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Gentlemen:

Having recently watched the online video of the August 20, 2013, City Commission Conference Meeting,
| see that the reapportionment discussion is being continued to October. Also, | am very pleased that
Mayor Seiler, at that meeting, encouraged submissions of alternative maps by the general public.
Beyond being an interested and involved citizen of our great City, my other qualifications” for submitting
alternative reapportionment maps are listed at the end of this memo (along with other endnotes).

As | listened to the guest speakers at the meeting, | heard two of them explain why they disagreed with
the Reapportionment Committee’s recommendation to place Sailboat Bend in a different district than
Riverside Park and Tarpon River. | also heard a guest speaker explain why she believes Colee Hammock
should be returned to District 2. To see if their concerns could be met while still keeping the numbers in
line (or even improving the balance among the districts), | decided to try to create alternative
reapportionment maps. The details of my four proposed alternatives follow (yes, there are four—but, in
my defense, | provide my own supporting calculations for your convenience).

Before getting into the details, let me acknowledge the fine work of the Reapportionment Committee in
painstakingly evaluating a very large number of proposed maps. Having read through the online
minutes of the Committee meetings to familiarize myself with the various issues, it appears that none of
my proposals are exact duplicates of any that the Committee already examined (although | can’t be
certain because | was unable to find online the complete details of any proposed reapportionment other
than the one that was ultimately recommended to the Mayor and Commissioners). | can promise,
however, that none of my proposals break a neighborhood apart, and all of them produce a closer
population balance among the four districts than does the Committee’s recommendation. The latter
point is important because, rather than applying the “substantial equality of population” standard
(generally taken to mean that the deviation between the largest and smallest districts must be less than
10%), the City’s municipal code expressly adopts the stricter “as equal as is practicable” standard.
Specifically, section 7.12 of our municipal code states: “After the receipt of the published information of
each decennial census, the city commission shall reestablish the boundaries of the four (4) commission
districts so that the districts shall be as approximately equal in population as is practicable.”

My four proposals are presented below, each on a separate page.



Alternative A:

Advantages:

1. Sailboat Bend remains in the same district as Riverside Park and Tarpon River.

2. Colee Hammock is returned to District 2. Beverly Heights goes with it.

3. Flagler Village is reunited into a single district. Progresso Village is also reunited into a single
district. (This proposal never breaks a neighborhood apart into more than one district.)

4. Lauderdale Beach HOA, Dolphin Isles HOA, Bal Harbour HOA, and Laudergate Isles Civic
Association are moved to District 1. These neighborhoods are comprised primarily of single-
family homes and have much in common with Coral Ridge.

5. The neighborhoods abutting the “Gateway intersection” of North Federal Highway and East
Sunrise Boulevard (namely, Victoria Park, Lake Ridge, and “Area 18”2) remain together,
facilitating their commonality of interests in the “Gateway District” as defined in the North US 1
Urban Design Plan. (Also, as mentioned in endnote #2, East Point Towers is applying to join the
Lake Ridge neighborhood.)

6. Although Harbour Isles of Fort Lauderdale moves to District 2, the barrier island continues to be
represented by three commissioners because the other harbor neighborhoods remain in
District 4.

7. The statistical balance among the four commission districts is better than under the plan

recommended by the Reapportionment Committee (see the table, later in this memo, which
ranks the statistical balance of the various reapportionment maps).

Note that my list of moves below is applied to the district boundaries as currently defined, not as
defined by the Reapportionment Committee’s proposed map.

Alternative A District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population of CURRENT Districts® 39,852 38,196 43,056 44,437
Move from D2 to D1: Laudergate Isles +119 -119
Move from D2 to D1: Bal Harbour +236 -236
Move from D4 to D2: Beverly Heights +505 -505
Move from D4 to D2: Colee Hammock +969 -969
Move from D4 to D2: The portion of Flagler
Village not already in D2 (estimated®) +271 -271
Move from D3 to D2: The portion of Progresso
Village not already in D2 (estimated®”) +1,193 -1,193
Move from D4 to D2: Harbour Isles of Fort
Lauderdale +1,151 -1,151
Move from D2 to D1: Lauderdale Beach HOA +395 -395
Move from D2 to D1: Dolphin Isles HOA +379 -379
Total Population of PROPOSED Districts 40,981 41,156 41,863 41,541




Alternative B:

Advantages:

1. Sailboat Bend remains in the same district as Riverside Park and Tarpon River.

2. Colee Hammock is returned to District 2. Beverly Heights goes with it. Downtown Fort
Lauderdale Civic Association also moves to District 2, thus unifying the entire Las Olas corridor
with the downtown.

3. Flagler Village is reunited into a single district. Progresso Village is also reunited into a single
district. (This proposal never breaks a neighborhood apart into more than one district.)

4. Progresso Village moves to District 3, thus unifying the Sistrunk corridor.

5. Lauderdale Beach HOA, Dolphin Isles HOA, Bal Harbour HOA, and Laudergate lIsles Civic
Association are moved to District 1. These neighborhoods are comprised primarily of single-
family homes and have much in common with Coral Ridge.

6. The neighborhoods abutting the “Gateway intersection” of North Federal Highway and East
Sunrise Boulevard (namely, Victoria Park, Lake Ridge, and “Area 18”%) remain together,
facilitating their commonality of interests in the “Gateway District” as defined in the North US 1
Urban Design Plan. (Also, as mentioned in endnote #2, East Point Towers is applying to join the
Lake Ridge neighborhood.)

7. The statistical balance among the four commission districts is better than under the plan

recommended by the Reapportionment Committee (see the table, later in this memo, which
ranks the statistical balance of the various reapportionment maps). In fact, Alternative B has the

best statistical balance of all the proposals described in this memao.

Note that my list of moves below is applied to the district boundaries as currently defined, not as

defined by the Reapportionment Committee’s proposed map.

Alternative B District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population of CURRENT Districts® 39,852 38,196 43,056 44,437
Move from D2 to D1: Laudergate Isles +119 -119
Move from D2 to D1: Bal Harbour +236 -236
Move from D4 to D2: Beverly Heights +505 -505
Move from D4 to D2: Colee Hammock +969 -969
Move from D4 to D2: The portion of Flagler
Village not already in D2 (estimated”) +271 271
Move from D2 to D3: The portion of Progresso
Village not already in D3 (estimated®) -1,057 +1,057
Move from D2 to D3: City View Townhomes -199 +199
Move from D4 to D2: Downtown Fort
Lauderdale Civic Association +4,285 -4,285
Move from D3 to D4: Sunset Civic Association -3,281 +3,281
Move from D3 to D4: Lauderdale West
Association -1,077 +1,077
Move from D4 to D3: Flamingo Park Civic
Association +1,207 -1,207
Move from D4 to D3: Oak River HOA +171 -171
Move from D2 to D1: Lauderdale Beach HOA +395 -395
Move from D2 to D1: Dolphin Isles HOA +379 -379
Total Population of PROPOSED Districts 40,981 41,841 41,332 41,387




Alternative C:

Advantages:

1.
2.

Sailboat Bend remains in the same district as Riverside Park and Tarpon River.

Colee Hammock is returned to District 2. Beverly Heights goes with it. Downtown Fort
Lauderdale Civic Association also moves to District 2, thus unifying the entire Las Olas corridor
with the downtown.

Flagler Village is reunited into a single district. Progresso Village is also reunited into a single
district. (This proposal never breaks a neighborhood apart into more than one district.)
Although Progresso Village moves to District 4 (along with “Area 17”), this makes it possible to
leave the extreme southwest portion of the City unchanged, unlike in Alternative B.

Lauderdale Beach HOA, Dolphin Isles HOA, Bal Harbour HOA, and Laudergate lIsles Civic
Association are moved to District 1. These neighborhoods are comprised primarily of single-
family homes and have much in common with Coral Ridge.

The neighborhoods abutting the “Gateway intersection” of North Federal Highway and East
Sunrise Boulevard (namely, Victoria Park, Lake Ridge, and “Area 18”%) remain together,
facilitating their commonality of interests in the “Gateway District” as defined in the North US 1
Urban Design Plan. (Also, as mentioned in endnote #2, East Point Towers is applying to join the
Lake Ridge neighborhood.)

The statistical balance among the four commission districts is better than under the plan
recommended by the Reapportionment Committee (see the table, later in this memo, which
ranks the statistical balance of the various reapportionment maps).

Note that my list of moves below is applied to the district boundaries as currently defined, not as
defined by the Reapportionment Committee’s proposed map.

Alternative C District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population of CURRENT Districts? 39,852 38,196 43,056 44,437
Move from D2 to D1: Laudergate Isles +119 -119
Move from D2 to D1: Bal Harbour +236 -236
Move from D4 to D2: Beverly Heights +505 -505
Move from D4 to D2: Colee Hammock +969 -969
Move from D4 to D2: The portion of Flagler
Village not already in D2 (estimated") +271 -271
Move from D2 to D4: The portion of Progresso
Village currently in D2 (estimated®) -1,057 +1,057
Move from D3 to D4: The portion of Progresso
Village currently in D3 (estimated®”) -1,193 +1,193
Move from D3 to D4: "Area 17" -244 +244
Move from D2 to D4: City View Townhomes -199 +199
Move from D4 to D2: Downtown Fort
Lauderdale Civic Association +4,285 -4,285
Move from D2 to D1: Lauderdale Beach HOA +395 -395
Move from D2 to D1: Dolphin Isles HOA +379 -379
Total Population of PROPOSED Districts 40,981 41,841 41,619 41,100




Alternative D:

My final proposal is nearly identical to the Reapportionment Committee’s recommended realignment;
indeed, it is included for that very reason. Still, it has a few advantages relative to the Committee’s

recommendation.

Advantages:

1. Dolphin Isles HOA is moved to District 1. Dolphin Isles is comprised primarily of single-family
homes and is very similar to Coral Ridge, and right across the Intracoastal from it.
2. The neighborhoods abutting the “Gateway intersection” of North Federal Highway and East
Sunrise Boulevard (namely, Victoria Park, Lake Ridge, and “Area 18”%) remain together,
facilitating their commonality of interests in the “Gateway District” as defined in the North US 1
Urban Design Plan. (Also, as mentioned in endnote #2, East Point Towers is applying to join the

Lake Ridge neighborhood.)

3. The statistical balance among the four commission districts is better than under the plan
recommended by the Reapportionment Committee (see the table, later in this memo, which
ranks the statistical balance of the various reapportionment maps).

Note that, this time, my list of moves below is applied to the district boundaries as defined by the

Reapportionment Committee’s proposed map.

Alternative D District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population of Districts AS
RECOMMENDED BY REAPPORTIONMENT
COMMITTEE® 40,508 41,677 41,863 41,493
Move from D1 to D2: "Area 18" -301 +301
Move from D2 to D1: Dolphin Isles HOA +379 -379
Total Population of PROPOSED Districts 40,586 41,599 41,863 41,493

On the next page, | rank the various reapportionment maps in order from the worst to the best

statistical balance among the districts.




Scenarios Ranked from Worst to Best Relative to Population Balance among the Districts
(according to Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances)

Current Districts District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population® 39,852 38,196 43,056 44,437
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -3.70% -7.71% +4.04% +7.37%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 6.00%
Reapportionment Committee District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population® 40,508 41,677 41,863 41,493
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -2.12% +0.70% +1.15% +0.26%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 1.26%
Alternative D District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population 40,586 41,599 41,863 41,493
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -1.93% +0.52% +1.15% +0.26%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 1.16%
Alternative C District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population 40,981 41,841 41,619 41,100
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -0.98% +1.10% +0.56% -0.69%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 0.86%
Alternative A District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population 40,981 41,156 41,863 41,541
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -0.98% -0.55% +1.15% +0.38%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 0.83%
Alternative B District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population 40,981 41,841 41,332 41,387
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -0.98% +1.10% -0.13% 0.00%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 0.74%




Although | have not provided the changes in minority population percentages for the districts, it is
extremely unlikely that any of my proposals would change these percentages significantly. Of course,
the GIS staff can easily produce the minority percentages.

| hope that you find one of my proposals worth pursuing, and that you agree that Alternatives A, B,
and C fully resolve some of the problems expressed by a few of the guest speakers at the August 20
meeting while, importantly, all of the proposals achieve a better population balance among the districts.
If you have any questions about the proposals or suggestions for improving them, | would of course be
very happy to meet with you and/or members of the Reapportionment Committee (or to communicate
by email if more convenient for you).

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Dolgin
sadolgin@aol.com

CC? Members of Reapportionment Committee
Shannon Harmeling, LRCA
lan Wint, GIS Manager

Attachments: Endnotes page
Maps: (1) Current Commission Districts
(2) Realignment Recommended by Reapportionment Committee
(3) Alternative A
(4) Alternative B
(5) Alternative C
(6) Alternative D



Endnotes

Steve Dolgin’s qualifications:

Mr. Dolgin traces his involvement with Geographic Information Systems to the early days of PC-
based GIS. He founded a consulting firm, Automated Marketing Services, Inc., which offered
(among other specialties) geodemographic modeling, implementation of retail location-
allocation algorithms and balancing of sales territories, optimization for field sales force
deployment, Census applications, EEO studies and determination of minority hiring objectives,
and design and implementation of ethnic marketing initiatives.

Additionally, Mr. Dolgin has many years of experience in the financial services industry, is a
member of the Society of Actuaries and the American Academy of Actuaries, and has taught
mathematics at the college level for 10 years. He has two degrees in mathematics (Bachelor’s
from Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Master’s from University of California at
Berkeley).

“Area 18” appears to be identified with Census Block 1010 of Census Tract 407.02 in the City’s
Neighborhoods & Commission Districts maps. With regard to its population of 301 in the 2010
Census, “Area 18” is for all intents and purposes East Point Towers, a 274-unit condominium
that is currently in the process of applying to join the Lake Ridge neighborhood.

Total Population of Current Districts is taken from page 1 of the Neighborhoods & Commission
Districts maps, prepared by the City’s GIS staff and available online at:
http://fortlauderdale.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=74f399f5-e5b9-48d7-8d17-
378e281b1482.pdf

The population figures for the moves not designated as “estimated” are taken directly from the
Neighborhoods & Commission Districts maps prepared by the City’s GIS staff. However, because
the moves designated as “estimated” reflect geographies that are not complete neighborhoods,
the populations for such moves must be calculated. For these moves, | downloaded the data for
Fort Lauderdale’s Census Blocks from the 2010 Census P.L. 94-171 (“Redistricting”) Summary
File and then manually matched, as closely as possible, the Census Blocks to the relevant
portions of the Neighborhoods & Commission Districts maps. The Census Bureau defines
boundaries for Blocks without reference to (or knowledge of) Fort Lauderdale neighborhoods,
and so the correspondence can be inexact; for example, some Census Blocks span neighborhood
boundaries.

On page 2 of the City’s Neighborhoods & Commission Districts maps, it is stated that certain
unpopulated blocks of Progresso Village were placed in D3 instead of D2 at the February
meeting of the Reapportionment Committee. | place all of Progresso Village within a single
district; however, if it is considered important that these blocks be in D3, they can certainly be
moved there without changing the populations of the districts (because these blocks have zero
population in the 2010 Census). It appears to me that the following five Census Blocks are
affected: 1039, 1022, 4015, 4001, and 4000, all in Census Tract 416.

Total Population of Districts as proposed by the Reapportionment Committee is taken from
page 2 of the Neighborhoods & Commission Districts maps, prepared by the City’s GIS staff and
available online at:
http://fortlauderdale.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=74f399f5-e5b9-48d7-8d17-
378e281b1482.pdf




Current Commission Districts

M %)
I — - -
: ea
& - BRI, = i
W Cypress Creek Rd /5 NE 62rd St onch S
(. = akesc
b Fort Laudend ale v = 3
é Executive ‘ /A £ 5
" Aot f >
- i =
2 @ W
[ 1 £ 7 Laud
E- r Blvd 870 = 870
v
v s t
TN St 3 E Prospes
Lake 4 . k!
sttt Emerald % H f | R i
=4 Oakland ""-
Biue E € Park u
441 Heron ; -
Lake
> 5
>
816 Z Z
-] .
Haten S Wi
T Fond Lazy ot NE 26t 5t
37 Park Lake “\\\\
. - nld19th St 811
|!I | &
-
' w NE 13th St
8§ =
\ |
;
, 838
[
>
< ‘
g W Sistrunk Blvd =
= I | %
4 ; |
B ! e
I v
= a
-
4 2 >
7] X
- 7]
-
z ]
[ DavieBlvd 736 -g
36] Davie Blvd dati b 3
> > :
< A
> 8 SE 17th St
1 F g
1 L = s
"’“ > o0 >
: s Lake
= Mabel

Ft Lauderdale/Hallywody

Snyder

Int'l Arpt

feintosh fd

N ODasen D,



Realignment Recommended by Reapportionment Committee
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Alternative A
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Alternative B
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Alternative C
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Alternative D
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Subj:  Legal Requirements for City Commission Redistricting Lf v 0 6 Y
Date: 11/14/2013 8:00:28 P.M. Eastern Standard Time £\ E ).
From: SADolgin@aol.com OTEV d‘/ J Lé: /N
To: jack.seiler@fortlauderdale.gov, BRoberts@fortlauderdale.gov, DTrantalis@fortlauderdale.gov,
BDuBose@fortlauderdale.gov, RRogers@fortlauderdale.gov, ceverett@fortlauderdale.gov,
Ifeldman@fortlauderdale.gov

TO:

Mayor John P. “Jack” Seiler

Vice Mayor/Commissioner (District 1) Bruce G. Roberts
Commissioner (District 2) Dean J. Trantalis
Commissioner (District 3) Bobby B. DuBose
Commissioner (District 4) Romney Rogers

City Attorney Cynthia A. Everett

City Manager Lee R. Feldman

FROM:

Steve Dolgin

Dear Ms. Everett and Gentlemen:

| intend to speak on redistricting at the November 19 commission meeting, and have begun to flesh out
some details that | had previously considered only in more general terms in my September 17 email to
you. Specifically, | would like to see if we’re all “on the same page” with respect to the legal
requirements for redistricting.

Unlike many of you, | am not a lawyer; however, on the very specific topic of redistricting, | have done
quite a lot of research over the past 22 years. The attached excerpt from Justin Levitt's A Citizen's Guide
to Redistricting: 2010 Edition, published by the Brennan Center for Justice at New York University School
of Law, may be helpful as a jumping-off point. (Levitt is a renowned expert on redistricting.)

In any case, | wanted to share with you my thoughts on this issue before the November 19 meeting, so
that you may have time in advance to consider whether or not we agree on the essential legal points.

There has been a lot of talk about the supposed sufficiency of having a maximum population deviation
of less than 10% between the largest and the smallest districts. Indeed, some claim (I am not among
them, as explained below) that redistricting would not have been necessary in the first place if we had
been within this 10% limit using 2010 Census numbers. This “10% concept” is related to the “substantial
equality of population” standard, highlighted in red in the Levitt excerpt, which is the weaker of the two
common standards for "equal" district populations. The stronger standard is highlighted in green in the
Levitt excerpt.

The strong standard arises from Article 1, Section 2, of the US Constitution, and the weak standard
arises from the equal protection clause of the 14th amendment to the US Constitution. The US Supreme
Court has decided that US Congressional districting is to be held to the stricter standard whereas, in
several decisions, SCOTUS has decided that the weaker standard applies to state and local districting as
far as the US Constitution (only) is concerned and when nothing in the state/local governing documents
dictates otherwise.



The SCOTUS decisions that are normally cited in this regard all deal with jurisdictions whose governing
documents contain language that prevents them from coming close to meeting the "one person, one
vote" principle. For example, in Brown v. Thomson, Wyoming's state constitution dictates that, for its
state legislature, each county is its own district, and each district (i.e., county) must have at least one
representative. But because some Wyoming counties are very sparsely populated, a county that
"should" have, say, 0.05 of a representative based on proportionality of population must instead receive
1 representative—making it impossible to get even close to "one person, one vote." (Here, the vote of a
resident of this sparsely populated county would be worth 20 times as much as the vote of an average
resident—i.e., 1 divided by 0.05.) SCOTUS held, therefore, in Wyoming's favor.

However, Fort Lauderdale (as well as the State of Florida, after the passage of the 2010 amendments)
has no such language in its governing documents. On the contrary, Fort Lauderdale in its City Charter
(and Florida in its Constitution as amended in 2010) expressly adopts the stricter standard ("as
approximately equal in population as is practicable")—i.e., the standard shaded in green in the Levitt
excerpt. There are no SCOTUS decisions that I'm aware of that apply in such a case. Nor am | aware of
any case law in general that holds that our City Charter's language ("as approximately equal in
population as is practicable") means anything other than exactly what it says.

Thus, | believe that, given the choice (for example) between two "practicable" redistricting proposals—
i.e., where both proposals satisfy all of the applicable criteria insofar as the districts are contiguous and
compact, the Voting Rights Act is not violated, and no neighborhood is split—then the City must choose
the proposal that results in the more-nearly-equal district populations. In other words, as
approximately equal in population as is practicable.

To my knowledge, of all the proposals that have been presented so far, the one with the closest-to-
equal district populations is "Alternative B" from my September 17 email. Therefore, it appears to me
that it is the one that the City must choose. Additional benefits, of course, are that it is the choice which
will be seen by the voters as the only objective choice (because nearness to equality in district
populations is the only truly objective metric in redistricting), and it satisfies more of the stated goals of
the Reapportionment Committee than do other proposals.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Dolgin



(Excerpted from "A Citizen's Guide to Redistricting: 2010 Edition," by Justin Levitt and Erika Wood,

Brennan Center for Justice at New York University School of Law. —)

VI. WHERE SHOULD THE LINES BE DRAWN?

The people who draw district lines cannot simply divide a state up however
they wish. To some extent, the federal Constitution and federal statutes limit
where the lines can be drawn. In most states, the state constitution also imposes
certain limits. And even when there are few legal limits, those with the pen
use certain principles to guide where the lines should be drawn, each of which
has its own tradeoffs. We next discuss the criteria that states must and may

consider when redrawing their districts.

EQUAL POPULATION

For much of the 18th, 19th, and even 20th centuries, most legislative districts
were made up of whole towns or counties, or groups of counties.”* As the
population shifted, however, some counties grew much larger than others —
and accordingly, some legislative districts grew much larger than others. By the
1960s, for example, the biggest district in California (Los Angeles County) had
422 times as many people as the smallest district.”

In some cases, each district — each county — would be assigned a different
number of legislative representatives, depending roughly on its population. In
other cases, each district elected only one legislator. The population disparities
quickly became extreme — and in the bigger districts, each individual vote was
worth less. In California’s state senate, for example, each district elected one
Senator. And as a result, the vote of each citizen in the smallest district was
worth 422 times more than the vote of each citizen in Los Angeles County.

In a series of cases starting in 1962 known as the “one person, one vote” cases,
the Supreme Court decided this sort of disparity violated the Constitution. Now,
when districts are drawn, each district’s population must be roughly equal.™

in congressional
districts and state legislative districts. In 1964, the Supreme Court set the bar

for congressional districts very high, requiring equal population “as nearly as is

\practicable™” In practice, this that states must make(a good-faith efforc
ithin the state,-

For state legislative districts, the Supreme Court has allowed a bit more flexibility.

These disrics have o show only bl equalityoF POpUISEGRE The

Supreme Court has never said exactly how much equality is “substantial”
equality. Over a series of cases, i

state legislative

This is not an absolutely hard line: in some cases, a state

44 WHERE SHOULD THE LINES BE DRAWN?

States consider some or all of the following
criteria when deciding where the lines should
be drawn:

= Equal population

= Minority representation

* Contiguity

» Compactness

= Political boundaries

= Communities of interest

= Electoral outcomes

RELATED TOPICS: Measure of Population

Each congressional district's population is
based on the total number of residents, including
children, noncitizens, and others not eligible

to vote.”

For state legislative districts, however, the
law is less settled: most states count the total
population, but some have proposed using
voting-age population (“VAP") or citizen
voting-age population (“CVAP").Z

These latter measures tend to equalize the
voting power of each ballot, but leave many
taxpaying residents under-represented.

Except for rare cases, congressional districts
must have almost exactly the same popula-
tion. In contrast, the biggest and smallest
state legislative districts can generally have
a population difference of up to 10%.

A CITIZEN'S GUIDE TO REDISTRICTING
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(Excerpted from Steve Dolgin's September 17, 2013, letter

to the City Commission concerning district realignment.) P /4_ /
Alternative B: /J oV /Q , 2o /3
e b b , v -
Advantages: //)0‘( oVipeo BY NTEUE 0&[ & /N

1. Sailboat Bend remains in the same district as Riverside Park and Tarpon River.

2. Colee Hammock is returned to District 2. Beverly Heights goes with it. Downtown Fort
Lauderdale Civic Association also moves to District 2, thus unifying the entire Las Olas corridor
with the downtown.

3. Flagler Village is reunited into a single district. Progresso Village is also reunited into a single
district. (This proposal never breaks a neighborhood apart into more than one district.)

4. Progresso Village moves to District 3, thus unifying the Sistrunk corridor.

5. Lauderdale Beach HOA, Dolphin Isles HOA, Bal Harbour HOA, and Laudergate Isles Civic
Association are moved to District 1. These neighborhoods are comprised primarily of single-
family homes and have much in common with Coral Ridge.

6. The neighborhoods abutting the “Gateway intersection” of North Federal Highway and East
Sunrise Boulevard (namely, Victoria Park, Lake Ridge, and “Area 18”?) remain together,
facilitating their commonality of interests in the “Gateway District” as defined in the North US 1
Urban Design Plan. (Also, as mentioned in endnote #2, East Point Towers is applying to join the
Lake Ridge neighborhood.)

7. The statistical balance among the four commission districts is better than under the plan
recommended by the Reapportionment Committee (see the table, later in this memo, which
ranks the statistical balance of the various reapportionment maps). In fact, Alternative B has the
best statistical balance of all the proposals described in this memo.

Note that my list of moves below is applied to the district boundaries as currently defined, not as
defined by the Reapportionment Committee’s proposed map.

Alternative B District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population of CURRENT Districts® 39,852 38,196 43,056 44,437
Move from D2 to D1: Laudergate Isles +119 -119
Move from D2 to D1: Bal Harbour +236 -236
Move from D4 to D2: Beverly Heights +505 -505
Move from D4 to D2: Colee Hammock +969 -969
Move from D4 to D2: The portion of Flagler
Village not already in D2 (estimated?) +271 -271
Move from D2 to D3: The portion of Progresso
Village not already in D3 (estimated®) -1,057 +1,057
Move from D2 to D3: City View Townhomes -199 +199
Move from D4 to D2: Downtown Fort
Lauderdale Civic Association +4,285 -4,285
Move from D3 to D4: Sunset Civic Association -3,281 +3,281
Move from D3 to D4: Lauderdale West
Association -1,077 +1,077
Move from D4 to D3: Flamingo Park Civic
Association +1,207 -1,207
Move from D4 to D3: Oak River HOA +171 -171
Move from D2 to D1: Lauderdale Beach HOA +395 -395
Move from D2 to D1: Dolphin Isles HOA +379 -379
Total Population of PROPOSED Districts 40,981 41,841 41,332 41,387




Scenarios Ranked from Worst to Best Relative to Population Balance among the Districts
(according to Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances)

Current Districts District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population® 39,852 38,196 43,056 44,437
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -3.70% -7.71% +4.04% +7.37%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 6.00%
F ort Committee District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population® 40,508 41,677 41,863 41,493
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -2.12% +0.70% +1.15% +0.26%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances m
Alternative D District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population 40,586 41,599 41,863 41,493
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -1.93% +0.52% +1.15% +0.26%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 1.16%
Alternative C District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population 40,981 41,841 41,619 41,100
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -0.98% +1.10% +0.56% -0.69%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 0.86%
Alternative A District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population 40,981 41,156 41,863 41,541
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -0.98% -0.55% +1.15% +0.38%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 0.83%
Alternative B District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4
Total Population 40,981 41,841 41,332 41,387
Target 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25 41,385.25
Percentage Variance from Target -0.98% +1.10% -0.13% 0.00%
Standard Deviation of Percentage Variances 0.74%
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