwell 10,759
27| Essex West Orange 46,207
27iMorris Boonton Town 8,347
27 |Morris Butler 7,539
27{Moyris East Hanover 11,157
27| Morris Florham Park 11,696
27{Morris Lincoln Park Borough 10,521
27 |Moryls Montville Township . 21,528
271Morris Peguannock 15,540
27| Morris Riverdate 3,559
27 TOTAL 219,538
28!District 28
28|County Municipality Population 1819 0.82% 221,616
28|Essex lrvington 53,926
28|Essex Maplewood 23,867
28|Essex Newark in District 28 97,491
28|Essex Orange 30,134
28|Essex South Orange 16,198
28 TOTAL 221,616
29| District 29
29[County Municlpality Population 4222 -1.92% 215,575
29|Essex Belleville 35,926
29|Essex Newark in District 29 179,649
25 TOTAL 215,575
30| District 30
30|County Municipality Population 4576 2.08% 224,373
30|Monmouth  [Allenhurst 496
30{Monmouth  JAsbury Park 16,116
30/Monmouth |Atlantic Highlands 4,385
30[Monmouth  |Avon by the Sea 1,901
30|Monmouth  {Belmar 5,794
30|Monmouth  |Bradley Beach 4,298
30|Monmouth  |Deal 750
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Papulation Totals

30iMonmouth  Eatontown f 12,709 |
30iMonmouth  {Highlands 5,005 i
30{Monmouth  (Interlaken ; 820;
30{Monmouih [Lake Como 1,759
30{Monmouth |Loch Arbor 194
30|Monmouth {lLong Branch 30,719
30iMonmouth {Monmouth Beach 3,279
30|Monmouth  [Neptune City Borough 4,869
30jMonmouth  {Neptune Township 27,935
30|Monmouth  [Ocean Township 27,291
30iMonmouth |Oceanport 5,832
30{Monmouth  [Rumson 7,122
30iMonmouth  |Sea Bright 1,412
30iMonmouth  {Sea Girt 1,828
30{Monmouth Spring Lake Borough 2,993
30{Monmouth |Spring Lake Heights 4,713
30|Monmouth  [Tinton Falls 17,892
30|Monmouth  [Wall 26,164
30|Monmouth  |Waest Long Branch 3,097
30 TOTAL 224,373
31{District 31
31| County Municipality Population 837 0.38% 220,624
31|Hudson Bayonne City 63,024
31iHudson lersey City in District 31 157,610
31 TOTAL 220,634
32 District 32
32|County Municipality Population 182 0.08% 219,579
32|{Hudson East Newark 2,406
32{Hudson Guttenberg 11,176
32{Hudson Harrison 13,6290
32iHudson Kearny 40,684
321Hudson Morth Bergen 60,773
32{Hudson Secalcus 16,264
32Z|Hudson West New York 49,708
32|Bergen Edegewater 11,513
32|Bergen Fairview 13,835
32 TOTAL 219,979
33District 33
33|County Municipality Population -796 -0.36% 219,001
33i{Hudson Hobaken 50,005 '
33{Hudson Jersey City in District 33 89,987
33|Hudson Union City 66,455
33{Hudson Weehawken 12,554
33 TOTAL 219,001
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The People's Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

1
34|District 34 |
34|County iMunicipality Poptilation 2720 -1.23%, 217,077
341Essex Bloomfield 47,315 '
34;Essex Cedar Grove 12,411
34iEssex East:Orange 64,270
341Essex Glen Ridge 7,527
34]Essex Montclair 37,669
34/Essex North Caldwell 6,183
341Essex Nutley 28,370
341Essex Verona 13,332
34 TOTAL 217,077
35|District 35
35|County Municipality Ponulation 2017 0.91% 271,814
35|Passaic Haledon Borough 8,318 ' o
35|Passaic {Hawthorne Borough 18,791
35 Passaic North Haledon 8,417
35|Passalc Paterson City 146,199
35| Passaic Prospect Park 5,865
35|Passaic Totowa Borough 10,804
35/|Passaic Woodland Park 11,819
35|Bergen Glen Rock 11,601
35 TOTAL 221,814
364 District 36 o
36({County Municipality Population 3020 1.37% 222,817
36{Bergen Carlstadt 6,127
36(Bergen East Rutherford 8,913
36|Bergen Garfield City 30,487
36iBergen Hackensack City 43,010
36{Bergen Hasbrouck Heights 11,842
36{Bergen Little Ferry 10,626
36|Bergen Lodi 24,136
36{Bergen Lyndhurst 20,554
36|Bergen Maywood Borough 9,555
36|Bergen Moonachie 2,708
36Bergen North Arlington 15,392
36{Bergen Rutherford 18,061
36]Bergen South Hackensack 2,378
36/Bergen Teterboro 67
36!Bergen Wallington 11,335
36|Bergen Woodridge 7,626
36 ' TOTAL 222,817
37| Distelct 37
37|County Municipality Population -5086 -2.31% 214,711
| 70
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37|Bergen {Bogota Borough 8,187 I
37|Bergen Cliffside Park 23,594
37!Bergen Cresskill 8,573
37{Bergen Englewood City 27,147
371Bergen Englewood Cliffs 5,281
37|Bergen Fort Lee 35,345
37|Bergen Leonia 8,937
37|Bergen Palisades Park 19,622
37|Bergen Ridgefield Barough 11,032
37|Bergen Ridgefield Park 12,729
37iBergen Teaneck Township 39,776
37|Bergen Tenafly Borough 14,488
37 TOTAL 214,711
38| District 38
38|County Municipality Population -5712 -2.59% 214,085 -
38|Bergen Alpine Borough 1,849
38|Bergen Bergenfield Borough 26,764
38|Bergen Closter Borough 8,373
38|Bergen Demarest Borough 4,881
38{Bergen Dumont Borough 17,479
38|Bergen Elmwood Park 19,403
38|Bergen Emerson Borough 7,401
38|Bergen Fair Lawn Borough 32,457
38|Bergen Harrington Park 4,664
38|Bergen Haworth Borough 3,382
38|Bergen New Milford 16,341
38|Bergen Norwood Borough 5,711
38{Bergen Oradell Borough 7,978
38|Bergen Paramus Borough 26,342
38|Bergen River Edge Borough 11,340
38|Bergen Rochelle Park 5,530
38|Bergen Rockleigh Borough 531
38|Bergen Saddle Brook 13,659
38 TOTAL 214,085
39{District 39 :
39|County Municipality Population -3243 -1.47% 216,554
39|Bergen Allendale Borough 6,505 '
39{Bergen Franklin Lakes 10,590
39|Bergen Hillsdale Borough 10,219
39|Bergen Ho-Ho-Kus 4,078
39{Bergen Mahwah 25,890
39|Bergen Midland Park 7,128
39|Bergen . Montvale Borough 7,844
39{Bergen Northvale 4,640
39|Bergen Ozkland Borough 12,754
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The People’s Map-District by District Town Inventory with Population Totals

39!Bergen Old Tappan Borough 5,750

-39!Bergen Park Ridge Borough 8,645 }

39iBergen Ramsey Borough 14,473 i

39|Bergen Ridgewood Village 24,958

39iBergen Rivervate Township 5,659

39|Bergen Saddle River Borough 3,152

39|Bergen Upper Saddle River 8,208

39|Bergen Waldwick Borough 9,625

39i{Bergen Washington Township 9,102

39|Bergen {Westwood Borough 10,908

39iBergen Woodcliff Lake 5,730

39iBergen Wyckoff Township 16,696

39 TOTAL 216,554

40| District 40

40| County Municipality Population 3269 1.48% 223,0661

40| Passaic Clifton . 84,136

40} Passaic Little Falls 14,432

40| Passaic Passaic Clty - 65,781

40} Passaic Wayne Township 54,7171 - ”

40 TOTAL 223,066

99! Grand Total: 8,5'91,894 (tha 2010 115, Census Population of New farsey) - éjéi,"ééﬁ
District § '

i ;
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‘Districtl | i L ]
.County ‘Municipality .Population Deviation %Deviation  Total Population
— ST HTeren
1rAtiantic .Corbin City 492 3,,180I 1.45% 222,977
1{Atlantic :Estell Manor City 1,735 - '
1|Atlantic 'Weymouth Township 2,715 B
1{Cape May _lﬂzafon 1,334 s - o
1{Cape May _ 'Cape May City 3,607 IR
1iCape May Cape May Point 291
1:Cape May Dennis Township 6,467
1{Cape May Lower Township 22,866 o
1|Cape May Middle Township 18,911
1|Cape May North Wildwood City 4,041 :
1|Cape May  [Ocean City ' 11,701 o ]
1{Cape May Sea Isle City 2,114
1|Cape May Stone Harbor 866
1|Cape May Upper Township 12,373
1|Cape May  |West Cape May 1,024 I
1|Cape May West Wildwood 603
1{Cape May Wildwood City 5,325
1|Cape May Wildwood Crest 3,270
1|Cape May  |Woodbine Borough 2,472 ”
1{Cumberland Commercial Township 5,178
1|Cumberland [Downe Township 1,585
1{Cumberiand |Fairfield Township 6,295
1liCumberland |Greenwich Township 804
1[Cumberland |Hopewell Township 4,571
1/Cumberland |Lawrence Township 3,290
1{Cumberland [Maurice River 7,976
1iCumberland |Millville City 28,400
1]Cumberland [Shiloh Borough 516
1jCumberland |Stow Creek Township 1,431
1|Cumberfand [Vineland City 60,724 A
TOTAL 222,977 3
District 2
County Municipality Population
2[Atlantic Absecon 8,411 -3,445 -1.57% 216,352
2] Atlantic Atlantic City 39,558
2|Atlantic Brigantine City 9,450
2|Atlantic Buena Borough 4,603
2[Atlantic Buena Vista Township 7,570
 2|Atlantic Egg Harbor City 4,243
2{Atlantic Egg Harbor Township 43,323
2|Atlantic Folsom Borough 1,885 T
2{Atlantic Hamilton Township 26,503
| 2|Atlantic Linwood City 7,092 o o -
2|Atlantic Longport Borough 895
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2! Atlantic iMargate City 6,354

2| Atlantic Mullica Township 6,147 -

2|Atlantic  Northfield City 8,624 j j

21Atlantic :Pleasantville City 20,249

21 Atiantic Somers Point City 10,795

2|Atlantic Ventnor City 10,650

"""" TOTAL 216,352|
District 3

3’County Municipality Population

3|Cumberland |Bridgeton City 25,349 2,068 0.94% 221,865

3{Cumberland !Deerfield Township 3,119 ' -
" 3|cumberiand |Upper Deerfield 7,660

3|Gloucester  |Greenwich Township 4,899

3|Gloucester  |[Clayton Borough 8,179

3!Gloucester  |East Greenwich 9,555 .

3|Gloucester  |Elk Township 4,216

3|Gloucester  [Franklin Township 16,820

3|Gloucester  |Glassboro Borough 18,579 o

3|Gloucester  [Logan Township 6,042

3!Gloucester | National Park 3,036

31Gloucester |{Newfield Borough 1,553

3|Gloucester  |Paulshoro Borough 6,097

3|Gloucester  |South Harrison 3,162

3|Gloucester  |Swedesboro Borough 2,584

3|Gloucester  West Deptford 21,677

3|Gloucester |Woodbury Heights 3,055

3|Gloucester  |Woolwich Township 10,200

3|Salern Alloway Township 3,467

3|Satem Carneys Point 8,049

3|Satem Elmer Borough 1,395

3iSalem Elsinboro Township 1,036

3|Salem Lower Alloway 1,770

3iSalem Mannington Township 1,806

3|Salem Oldmans Township 1,773

3{5alem Penns Grove 5,147

3|Salem Pennsville Township 13,409

3|Salemn Pilesgrove Township 4,016

3|Salem Pittsgrove Township 9,393
_3:iSalem Quinton Township 2,666

3|Salem Salem City 5,146

3|Salem Upper Pittsgrove 3,505

3iSalem Woodstown Borough 3,505

TOTAL 221,865
District 4
4|County Municipality Population
2of16 i
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4iCamden ‘Chesilhurst Borough 1,634 4,190 1.91% 223,987
4iCamden !Clementon Borough 5,000 h
4!Camden -Gloucester Township 64,634
4{Camden Laurel Springs 1,908
4|Camden  |Lindenwold Borough 17,613
4;Camden _ _ |Winslow Township 39,499 B
| 4!Gloucester - IMonroe Township 36,129 o
4|Gloucester  |Pitman Borough 9,011
4:Gloucester  Washington Township 48,559
TOTAL 223,987
County Municipality Papulation .
5{Camden. Audubon Borough 8,819 5,182 2.36% 224,979
S{Camden Audubon Park 1,023 '
5 Camden Barrington Borough 6,983
5]Camden Bellmawr Borough 11,583
5(Camden Brooklawn Borough 1,955
5iCamden Camden City 77,344
5tCamden Gioucester City 11,456
" 5|Camden Haddon Heights 7,473
5 Camden Lawnside Borough 2,945
5|Camden Magnolia Borough 4,341
SiCamden Mount Ephraim 4,676
5|Camden Runnemeade Borough 8,468
51Camden Woodlynne Borough 2,978
5|Gloucester  |Deptford Township 30,561
51Gloucester Harrison Township 12,417
" 5|Gloucester  |Mantua Township 15,217
5|Gloucester  |Wenonah Borough 2,278
5|Gloucester  |Westville Borough 4,288
5[Gloucester [Woodbury City 10,174
TOTAL . 224,979
District 6
County Municipality Population
6|Burlington  |Maple Shade 19,131 4,177 1.90% 223,974
6/Camden Berlin Township 5,357
6/Camden Cherry Hill Township 71,045
6|Camden Collingswood 13,926
6/Camdean Gibbshoro Barough 2,274
6{Camden Haddon Townshlp 14,707
6{Camden Haddonfield Borough 11,593
6|Camden Hi-Nella Barough 870
6{Camden Merchantville 3,821
6[{Camden Oaklyn Borough 4,038
6{Camden Pennsauken 35,885 o
6|Camden Somerdale Borough 5,151
3of16
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6{Camden Stratford Borough | 7,040
____6lCamden Tavistock Borough o 5 |
B Camden rﬁ;Voorhees Township : 29,131 L
. - TOTAL | 223974 i

District 7 B B i B

County Municipality {Population S -
7iBurlington Beverly City 2,577 1,338 0.61% 221,135
7 Burlington Bordentown City 3,924
7!Burlington Bordentown Township 11,367
7!Burlington -= jBurlington City 9,920
7|Burlington Burlington Township 22,594
718urlington Cinnaminison 15,569
7| Burlington Delanco Township 4,283
7|Burlington Delran Township 16,896
7|Burlington Edgewater Park 8,881
7:Burlington Fieldshoro s40¢
7|Burlington florence L 12,109
7|Burlington Moorestown Township 20,726
7{Burlington Mount Laurel 41,864
7{Burlington Palmyra Borough 7,398
7{Burlington Riverside Township 8,079
7|Burlington Riverton Borough 2,779
7|Burlington willingboro Township 31,629

TOTAL 221,135|

District 8

County Municipality Population
8| Atlantic Hammonton Township 14,791 -699 -0.32% 219,098
8|Burlington Eastampton Township 6,069
8|Buriington Evesham Township 45,538
8|Burlington Hainesport Township 6,110
8|Burlington Lumberton Township 12,559
8|Burlington Mansfield Towngship 8,544
3{Burlington Medford Township 23,033
8[Burlington Medford Lakes 4,146
8iBurlington Maunt Holly Township 9,536
8{Burlington Pemberton Borough 1,409
8|Burlington Pemberton Township 27,912
&|Burlington Shamong Township 6,490
8|Burlington Southampton 10,464 )
8|Burlington  [Springfield 3,414
8|Burlington Westhampton 8,813
8(Burlington  |Woodland Township 1,788
8)Camden Berlin Borough 7,588
8|Camden Pine Hill Borough 10,233
8{Camden Pine Valley Borough 12
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8!Camden ‘Waterford Township 10,649
TOTAL 219,008

, District 9 |

!County Municipality Population

91Atlantic Galloway Township 37,349 5,402 2.46% 225,199
9iAttantic Port Republic City 1,11%
9|(Burlington Bass River Township 1,443
9:Burlington Tabernacle 6,949
9iBurlington Washington Township 687
9|Qcean Barnegat Light 574
90cean Barnegat Township 20,936

9|0cean Beach Haven 1,170 )
9,0cean Beachwood 11,045
9.0cean Berkeley Twp. 41,255
9|Ocean Eagleswood 1,603
9:0cean Harvey Cedars 337
) Ocean Lacey 27,644
9|0cean Little Egg Harbor 20,065
9|0cean L'ong Beach 3,051
9{0cean Ocean Gate 2,011
9{Ocean Ocean Township 8,332
9i0cean Pine Beach 2,127
9|0cean Seaside Park 1,579
9{0cean Ship Bottom 1,156
9|0cean South Toms Rl\{gr_ 3,684
9{0cean Stafford 26,535

9i0cean Surf City 1,205

9|0cean Tuckerton 3,347
TOTAL 225,199

District 10 .

County Municipality Population
10{Ocean Bay Head 968 4,602 2.09% 224,399
10{Ocean Brick 75,072
10{Ocean island Heights 1,673
10|Ocean Lakehurst 2,654
10| Ocean Lavalette 1,875
1G{0cean Manchester 43,070
10{Ccean Mantaloking 296
10}{Ccean Pt. Pleasant Beach 4,665
10{Ocean Seaside Helghts 2,887
10]0cean Tormns River 91,239

TOTAL 224,399

District 11

County Municipality Population
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11;Monmouth :Allenhurst ) 496 3,625 1.65% 223,422
11,Monmouth ;Asbury Park 16,116
*ﬁi_lz_Mdnmouth ‘Colts Neck 10,142 3
11iMonmouth |Deal 750 o
| 11:Monmouth Eatontown 12,709
| 11jMonmouth  Freehold Borough 12,052
11|Monmouth  [Freehold Township 36,184
11 Monmouth  |Interlaken 320
11{Monmouth :Loch Arbor 194
11|Monmouth  {Long Branch 30,719
11 Monmouth {Neptune City Borough 4,869
11{Monmouth ;Neptune Township 27,935
11|Monmouth |Ocean Township 27,291
11|Monmouth iRed Bank 12,206 )
11|Monmouth |Shrewsbury Borough 3,809 |
11|{Monmouth |Shrewsbury Township 1,141 -
11{Monmouth |Tinton Falls 17,892 o
11|Monmouth |[West Long Branch 8,097
TOTAL 223,422
District 12
County Municipality Population
12|Burlington Chesterfield Township 7,699 2,126 0.97% 221,923
12|Burlington New Hanover 7,385
12|{Burlington North Hanover 7,678
12{Burlington | Wrightstown - 802
12| Middlesex Old Bridge 65,375
12|Monmouth  |Allentown 1,828
12|Monmouth {Englishtown 1,847
12|Monmouth {Manalapan 38,872
12{Monmouth  iMatawan 8,810
12iMonmouth  {Millstone 10,566
12{Monmouth [Roosevelt 882
12{Monmouth {Upper Freehold 6,902
12|{Qcean Jackson ] 54,856
12|0Ocean Plumsted 8,421
TOTAL 221,923
District 13
County Municipality Papulation
13[Monmouth  |Aberdeen 18,210 4,929 2.24% 224,726
13|Monmouth  |Atlantic Highlands 4,385
13|Monmouth [Fair Haven 6,121
13|Monmouth |Hazlet 20,334
131Monmouth  [Highlands 5,005
13|Monmouth  [Holmdel 16,773
13[Monmouth |Keansburg 10,105
6of 16
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13:Monmouth Keyport 7,240 i
13;Monmouth  |Little Silver 5,950 |
13 Monmouth ‘Marlboro 40,191
13|Monmouth  |Middletown 66,522 B kj
i 13;Monmouth  {Monmouth Beach 3,279
| 13]Monmouth  {Oceanport 5,832 o
13 h’vlonmouth |Rumson 7,122 :
13{Monmouth |Sea Bright 1,412
13 Monmouth  1Union Beach 6,245
TOTAL 224,726
District 14
County Municipality Population
14{Mercer East Windsor 27,190 -4,847 -2.21% 214,950
14} Mercer _|Hamilton Township 88,464
14 Mercer Hightstown Borough 5,494
14{Mercer Robbinsville Township 13,642 ]
| 14|Middlesex Cranbury 3,857 ]
- 14|Middlesex lamesburg 5,915
14{Middlesex Monroe 39,132
14iMiddlesex Plainsboro 22,999
14 Middlesex Spotswood 8,257
TOTAL 214,950
District 15
County Municipality Panulation
15{Hunterdon  |East Amweli 4,013 -4,887 -2.22% 214,910
15|Hunterdon  |[Lambertville 3,906
15/Hunterdon  [West Amwell 3,840
15{Mercer Ew\ing 35,790
15Mercer Hopewell Borough 1,922
15{Mercer Hopewell Township 17,304
15|Mercer Lawrence 33,472|
15(Mercer Pennington 2,585
15iMercer Trenton 84,913
15iMercer West Windsor 27,165
TOTAL 214,910
District 16
County Municipality Population
| _16/Hunterdon  |Delaware Township 4,563 -1,257 -0.57% 218,540
" 16{Hunterdon Flemington Borough 4,581
16|Hunterdon  |Raritan Township. 22,185
16/Hunterdon  [Readington Township 16,126
16[Hunterdon  |Stockton Borough 538 | )
16iMercer Princeton Borough 12,307 I
16{Mercer Princeton Twp 16,265 |
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16 Middlesex South Brunswick 43,417
16'Somerset  'Branchburg Township 14,459 P
~16iSomerset 1Hiﬂsborough 38,303
__16;Somerset Manville Borough 10,344
1§_f§'omersgt_ IMillstone 418
16|Somerset i Montgomery 22,254
16 Somerset Rock\) Hill 682 o
16|Somerset Somerville 12,098
~ |TOTAL 218,540
District 17
ICounty : Municipality Population
17|Somerset Franklin Township 62,300 1,363 0.62% 221,160
17 Middlesex Milltown Borough 6,893
17;Middlesex New Brunswick 55,181
_17|Middiesex _|North Brunswick B 40,742
17| Middlesex Piscataway 56,044 o
TOTAL 221,160
District 18
County Municipality Population
18|Middlesex East Brunswick 47,512 -3,191 -1.45% 216,606
18|Middlesex Edison 99,967
18| Middlesex Helmetta 2,178
18| Mliddiesex Highland Park 13,982
18| Middlesex Metuchen 13,574
18|Middlesex South Plainfield 23,385
18| Middlesex South River 16,008
TOTAL 216,606
District 19
County Municipality Population -
19] Middiesex Carteret 22,844 4,781 2.18% 224,578
18 Middlesex Perth Amboy 50,814
19| Middiesex Sayreville Borough 42,704
19 Middlesex South Amboy 8,631
19| Middiesex Woodbridge Township 99,585
| TOTAL 224,578
District 20
20{County Municipality Population
20|Union Elizabeth 124,969 4,303 1.96% 224,100
20|Union Hillside 21,404
~_20|Union Roselle Borough 21,085
20! Union Union Township 56,642
TOTAL 224,100
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| District21 |
—_ ) :Coqnty Municipality Population
21:Morris |Chatham Borough 8,962 -5,759 -2.62% 214,038
21! Morris tLong Hill ) 8,702
21|Somerset iBernards Township 26,652
_21:Somerset Far Hills 919
| 21[Somerset < |Warren 15,311
21Somerset Watchung 5,801
'21|Union Berkeley Heights 13,183
21|Union Cranford 22,625
~ 21|Union Garwood 4,226
21iUnion Kenilworth 7,914
2% Union Mountainside 6,685
21|Union New Providence 12,171
21{Unicn Roselle Park 13,297
21{Union Springfleld 15,817
2i{Union Summit 21,457
21|Union Westfield _ 30,316
TOTAL 214,038

District 22

County Municipality Population
22| Middlesex Duneilen 7,227 -5,088 -2.31% 214,709
22| Middlesex Middlesex Borough 13,635
22|Somerset North Plainfield 21,936
22|Somerset Green Brook 7,203
22{Union Clark 14,756
22}Union Fanwood 7,318
22iUnion Linden 40,499
22[Union Plainfield - 49 808
22|Union Rahway 27,346
22!Union Scotch Plains 23,510
22{Union Winfield 1,471

TOTAL 214,709

District 23 _

County Municipality Population
23|Hunterdon  |Alexandria Township 4,938 -3,355 -1.53% 216,442
23|Hunterdon  |Bethlehem Township 3,979
23{Hunterdon  [Bloomsbury Borough 870
23|Hunterdon  |Califon Borough 1,076
23|Hunterdon  |Clinton 2,719
23|Hunterdon  |Clinton Township 13,478
23{Hunterdon  jFranklin Township 3,195
23[Hunterdon Frenchtown 1,373
23|Hunterdon  |Glen Gardner _1,704
23{Hunterdon |Hampton Borough 1,401
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23:Hunterdon High Bridge 3,648
23|Hunterdon  Holland Township 5,291
~ 23|Hunterdon ‘Kingwood Township 3,845
| 23'Hunterdon  ilebanon Borough 1,358
23[Hunterdon Lebanon Township i 6,588
| 23{Hunterdon _IMilford Borough 1,233
" 23|Hunterdon Tewksbury Township 5,993
23|Hunterdon  {Union Township 5,908
23|5omerset " |Bedminster 8,165
23|Somerset Bound Brook 10,402
23 |Somerset Bridgewater 44,464
23 Somerset Peapack Gladstone -2,582
23{Somerset Raritan Township 6,881
23|Somerset South Bound Brook 4,563
23|{Warren Alpha Borough 2,369
23|Warren Franklin Township 3,176
~ 23|warren Greenwich Township 5,712
23IWarren Hackettstown 9,724

23{Warren Harmony Township 2,667 S
23iWarren Lopatcong Township 8,014
~ 23|Warren Mansfield Township 7,725
23[Wharren Phillipsburg Township 14,950
23{Warren Pohatcong Township 3,339
23|Warren Washington Borough 6,461
23[Warren Washington Township 6,651
TOTAL 216,442

District 24
County Municipality Population
24 Morris Mt. Olive Township 28,117 -4,511 -2.05%

2415ussex Andover Borough 606
24{Sussex Andover Township 6,319
24|5ussex Branchville 841
241Sussex Byram 8,350
2415Ussex Frankford 5,565
24|5ussex Franklin 5,045
24{Sussex Fredon 3,437
24|Sussex Green Township 3,601
24|Sussex Hamburg 3,277
241Sussex Hampton 5,196
24{5ussex Hardyston 8,213
 24!Sussex Hopatcong 15,147
24i5ussex Lafayette 2,538
24 |Sussex Montague 3,847
24 |Sussex Newton 7,997
24;5ussex Ogdensburg 2,410
24;Sussex Sandyston 1,998
10of 16
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24iSussex iSparta 19,722
24 Sussex Stanhope 3,610
24:Sussex Stillwater 4,099
24iSussex  |Sussex Borough 2,130
24{Sussex Vernon 23,943 }
2415ussex Walpack 16
24]Sussex Wantage 11,358
24iWarren Allamuchy Township 4,323
24/Warren Belvidere Township 2,681
- 24}Warren Blairstown Township 5,967
+24iWarren Frelinghuysen 2,230
. 24:Warren Hardwick Township 1,696
. 24{Warren Hope Township 1,952 B
24 Warren Independence 5,662
- 24|Warran Knowlton Township 3,055
: 24|Warren Liberty Township 2,942
24|Warren Oxford Township 2,514
24{Warren White Township 4,882
TOTAL 215,286
District 25 :
County Municipality Population
- 25|Morris Boonton Town 8,347 -5,410 -2.46% 214,327
- 25[Morris Boonton Township 4,263 ‘
25 Marris Chester Borough 1,649
25i{Morris Chester Township 7,838
25[Morris Benvitle 16,635
: 25! Morris Dover 18,157
25[Morris Mendham Borough 4,981
25[Morris Mendham Township 5,869
25|Morris Mine Hill 3,651
25| Morris Morris Township 22,306
25Morris Morristown 18,411
25|Morris Mount Arlington 5,050
25|Morris Mountain Lakes 4,160
V251 Morris Netcong Borough 3,232
. 25|Moarris Randolph 25,734
25[Marris Rockaway Borough 6,438
25{Morris Roxbury Township 23,324
25[Morris Victory Gardens 1,520
- 25{Morris Wharton 6,522
-25|Somerset Bernardsville 7,707
25|Morris Washington Township 18,533
TOTAL 214,327
District 26
County Municipality Population
1l of 16
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| 26{Essex :Fairfield Township ; 7,466 -2,131 -0.97% 217,666
26! Essex iNorth Caldwell 6,183
26: Essex ‘Varona 13,332
26} Essex | West Caidwell 10,759
- 26/Morris  Butler 7,539 -
26{Morris lefferson Township 21,314 B
26;Morris Kinnelon 10,248 o B
| 26iMorris Lincoln Park Borough 10,521 o
26{Morris 'Montville Township 21,528 -
26]Morris |Morris Plains 5,532 )
26;Morris Parsippany 53,238
26; Morris Rockaway Township 24,156
26| Passaic West Milford 25,850
TOTAL 217,666
District 27
County Municipality Population
27|Essex Caldwell Borough 7,822 -1,556 -0.71% 218,241
27| Essex Essex Fells Borough 2,113
27|Essex Livingston Township 29,366
27|Essex Maplewood 23,867
27|Essex Millburn Township 20,149
_ 27|Essex Roseland Borough 5,819
27|Essex South Orange 16,198
27|Essex West Orange 46,207 :
27| Morris- Chatham Township 10,452
- 271Morris East Hanover 11,157
27| Morris Florham Park 11,696
27 Morris Hanover Township 13,712
27|Morris Harding Township 3,838
27 Morrls Madison 15,845
TOTAL 213,241
District 28
County Municipality Population
28| Essex Bloomfield 47,315 5,590 2.54% 225,387
28| Essex Glen Ridge 7,527 '
28|Essex Irvington 53,926
28|Essex Newark in District 28 88,249
28| Essex Nutley 28,370
TOTAL 225,387
29|Dlstrict 29 o
29 County Municipality Population o
29|Essex Belleville 35,926 5,020 2.28% 224,817
29(Essex Newark in District 29 188,891
TOTAL 224,817
120f 16 é‘ 2N
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iDistrict 30 )
[ ICounty ‘Municipality iPopulation
30!Monmouth |Avon by the Sea 1,901 3,963 1.80% 223,760
30{Monmouth _ |Belmar 5,794 '
 30/Monmouth Bradley Beach 4,298
10{Monmouth . |Brielle 4,774 N
" 11;Monmouth Farmingdale 1,329
11iMonmouth  |[Howell 51,075
30:Monmouth |Lake Como 1,759
10{Monmouth |Manasquan 5,897
30{Monmouth |Sea Girt 1,828
[ "30{Monmouth  |Spring Lake Borough 2,993
30|Monmouth  |Spring Lake Heights 4,713
30(Monmouth  (Wall 26,164
12|Ocean Lakewood 92,843
10! Ocean Pt. Pleasant 18,392
: TOTAL 223,760
District 31 .
31County Municipality Population 837 0.38% 220,634
311Hudson Bayonne City 63,024
31jHudson Jersey City in District 31 157,610
TOTAL 220,634
District 32 )
County Municipality Population
32{Bergen Edegewater 11,513 182 0.08% 219,979
32iBergen Fairview 13,835
32{Hudson East Newark 2,406
32{Hudson Guttenberg 11,176
.32iHudson Harrison 13,620
32|Hudson Kearny 40,684
32|Hudson MNorth Bergen 60,773
32 Hudson Secaucus 16,264 i
32;Hudson West New York 49,708
TOTAL 219,979
B District 33
County Municipality Popuiation
33!Hudson Hoboken 50,005 -796 -0.36% 219,001
33{Hudson lersey City in District 33 89,987
33|Hudson Union City 66,455
33:Hudson Weehawken 12,554
TOTAL 219,001
District 34 o
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34 County ‘Municipality :Population
34)Essex 'Orange 30,134 -3588 -1.63% 216,209
| 34jEssex :East Orange 64,270 B ' o
34!Essex 'Montclair 37,669
__34jPassaic Clifton 84,136
AL ~_|TOTAL B 216,209 i
District 35 I i
:County Municipality Population o
35iBergen Elmwood Park 19,403 -1,108 -0.50% 218,689
35:Bergen Garfield City . 30,487
35 Passaic Haledon Borough . 8,318
__35|Passaic North Haledon 8,417
35jPassaic Paterson City 146,199
35iPassaic Prospect Park 5,865
i TOTAL 218,689
District 36
| |county Municipality Population -
'36|Bergen Carlstadt 6,127 1,126 0.51% 220,923
| 36|Bergen Cliffside Park 23,594
36!Bergen East Rutherford 8,913
36]Bergen Little Ferry 10,626
36|Bergen _ [Lyndhurst : 20,554
36|Bergen  |Moonachie 2,708
36{Bergen North Arlington 15,392
36|Bergen Ridgefield Borough 11,032
36|Bergen Ridgefield Park 12,729
36iBergen Rutherford 18,061
36{Bergen South Hackensack 2,378
36{Bergen Teterhoro 67
36|Bergen Wallington 11,335
| 36|Bergen Woodridge 7,626
| 36|Passaic Passaic City 69,781
TOTAL " 220,923
District 37
County Municipality Popuiation
37|Bergen Alpine Borough 1,849 C-2,411 -1.10% 217,386
37Bergen Bogota Borough 8,187
37{Bergen Cresskil 8,573
37|Bergen Englewood City 27,147
37 Bergen Englewood Cliffs 5,281
~ 37|Bergen Fort Lee 35,345
37|Bergen Hackensack City 43,010
_37 Bergen Leonia 8,937
37:Bergen i Northvale 4,640

oo
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37:Bergen {Palisades Park 19,622
37§Bergen 3Rockleigh Borough 531
B 37_§Bergen Teaneck Township 39,776
37!Bergen Tenafly Borough 14,488
TOTAL 217,386 |-
| [District 38
County Municipality Population
38|Bergen Bergenfield Borough 26,764 -3,461 -1.57% 216,336
38iBergen Fair Lawn Borough 32,457
38|Bergen Glen Rack 11,601
38iBergen Hasbrouck Heights 11,842
38|Passaic Hawthorne Borough 18,791
38Bergen Lodi 24,136
38|Bergen Maywood Borough 9,555
38|Bergen New Milford 16,341
38Bergen Oradel| Borough 7,978
38|Bergen Paramus Borough 26,342
38{Bergen River Edge Borough 11,340
38{Bergen - Rochelle Park 5,530
. 38iBergen Saddle Brook 13,659
TOTAL 216,336
District 39
County Municipality Population
39{Bergen Closter Borough 8,373 -4,572 -2.08% 215,225] .
39|Bergen Demarest Borough 4,881 :
39|Bergen Bumont Borough 17,479
39{Bergen Emerson Borough 7,401
39|Bergen Harrington Park 4,664
39|Bergen Haworth Borough 3,382
39{Bergen Hillsdale Borough 10,219
39{Bergen Mahwah 25,890
39|Bergen Montvale Borough 7,844
39|Bergen Norwood Borough 5,711
39|Bergen Oakland Borough 12,754
39;Bergen Old Tappan Borough 5,750
39| Bergen Park Ridge Borough 8,645
39|Bergen Ramsey Borough 14,473
39} Passaic Ringwood 12,228
39iBergen Rivervale Township 9,659
39{Bergen Saddie River Borough 3,152
39|Bergen Upper Saddle River 8,208
39:Bergen Washington Township 9,102
39|Bergen Westwaood Borough 10,508
39|Bergen Woodcliff Lake 5,730 1
39|Passaic Bloomingdale 7,656
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39]Passaic ‘Wanaque 11,116 '
[ TOTAL 215,225 L
District 40 B
County ‘Municipality Population
| 40|Bergen Allendale Borough 6,505 -5,838| -2.66% 213,9591
40|Bergen Franklin Lakes 10,590 )
40|Bergen Ho-Ho-Kus 4,078
40! Passaic Littte Falls 14,432 o
~ 40!Bergen Midland Park 7,128
40|Bergen o Ridgewood Village 24,958
40|Bergen Waldwick Borough 9,625
40| Bergen Wyckoff Township 16,696 a o
40| Essex Cedar Grove 12,411
40} Morris Pequannock 15,540
40! Morris Riverdale 3,559
401Passaic Pompton Lakes 11,0697
40iPassaic Totowa Borough 10,804
40} Passaic Wayne Township 54,717 s
40{Passaic  |Woodland Park 11,819] | -
i TOTAL 213,959
Grand Total: 8,791,894 (the 2010 U.S. Census Population of New Jersey) 8,791,894

District 5

|

|

l
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Population Deviation Comparison
Commission Map Vs Plantiffs' Map

Commission Map

Absolute
Dist#  peviation
01 3,180
, 02 (3,445)
03 2,068
04 4,190
05 5,182
06 4,177
07 1,338
08 {699)
09 5,402
10 4,602
11 3,625
12 2,126
i3 4,529
14 {4,847)
15 {4,887)
16 {1,257}
17 1,363
18 (3,191)
19 4,781
20 4,303
21 {5,759)
22 {5,088)
23 (3,355}
24 (4,521)
25 (5,470)
26 {2,131)
27 {1,556)
28 5,580
29 5,020
_ 30 3,963
A .31 . 837
32 182
33 (796)
34 {3,538)
35 (1,108)
36 1,126
37 (2,411)
33 {3,461)
39 (4,572}
40 (5,838)
1 - Total absolute deviation (Treating all #'s 25 POSIIVE) ververircrcescsrionissersiveresssniessyans
2 ~ Absolute Mean Deviation ... e it e
3 - Relative Mean Deviation (ideal Dist Pop = 219,797} .uiersmiciersemnestresassesssernnns
4 - Total Range of Absolute Pop Deviation .. e
5 - Total Range of Relatlve Pop Deviatlon ....cowioonissiiminusaan,
6 - Ideal Population { 8,791,880 divided by 40} .c.uvciivininivinn. 218,797
Copy of Stats-20110414-1 Pagelofil

Relative

Deviation

1.45%
-1.57%
0.94%
1.91%
2.36%
1,90%
0.61%
-0.32%
2.46%
2.09%
1.65%
0.97%
2.24%
-2.21%
-2.22%
-0.57%
0.62%
-1.45%
2.18%
1.96%
-2.62%
-2.31%
-1.53%
-2.05%
-2.49%
-0.97%
-0.71%
2.54%
2.28%
1.80%
0.38%
0.08%
-0.36%
-1.61%
-0.50%
0.51%
-1.10%
-1.57%
-2.08%
2.66%

“==== Plantiff's Map -

Absolute Relative
Deviation  Deviation
{1,197) -0.54%
314 0.14%
3,184 1.45%
1,594 0.73%
1,413 0.64%
1,605 0.73%
5,541 2.52%
315 0.14%
{1,858) -0.85%
4,249 1.93%
(893) -0.41%
{215) -0.10%
3,860 1.76%
1,855 0.89%
3,012 1.37%
(968) -0.44%
790 0.36%
4,163 1.89%
{2,055) -0.93%
(3,485) -1.59%
{3,113) -1.42%
{5,404) -2.46%
{2,703} -1.23%

(2,585) -1.18%
(5,820} -2,65%
(3,118) -1.42%
(209} -0.10%
1,819 0.83%
(4,222) -1.92%
4,576 2.08%
837 0.38%
182 0.08%
{796) -0.36%
{2,720) -1.24%
2,017 0.92%
3,020 1.37%
{5,086) -2.31%
{5,712) -2.60%
(3,243} -1,48%
3,269 . 1.49%

103,121

2,578
1.17%

11,361
5.17%

[ 30 @

4/14/2011
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Commission ¥Map Adopted April 3,2011 ---- Over splits by County

guntnyopulation # of districts/county  # of districts/county Over splits/County
allowed by NJ Const,

Atlantic/274,549

Bergen/905,116

Burlingron/448 734

Camden/513,657

Cape May/97,265

Cumberland/156,398

Hssex/783,969

Gloucester/288,288

Hudson/634,266

Mw»-ao\»—tq.b.o\.mqmwuwoxwv—a.b.m\s.h
Pl et VN [ T 0 G [ [ e [ et [ B e Lo s f i [ G Va1

2

.2

2

1

G

1

2

1

0

Hunterdon/128,349 3
Mercer/366,513 1
Middlesex/809,858 3
Monmouth/630/330 i
Moiris/492,276 3
Ocean/576,567 1
Passaic/501,226 4
Salem/66,083 0
. [Somerset/323,444 - 4
Sussex/149,265 0
Union/536,499 0
Warren/108,692 - ]
Total Oversplits 31

16 out of 21 counties are over split.

7 out of 21 counties are over split by 1

5 out of 21 counties are over split by 2 or more,

2 out of 21 counties are over split by 3 or more, ,
2 counties (Passaic and Somférset) are over split by 4,

# of districts split into three or more counties: 12
# of districts split into 4 counties: 3 (12, 16 and 40)

'{ng
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