2011 Legislative Apportionment Board 4/13/11 Minutes (DRAFT)

Board Members Present:  Tom Little, Chair; Steve Hingtgen; Neale Lunderville; Gerry Gossens, Meg Brook, Frank Cioffi

Vermont Secretary of State:  Brian Leven, Deputy Secretary of State; David Crossman; William Senning

Legislative Council: Michael Chernick

Chair Little called the meeting of the Legislative Apportionment Board (the Board) to order at 1:15 p.m., and noted that Board member Rob Roper was unable to attend.

Mr. Hingtgen moved to approve the minutes of the previous two meetings (3/8/11 and 3/29/11).  Ms. Brook seconded.  Motion passed unanimously.

The Board began with a discussion of the procedures for notifying local Boards of Civil Authority (BCAs) when a town is to be divided by district lines.  The Board asked whether the statute required the Board to notify BCAs "immediately" (as the statute states, i.e., taking the worwd in its literal sense), or when it has a complete plan.  Mr. Leven noted the vague language of the statute and the Board discussed whether immediate notification is useful or if it is better to wait until after the official proposal in July.  

The Board discussed the fact that proposals are constantly developing.  Mr. Gossens suggested notifying a given BCA when a hard number is settled on.  Ms. Brook suggested waiting at least until the Board had a complete statewide proposal.  Chair Little suggested June 1 as a target date for notifying any BCAs in towns proposed to be divided.  The Board agreed to revisit the subject at end of the meeting when today’s progress can be gauged. 

Two separate proposals were prepared before the meeting – one by Chair Little and the other by Mr. Hingtgen and Ms. Brook.
  Chair Little began presentation of his proposal, which currently covers the entire state with the exception of Burlington and Rutland City.  The goal of his plan was to address those districts with significant deviation problems while generally trying to avoid changing districts with an acceptable current deviation.  

Mr. Hingtgen asked, before going into a detailed review of Chair Little’s proposal, to discuss what the general goal of the Board is or should be: is it practical ease, the interest of voter?  He noted it appears to have been an exercise of practical fixes on top of practical fixes for years.  Ms. Brook supported the idea of having some general goals or principles that the Board is working toward.  Mr. Lunderville agreed and noted that a review of the two proposals might help the Board define the goals.  

Chair Little noted that the statutes call for minimum deviation, on the one hand, and maintaining political subdivision lines as well as geographic sense, on the other, which don’t always go hand in hand.  Ms. Brooks commented that, in general, the Board would probably need to prioritize one or two of these over another.

Chair Little noted that his plan only creates one new two-member district (Hartland-Windsor).  Mr. Gossens questioned whether the changes to certain districts with large deviation had a domino effect to surrounding towns.  Chair Little described certain trouble areas where deviation remains high under his proposal: Rutland, St. Albans, Burlington/South Burlington, and two or three districts in Lamoille County.

Chair Little began addressing the difficult deviation areas in his proposal, starting with St. Albans.  Chair Little noted that the proposed district line was moved the least amount possible to get acceptable deviation.  Mr. Hingtgen asked whether the Board should try to get to an ideal deviation, even if it means moving the current line more, since were already chopping it up.  

Ms. Brook commented that the Board should be clear with BCAs what its goal was, as to 1) the least change to be under the maximum deviation, or 2) ideal deviation despite disruption.  Mr. Hingtgen commented that maybe it is a balance of the two, and that for him simplicity and voter ease should always be the primary consideration.

Mr. Cioffi noted that St. Albans is likely to challenge the census because of missed voters.  Mr. Chernick commented that the point of contention in 2002 was the prison population – whether it should be counted toward the town population – and that the census had sided with the town and said the prison should be counted.

Mr. Hingtgen commented that the exact location of the line is the perfect debate for a BCA because they know the town best and will be happy to get into the details.  Chair Little noted that, if a new district line involves two BCAs, they have to meet and the Board may need a presence there to explain its proposals.

The Board continued discussion of their guiding principles (least disruption v. least deviation) and how the overall goal would affect the individual decisions on district lines.  Ms. Brook commented that in her judgment, once you are moving a line at all, it makes sense to get as close to the ideal as possible. She said the Board should consider where growth is likely to occur – leaving room for growth in areas where it is anticipated.   

Mr. Lunderville commented that the real question is, when the Board is challenged on why it made a choice we want a set of principles we can point to that guided the Board’s decision.  He suggested keeping a running list of the different considerations addressed in various locations – in order to get an idea of what is most important in all areas.  Chair Little suggested the Board might end up attaching an appendix to any plan describing these considerations.

Chair Little continued the review of his proposal, addressing in detail the places with the most difficult deviation.  He started in Essex-Caledonia and continued down the east side of the state.    

Chair Little noted that the Windham-Bennington-1 district is an irregular shape and may span areas separated by geography.  The Board discussed the geography in Bennington and its desire to avoid placing people on either side of a mountain in the same district.  Ms. Brook stated that these arbitrary lines are the reason that single-member, whole-town districts should be the goal.  She noted that if the single-member district approach leads to serious deviation in a few isolated places, that can be justified by preserving complete towns across most of the state.  Chair Little and Mr. Hingtgen both recalled this area being difficult at last redistricting and Chair Little made clear he would work on it further to find a more acceptable divide.

Chair Little continued reviewing his proposal, now moving north up the west side of the state.  Rutland County presented particular difficulty under this proposal. There are three Rutland County districts with double-digit negative deviations and no districts in the county with significant positives.  This presents difficulties.  Chair Little noted he did not complete the proposal in Rutland and moved on to Addison.

The Board discussed the need to develop a plan for the Burlington/Winooski area.  Discussion ensued about separating Winooski from Burlington entirely.  This results in a need for numbers in Winooski.  One option is to move some numbers from the St. Michael's College area of Colchester.  

Chair Little noted that Lamoille County was not in his printed proposal because he hadn’t completed it yet.  Mr. Hingtgen commented that some changes will need to happen there to address the significant growth and resulting high deviations.  

Returning from a five minute recess the Board began a review of the proposal prepared by Mr. Hingtgen and Ms. Brook.  Their proposal focused on creating single-member districts while leaving whole towns intact wherever possible.  They looked solely at the census blocks and town lines, disregarding existing districts.  

Ms. Brooks requested that the Board review Rutland County in detail, as they did a lot of work on that area.  Mr. Hingtgen commented that, although their goal was to create one-seat districts, there are multiple places where it is easy to revert back to a two seat district if the Board desires.  The proposed division of Castleton is a good example.

Mr Hingtgen noted that in the plan he and Ms. Brook have been developing, Huntington is combined with Bolton and a portion of Hinesburg to achieve the long-standing goal (of some) of returning Huntington to Chittenden County.  He briefly described the division of Burlington under their proposal and the Board acknowledged it had more work to do in Burlington under either proposal.  Mr. Hingtgen moved on to review Windsor under the Hingtgen-Brook proposal, which was one of the more difficult areas.  

Looking briefly at Lamoille County, Mr. Hingtgen noted that Morristown is divided under the proposal, with Morrisville (Village) as one district and the remainder of the town with Johnson.  Mr. Hingtgen commented that, at some point, it is actually more confusing to make one-seat districts.  Some people would rather vote for two people than figure out where the line is and what candidates they should be considering.  As such, he commented that the Board should not take an absolute approach, that it should go with two-seat districts where it makes sense, while having one seat districts be the goal.  

The Board continued with a general discussion of how to begin coalescing the two plans.  Mr. Hingtgen suggested overlaying the two maps, determining where the proposals align, and to start working from those areas that match-up.  The Board discussed the best way to print and/or display the map so that it is easy to read with also being able to see details such as roads.  

Chair Little requested an overlay of the two plans from Mr. Crossman, if readable.  Ms. Brooks commented that, if the whole state plans are too hard to read, perhaps they could be broken out by county.  

Mr. Lunderville asked about goals for the next meeting, revisiting the question of establishing some guiding principles for the Board’s work.  Chair little answered that he felt that by the meeting after next the Board should decide on those principles, after one more meeting of comparing the two proposals.  Ms. Brooks returned to the idea that the individual Board members should express their own goals and guiding principles at the next meeting. 

Chair Little asked Mr. Chernick how the progress of this Board compares to past boards.  Mr. Chernick responded that the Board is on track and noted that a draft of the report is supposed to be ready for the BCAs by the first of July.  

Chair Little proposed Wednesday, April 20 and Thursday, May 5 for the next two meetings.  Both meetings to start at 2 p.m. at the request of Mr. Lunderville

Meeting adjourned at 4:05 pm.

� For a detailed description of Chair Little’s proposal, please see Attachment A.  For a detailed map showing Mr. Hingtgen and Ms. Brook’s proposal, please see Attachment B.
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