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More State’s Apportionment Allocations
Impacted by New Census Estimates;
New Twist in Supreme Court Case

New Census Bureau population estimates for 2015 released today continue to show changes in
states that will lead to adjustments in congressional apportionment. The data shows eight states
would already gain or lose additional congressional seats from what was officially assigned with
the 2010 census, double that shown just last year in the 2014 estimates. In addition, this will
grow to 15 states changing their congressional delegation size if the current trends continue to
2020. For the first time, the Bureau also released estimates of Voting Age Population and their
use signals an interesting twist in the Supreme Court case argued earlier this month.

The Bureau’s 2015 total population estimates would add the states of Florida and Oregon to the
list of states that will gain a seat, if the 2015 estimates were used for apportionment now. Illinois
and Michigan join the list of states that are now likely to lose a congressional seat. Last year’s
2014 estimates already determined that North Carolina and Texas would be gaining an addi-
tional district, while the states of Minnesota and Pennsylvania would lose a congressional
district if apportionment was done with the new numbers. All other states would keep the same
number of representatives they were awarded in December, 2010 when the official 2010 Census
numbers were released.

While the Census Bureau has suffered budget cut-backs that have eliminated the production of
state level population projections for upcoming decades, Election Data Services, Inc. has instead
generated a simplified dataset by projecting forward the rates of change in populations from
2010 to 2015 reported by the Bureau within each state out to 2020. The change in congressional
delegations are the same if either the longer term trend of 2010 to 2015 is used, or a shorter trend
of changes from 2013 to 2015 and 2014 to 2015 is utilized. Using this new set of projected 2020
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data, the apportionment calculations show that 15 states could gain or lose districts by the time
the Census is taken in 2020 in five years. The gainers and losers are:

States Gaining Districts (6) States Losing Districts (9)
Arizona +1 (from 9 to 10) Alabama -1 (from 7 to 6)
Colorado +1 (from 7 to 8) Ilinois -1 (from 18 to 17)
Florida +2 (from 27 to 29) Michigan -1 (from 14 to 13)
North Carolina +1 (from 13 to 14) Minnesota -1 (from 8 to 7)
Oregon +1 (from 5 to 6) New York -1 (from 27 to 26)
Texas +3 (from 36 to 39) Ohio -1 (from 16 to 15)

Pennsylvania -1 (from 18 to 17)
Rhode Island -1 (from 2 to 1)
West Virginia -1 (from 3 to 2)

Last year’s population estimates indicated that both California and Virginia could have enough
population to gain another seat in 2020, but the new Census Bureau data for 2015 and projected
to 2020 shows those states just missing the cut. For 2020, California just missed gaining an ad-
ditional seat in the new data, falling 29,302 people short at seat number 436 (there are just 435
congressional districts allocated to the states under a 1941 law capping the number of seats).
Virginia’s additional seat came in at seat number 437, missing the cut off by 69,841 people.

The projections also demonstrate how close gaining states are to the magic 435 cut off. Florida
picked up their second district by capturing seat number 435 by only 15,608 people to spare.
The State of Arizona gained their congressional district at seat number 434 with only 13,741
people to spare.

Kimball Brace, President of Election Data Services, Inc. cautioned users to take the projections
as very preliminary and subject to change, as evident by the California and Virginia new change.
“We are only at the midpoint of the decade, and a lot of things could change before the next Cen-
sus is taken in 2020,” Brace noted. “Having worked with Census data and estimates since the
1970s, it’s important to remember that major events like Katrina and the 2008 recession each
changed population growth patterns and that impacted and changed the next apportionment,” he
said.

Brace also noted that major changes in the counting process are being planned for 2020 and that
reduced budget funding could impact those plans. “It would be ironic that Republican led efforts
in the new Congress to cut government spending could cause Republican leaning states like Tex-
as to lose out in apportionment,” said Brace. Texas is the big winner in the new projections,
gaining as many as three districts in the study.

But Brace also noted the irony in a new set of data released by the Census Bureau today. For the
first time the Bureau also released state estimates of voting age population (VAP) for 2015. The
US Supreme Court earlier this month heard arguments in the Evenwel vs. Abbott court case
where plaintiff’s argued that voters rather than total population should be used when drawing
districts. Election Data Services ran the apportionment model using the VAP numbers for 2015
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and discovered amongst other things that the State of Texas would actually lose a congressional
district if voting age population were used for apportionment. These voting age numbers for
2015 track the gains and loses noted for other states in the above total population based appor-
tionment study (gains of a seat in Florida, North Carolina and Oregon, against loses in states
of Illinois, Minnesota and now Texas). The Evenwel case challenges the Texas state legislative
districts on one-person, one-vote grounds.

The new 2015 estimates also point to how close a number of states stand to gain or lose a district.
Most notable are the states of:

Rhode Island — While keeping their two congressional districts with the 2015 numbers,
the new data shows the state is now only 16,130 people away from dropping to a single
district state. This is down from the 21,389 reported in last year’s apportionment study
and from the 52,481 people margin they had in 2010. At this rate they will be down to
just one district in the next several years, the first time this has occurred to Rhode Island
since 1789 when the nation was formed. This is confirmed in the 2020 study data They
would join seven other states that also just have a single representative in the US House
(Alaska, Delaware, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont and Wyoming)

Oregon — The 2015 data indicates Oregon just gained its’ new congressional district.
The new estimates show the state gained seat number 435 by only 422 people to spare,
one of the closest margins shown in our four decades of studying apportionment calcula-
tions.

Michigan — On the flip side, the state of Michigan just lost their 14™ congressional dis-
trict, coming in at seat number 436 and missing the last seat to be handed out by just
1,038 people.

Because congressional apportionment also impacts the Electoral College and the vote for Presi-
dent, Election Data Services took the 2020 projections for each state and applied the Presidential
election results from the past four Presidential contests to determine the Electoral College out-
comes in the past 15 years. The study shows that none of the presidential contests would have
elected a different presidential candidate using the new apportionment counts but the would have
been more Republican in nature. For example, in 2012 President Obama would still have won
the Electoral College, but with three less votes (329 vs 332) that he won at the time of the voting.
The biggest change would have occurred in the 2000 presidential election where George Bush
would have gained an additional 19 electoral votes had the new 2020 apportionment projections
determined the number of congressional seats in each state.

The 2015 population estimates have not been statistically adjusted for any known undercount.
No estimates were also not provided for U.S. military personnel overseas. This component has in
the past been counted by the Census Bureau and allocated to the states. Overseas military per-
sonnel have been a factor in the apportionment formula for the past several decades, including
the switching of the final district in 2000 that went from Utah to North Carolina.
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In both 1995 and 2005 the Census Bureau released population projections for states that went 25
years into the future. However, their website now says “The U.S. Census Bureau does not have
a current set of state population projections and currently has no plans to produce them.” Earlier
in 2014 the Bureau did release single nationwide population projections by age, sex, race and
Hispanic origin for the time period of 2014 to 2060, but nothing by state.

Past apportionment studies by Election Data Services, Inc. can be found at
https://www.electiondataservices.com/reapportionment-studies/. A historical chart on the num-
ber of districts each state received each decade from 1789 to current is also available at this web
address.

Election Data Services Inc. is a political consulting firm that specializes in redistricting, election
administration, and the analysis of census and political data. Election Data Services, Inc. con-
ducts the congressional apportionment analyses with each annual release of the census
population estimates. For more information about the reapportionment analysis, contact Kimball
Brace (202-789-2004 or 703-580-7267 or kbrace@electiondataservices.com).



APPENDIX Main

apportionment2015CBEstimates.xls

2015 Residential Population Estimates, Generated by Census Bureau 12/22/2015, with No Military Population Overseas

Compare Last Seat: Next Average
State Population To Seats ;Change]Gain a Seat:Lose a Seatl Given ; Seat At Size
Alabama ..4,858,979 7 7 0 645,65 495] 694,140

California

72,978,204

311,44

744,551

Colorado

Georgia

Hawaii

.I.<.éntucky

74,425,002

Louisiana

Michigan

4,670,724

9,922,576

736,056

763,275

Minnesota

5,489,594

2,890,845

New Hampshire

471,206

..722,943

665,304

784,228:

New Jersey

229,469

746,501

S

South Dakota |

Tennessee

Virginia

8,382,993

Washington

..7,170,351

321,418,820
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Anticipated Gains/Losses in Reapportionment
2015 Estimates
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State numbers reflect number of congressional house seats after change put into effect.

Election%%nata Services Based on Census Bureau estimates released 12/22/2015




APPENDIX 2020Proj10-15
apportionment2020P10_15From2015CBEstimates.xls

2020 Projected Residential Population from 2010-15 trendline, Generated from Census Bureau data released 12/22/2015, with No

Compare Last Seat: Next Average
State Population To Seats ;Change]Gain a SeatiLose a Seat] Given : Seat At Size
64,89

Alabama a945179] 7 6 713,898

441) 824,197

Loaoasenil e 4 o0 1 413666 367,514f 3s4r aodl 760,903

California 41,328,164 53 53 29,302
Colorado

Georgia
Hawaii

Kentucky ""4,515.395
Louisiana 4,819,366

Michigan
_I\_/_I_innesota

9,974,802
5,702,003 8 7 ]

454,490
83,1281

325,996
695,483

767,292
814,572:

'3.121,301
New Hampshire 1,346,762 2 2
New Jersey

0 546,867 254,250
0 517,280

S
South Dakota 909,470 1 1 0 at large
Tennessee

Virginia
Washington

8,812,063
7,692,873

0 atlargei  756|  611,886; 50

336,107,050 435
Seats to Appo
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Anticipated Gains/Losses in Reapportionment
2020 Projections
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State numbers reflect number of congressional house seats after change put into effect.

Election%ﬁﬁnata Services Projections to 2020 based on 2010-2015 trendline from Census Bureau estimates released 12/22/2015




APPENDIX 2015VAP

apportionment2015VAPEstimatefrom2015CBEstimates.xls

2015 Voting Age Population Estimate, Generated by Census Bureau data released 12/22/2015, with No Military Population Overse

"2.272,904 4 4 0 283,16

California 30,023,902 53 53 552,914

Compare Last Seat: Next Average
State Population To Seats ;Change]Gain a SeatiLose a Seat] Given : Seat At Size
Alabama ...3,755,483 7 7 0 521,63 57,016 491] 536,498

568,226

Colorado

Georgia

Hawaii

Kentucky 73413425

Louisiana 3,555,911

Michigan 7,715,272 567,336 16,298]

551,091

Minnesota ..4,205,207 8 7 -1 506,740

71914

2221681
New Hampshire 1,066,610 2 2

333,407 259,539

600,744}

179,518

New Jersey

S
South Dakota 647,145 1 0 at large

Tennessee

Virginia 6,512,571

Washington ...5,558,509

iC

247,773,709 435
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Electoral College Outcome
apportionment2020P10_15From2015CBEstimates.xls

2012 Presidential Election 2008 Presidential Election 2004 Presidential Election 2000 Presidential Election
Revised | Revised Revised | Revised Revised Revised
New 2010s 2000s Electoral | Electorial | Electoral | Electorial Electoral | Electorial | Electoral | Electorial Electorial | Revised | Electorial Electorial | Revised | Electorial
New Electoral | Electoral | Electoral 2012 Votes For | Votes For | Votes For | Votes For 2008 Votes For | Votes For | Votes For | Votes For 2004 Electoral | Votes For | Electoral | Votes For 2000 Electoral | Votes For | Electoral | Votes For
Apportionment | College | College | College [Presidential| Obama Romney | Obama | Romney |Presidential| Obama | McCain | Obama | McCain |Presidential Votes For| Bush |Votes For| Bush |Presidential | Votes For| Bush |Votes For| Bush
State Count Count Count Count Victor (D) (Rep) (D) (Rep) Victor (D) (Rep) (D) (Rep) Victor Kerry (D) | (Rep) | Kerry (D) | (Rep) Victor Gore (D) | (Rep) | Gore (D) | (Rep)

Alabama 6 8 9 9 Romney 0 9 0 8 McCain 0 9 0 8 Bush 0 9 0 8 Bush 0 9 0 8
Alaska 1 3 3 3 Romney 0 3 0 3 McCain 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3
Arizona 10 12 1 10 Romney 0 11 0 12 McCain 0 10 0 12 Bush 0 10 0 12 Bush 0 8 0 12
Arkansas 4 6 6 6 Romney 0 6 0 6 McCain 0 6 0 6 Bush 0 6 0 6 Bush 0 6 0 6
California 53 55 55 55 Obama 55 0 55 0 Obama 55 0 55 0 Kerry 55 0 55 0 Gore 54 0 55 0
Colorado 8 10 9 9 Obama 9 0 10 0 Obama 9 0 10 0 Bush 0 9 0 10 Bush 0 8 0 10
Connecticut 5 7 7 7 Obama 7 0 7 0 Obama 7 0 7 0 Kerry 7 0 7 0 Gore 8 0 7 0
Delaware 1 3 3 3 Obama 3 0 3 0 Obama 3 0 3 0 Kerry 3 0 3 0 Gore 3 0 3 0
Florida 29 31 29 27 Obama 29 0 31 0 Obama 27 0 31 0 Bush 0 27 0 31 Bush 0 25 0 31
Georgia 14 16 16 15 Romney 0 16 0 16 McCain 0 15 0 16 Bush 0 15 0 16 Bush 0 13 0 16
Hawaii 2 4 4 4 Obama 4 0 4 0 Obama 4 0 4 0 Kerry 4 0 4 0 Gore 4 0 4 0
Idaho 2 4 4 4 Romney 0 4 0 4 McCain 0 4 0 4 Bush 0 4 0 4 Bush 0 4 0 4
lllinois 17 19 20 21 Obama 20 0 19 0 Obama 21 0 19 0 Kerry 21 0 19 0 Gore 22 0 19 0
Indiana 9 1 1 1 Romney 0 1 0 1 Obama 11 0 1 0 Bush 0 11 0 1 Bush 0 12 0 1
lowa 4 6 6 7 Obama 6 0 6 0 Obama 7 0 6 0 Bush 0 7 0 6 Gore 7 0 6 0
Kansas 4 6 6 6 Romney 0 6 0 6 McCain 0 6 0 6 Bush 0 6 0 6 Bush 0 6 0 6
Kentucky 6 8 8 8 Romney 0 8 0 8 McCain 0 8 0 8 Bush 0 8 0 8 Bush 0 8 0 8
Louisiana 6 8 8 9 Romney 0 8 0 8 McCain 0 9 0 8 Bush 0 9 0 8 Bush 0 9 0 8
Maine 2 4 4 4 Obama 4 0 4 0 Obama 4 0 4 0 Kerry 4 0 4 0 Gore 4 0 4 0
Maryland 8 10 10 10 Obama 10 0 10 0 Obama 10 0 10 0 Kerry 10 0 10 0 Gore 10 0 10 0
M: husetts 9 1 1 12 Obama 1 0 11 0 Obama 12 0 1 0 Kerry 12 0 11 0 Gore 12 0 11 0
Michigan 13 15 16 17 Obama 16 0 15 0 Obama 17 0 15 0 Kerry 17 0 15 0 Gore 18 0 15 0
Minnesota 7 9 10 10 Obama 10 0 9 0 Obama 10 0 9 0 Kerry 9 0 9 0 Gore 10 0 9 0
Mississippi 4 6 6 6 Romney 0 6 0 6 McCain 0 6 0 6 Bush 0 6 0 6 Bush 0 7 0 6
Missouri 8 10 10 11 Romney 0 10 0 10 McCain 11 0 10 Bush 0 1 0 10 Bush 0 1 0 10
Montana 1 3 3 3 Romney 0 3 0 3 McCain 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3
3 5 5 5 Romney 0 5 0 5 McCain 1 4 1 4 Bush 0 5 0 5 Bush 0 5 0 5
Nevada 4 6 6 5 Obama 6 0 6 0 Obama 5 0 6 0 Bush 0 5 0 6 Bush 0 4 0 6
New Hampshire 2 4 4 4 Obama 4 0 4 0 Obama 4 0 4 0 Kerry 4 0 4 0 Bush 0 4 0 4
New Jersey 12 14 14 15 Obama 14 0 14 0 Obama 15 0 14 0 Kerry 15 0 14 0 Gore 15 0 14 0
New Mexico 3 5 5 5 Obama 5 0 5 0 Obama 5 0 5 0 Bush 0 5 0 5 Gore 5 0 5 0
New York 26 28 29 31 Obama 29 0 28 0 Obama 31 0 28 0 Kerry 31 0 28 0 Gore 33 0 28 0
North Carolina 14 16 15 15 Romney 0 15 0 16 Obama 15 0 16 0 Bush 0 15 0 16 Bush 0 14 0 16
North Dakota 1 3 3 3 Romney 0 3 0 3 McCain 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3
Ohio 15 17 18 20 Obama 18 0 17 0 Obama 20 0 17 0 Bush 0 20 0 17 Bush 0 21 0 17
Oklahoma 5 7 7 7 Romney 0 7 0 7 McCain 0 7 0 7 Bush 0 7 0 7 Bush 0 8 0 7
Oregon 6 8 7 7 Obama 7 0 8 0 Obama 7 0 8 0 Kerry 7 0 8 0 Gore 7 0 8 0
Pennsylvania 17 19 20 21 Obama 20 0 19 0 Obama 21 0 19 0 Kerry 21 0 19 0 Gore 23 0 19 0
Rhode Island 1 3 4 4 Obama 4 0 3 0 Obama 4 0 3 0 Kerry 4 0 3 0 Gore 4 0 3 0
South Carolina 7 9 9 8 Romney 0 9 0 9 McCain 0 8 0 9 Bush 0 8 0 9 Bush 0 8 0 9
South Dakota 1 3 3 3 Romney 0 3 0 3 McCain 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3
Tennessee 9 11 1 11 Romney 0 11 0 11 McCain 0 11 0 11 Bush 0 11 0 11 Bush 0 11 0 11
Texas 39 41 38 34 Romney 0 38 0 41 McCain 0 34 0 41 Bush 0 34 0 41 Bush 0 32 0 41
Utah 4 6 6 5 Romney 0 6 0 6 McCain 0 5 0 6 Bush 0 5 0 6 Bush 0 5 0 6
Vermont 1 3 3 3 Obama 3 0 3 0 Obama 3 0 3 0 Kerry 3 0 3 0 Gore 3 0 3 0
Virginia 11 13 13 13 Obama 13 0 13 0 Obama 13 0 13 0 Bush 0 13 0 13 Bush 0 13 0 13
Washington 10 12 12 11 Obama 12 0 12 0 Obama 11 0 12 0 Kerry 11 0 12 0 Gore 11 0 12 0
West Virginia 2 4 5 5 Romney 0 5 0 4 McCain 0 5 0 4 Bush 0 5 0 4 Bush 0 5 0 4
Wisconsin 8 10 10 10 Obama 10 0 10 0 Obama 10 0 10 0 Kerry 10 0 10 0 Gore 11 0 10 0
Wyoming 1 3 3 3 Romney 0 3 0 3 McCain 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3 Bush 0 3 0 3
Washington DC 1 3 3 2 Obama 3 0 3 0 Obama 3 0 3 0 Kerry 3 0 3 0 Gore 2 0 3 0

332 206 329 209 365 173 357 181 251 286 241 297 266 271 248 290

-3 3 -8 8 -10 11 -18 19

One elector voted for John Edwards for President
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