Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts. Since the census affects
representation, voting power, federal aid, and demographic statistics, the current practice of
counting prisoners is inherently undemocratic and even racist.

[ urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00260

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

Jails are not residences, and only legal addressess of detainees should be considered. Where
they actually vote upon completion of their sentence. Common sense.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00261

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they are confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where

people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00262

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
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they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where

people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00263

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they are counted in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where

people are and will be for the period between census counts.

If the Census Bureau proposes to count incarcerated people in the wrong place once again in
the 2020 Census, it will continue to distort democracy.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00264

I'm writing about the flawed practice of counting incarcerated people where they are confined at
the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they are counted are in. Instead, they should be counted

at their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their

000444

BC-DOC-0000007227



incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts. And as a result, program funding
based on census counts is distorted.

1 urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00265

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address. This is may not be
illegal but it is totally unethical.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are ofien moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

[ urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

This borders on being illegal.

c00266

I am a retired professor of sociology and know quite a bit about the U.S. Census and redistricting
as well as incarceration. [ am writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting
incarcerated people where confined at the time of the census rather than their permanent
addresses.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in arecas where prisoners
have no connection to the community in which they are they are counted. They should be
counted at their permanent addresses in the communities they will return to upon release. If this
location is unclear, then their last permanent address should be used.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where

people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I understand that Census counts are also used for distribution of federal funds. However, funds
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for jails and prisons usually are separate budgets based on prison populations. The founding
fathers instituted census counts primarily for the proper redistricting and fair representation.
Ideally, the census attains truly equal representation. In these times of efforts to suppress votes
and radically gerrymander districts, special care should be taken with issues of representation.

1 urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00267

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address. You are fabricating
the truth.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where

people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00268

Census numbers are the bases for an unlimited number of vital research issues that end up
affecting individual lives in countless ways. Census numbers must be accurate if our democracy
is to function properly and at its best as a result of all this research.

The method of counting incarcerated people by their location of incarcerated at the time of
census rather than their permanent residence as is done for students, military, non-citizens, etc.
distorts research results and thus incorrect decision making.

This method or practice is unconstitutional and must stop be adjusted before the next census
count so that the incarcerated are counted in the same manner as any other population group
census count is done.

c00269

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
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ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

The United States incarcerates a higher percentage of citizens than any other nation, and
particularly those in poor and Black neighborhoods, and counting them as prison residents

distorts that representation of entire communities.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00270

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

[ urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people. It's the
only way to make representation fair.

c00271

This is an important issue that should not be ignored! I'm writing today to express displeasure
with the practice of counting incarcerated people where they confined at the time of the census,
rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are ofien moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
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people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I strongly urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.
Everyone is part of the process and should be counted as such even if they are temporarily
incarcerated.

c00272

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I'urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

It is the smart choice and the right thing to do. We already have to deal with redistricting and
unnecessary voter fraud laws. It is depressing to know that the international community has
more diverse and functional elections than the United States. It will take some time to fix all of
these problems, but this is a good place to start. Please count incarcerated people at their
permanent addresses.

c00273

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.
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The inflation of the count where the prisons are located also gives disproportionate power to
those who support private for-profit prisons, which is problematic in itself, as the incentive will be
to increase prison population regardless of whether that benefits any other part of out society.

1 urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00274

The practice of counting incarcerated people where they confined at the time of the census,
rather than their permanent address, is clearly unfair.

It 1s interesting that no similar position is taken with regard to college students (less likely to be
poor, and less likely to be people of color).

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners

have no connection to the community they counted are in. These inflated counts result in overrepresentation
in Congress and state houses of districts that house prisons, and underrepresentation

of poor and minority districts.

Why should the Census bureau become a party to the toxic effects of mass incarceration on our
communities and our democracy? Prisoners should be counted at their permanent address in

the community they will return to after their period of incarceration ends.

Such a count would also be more accurate. Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration
of the census, and during their incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts

create a real distortion of where people are and will be for the period between census counts.

[ urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00275

[ am appalled that "gerrymandering” exists to disenfranchise inmates from their community and
voting rights.

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
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incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I'urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people. The
current method has a devastating effect in terms of resources not allocated to the permanent home
districts of the former inmates.

c00276

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at

their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration ends.

c00277

I'm writing today to express my displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people
where they are confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they are counted are in. Instead, they should be counted

at their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are ofien moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where

people are and will be for the period between census counts.

[ urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people. Thank you.

c00278

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they are confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they are counted are in. Instead, they should be counted

at their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.
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I'arge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

For a more perfect Union

c00279

[ am writing to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where they
are confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at

their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

1 urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00280

I'm writing today to call for the bureau to stop the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they are confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community where they are counted. Instead, they should be counted

at their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where

people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00281

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in arecas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.
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Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their

incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts. When communities are robbed of
resources due to political gerrymandering like this more people fall into homelessness, a
situation no citizen in the U.S. should have to experience, especially the innocent children whose
physical and emotional health are put at great risk when their families become homeless due to
lack of resources to help them.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00282

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they are confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they are counted in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

I'urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

It would be most fair to all when a census is taken to include those who are incarcerated at the
address that they were living at the time of incarceration, especially when they will be returning
to that permanent address after incarceration! Let's be fair and stop being diabolical and
devious!

c00283

I'm writing today to express displeasure with the practice of counting incarcerated people where
they confined at the time of the census, rather than their permanent address.

This practice distorts our democracy by inflating population counts in areas where prisoners
have no connection to the community they counted are in. Instead, they should be counted at
their permanent address in the community they will return to after their period of incarceration
ends.

Most prisoners serve terms shorter than the duration of the census, and during their
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incarceration are often moved to multiple facilities. These facts create a real distortion of where
people are and will be for the period between census counts.

Unlike college students, while they're in prison, they are not allowed to vote, and so effectively,
they are not citizens while they are there.

I urge you to reconsider the method of calculation used to record incarcerated people.

c00284

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area is simply wrong in
many ways including the following:

. It dilutes the clout of voters in districts without prisons.

. Since incarcerated populations are disproportionately heavy with people of color, it removes
proportional representation from already marginalized communities of color and shifts
representation to communities that are not connected to or reflective of the actual prison
population.

Please take action to correct this unjust infringement on a basic constitutional right. Thank you.

c00285

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

Counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of voters in other
districts without prisons. Given the demographics of incarcerated populations which are
disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts ¢laim political
representation from already marginalized communities of color.

c00286

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of

000453

BC-DOC-0000007236



voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

GERRYMANDERING IS ILLEGAL AND IMMORAL.

I'FIND IT SOMEWHAT IRONIC THAT THE PARTY MOST RESPONSIBLE FOR
GERRYMANDERING IS THE REPUBLICAN ONE WITH ALL OF THEIR RIGHT-WING
"CHRISTIANS".

THEY SEEM TO FEEL THEY HAVE TO CHEAT IN ORDER TO WIN ELECTIONS.

IF THEY TRIED CHAMPIONING IDEAS THAT WE, THE PEOPLE ACTUALLY SUPPORT,
RATHER THAN CATERING TO THEIR WEALTHY PUPPET-MASTERS, THEY WOULD HAVE
NO NEED FOR GERRYMANDERING.

PLEASE DEMONSTRATE THAT YOU ARE ABOVE SUCH POLITICAL BULLS T.

c00287

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

The great injustice of disproportionate incarceration of people of color is a stain on our nation.
The Census Bureau can help redress one of the many terrible consequences of this injustice by
counting prisoners as residents of their home communities.

c00288

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
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which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

There has been too much killing in the country to have it continue almost daily, I demand my
Senators vote to pass common-sense gun laws. Things are already getting out of hand with
senseless killings. Do the right thing and VOTE for the Universal Backgro

c00289

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Prison gerrymandering distorts the true population picture. Prisioners should be counted at their
home address, not the address of the prision. Please correct this situation immediately.
Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

c00290

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

Also, I would like toadd . . . ..

[ think that prison should only be for violent offenders, and not for drug use, because drug
addiction is a medical issue, and should be handled by the medical community instead.

Thank you.

c00291

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
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will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison location dilutes the clout
of voters in other districts without prisons. Given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

c00292

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison location dilutes the clout
of voters in other districts without prisons. Given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

c00293

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau re the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent, home address and the communities
to which they will return after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated
populations, which are disproportionately heavy with people of color, these prison-gerrymandered
districts claim political representation from already marginalized communities of

color.

c00294

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts

claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color. ANY ATTEMPT
AT STOPING VOTERS FOR ANY REASON IS UNAMERICAN THIS IS OMLY AN ATTEMPT
TO STEAL ELECTIONS OTHER ATTEMPTS HAVE BEEN STOPPED. PLEASE STOP THIS
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INJUSTICE.

c00295

incarcerated people in the location of the prison,
Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in districts without prisons. Given the demographics of incarcerated populations which are
disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts claim political
representation from already marginalized communities of color. They also shift this power to
primarily white, often rural districts which are frequently conservative in politics.

c00296

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

c00297

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners—

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
claim political representation from already marginalized communities of color.

Are college students counted as permanent residents of that college? No? Then why is it any
different?

c00298

I am concerned about the way that incarcerated citizens are counted in the decadal Census.
These citizens are ofien moved frequently during their incarceration and therefore should be
counted at their "hoe" address--the address they will return to when they are released.

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
inaccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
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representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census 1s providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

[ urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00299

Counting people in prison as locals during the Census count creates an inaccurate and misleading

data set for the following ten years. This practice completely distorts democracy and representation.

Across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--averaging three years--and are

moved around often during that time. According to the US Sentencing Commission, over 50% of
federal prisoners serve less than five years. In Rhode Island, the average is 100 days. In

Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the median (average?) for
time in a facility is seven months.

By counting temporarily incarcerated people as resident in prison instead of at their permanent
addresses, the Census, the basic statistic describing any country, provides an inaccurate count
that has longstanding implications for the communities being misrepresented - positive for those
purporting to be bigger than they are and negative for those needing all the population they
actually have to benefit from population-based allocation formulas both federal and state.

Please! Reconsider data collection methods. Count incarcerated people at their permanent
address, typically known and required by correctional facilities.

c00300

Counting incarcerated people as "residents” during the Census creates maccurate data for the
o
ten years between each census.

This practice distorts democracy and representation.
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According to the United States Sentencing Commission, over 50% of federal prisoners serve
LESS than five years. Across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--averaging
three years--and are moved around often during that time.

For examples, an average sentence is 100 days in Rhode Island. In Georgia, the average
prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the median average for time in a facility is only
seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census provides an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications for
the communities misrepresented.

We strongly urge you to please reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated
people at their permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00301

Please consider counting incarcerated people at their permanent home address, rather than in
the facility of detainment at the time of the Census. The current system creates an inaccurate
data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

[ urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00302

[ am writing to encourage The Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their permanent
residences and not in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time.
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By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I'urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00303

Mass incarceration must be reversed. This is one way to mitigate our national misuse of people
and the law.

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
inaccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00304

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
naccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
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permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00305

Please let's be fair. here.. it 1s partly due to the conditions in the hometown/city of the
incarcerated person that has contributed to that person being incarcerated in the first place!
Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
inaccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00306

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
maccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

This is a sick, sick idea, using gerrymandering just so you can keep your political job.

c00307

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
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inaccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

[ urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities. Thanks for considering my
comments.

c00308

The accuracy of the Census is of paramount importance in so many regards in American policies
and particularly significant in determining the number of people in a particular voting district.
Counting prisoners at the location of the prison instead of their home address is definitely
skewing the accuracy of the number of people in voting districts. The census data is used by
business and government for 10 years which further distorts it's value and accuracy since many
sentences are for much shorter times. Please reconsider counting the prison population as
residents of the area in which the prison facility is located, and use the prisoner's actual address.
To do otherwise skews the data and via gerrymandering, skews (skewers) democracy.

[ only learn of these things when I am 72!!! How long has this been policy?

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
naccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
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addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

T urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00309

All people of voting age should be counted.

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
naccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00310

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
naccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.
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I urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

1, also, urge you to remember Amendment XIV, Section 2: SECTION 2

Representatives shall be apportioned among the several States according to their respective
numbers, counting the whole number of persons in each State, excluding Indians not taxed. But
when the right to vote at any election for the choice of electors for President and Vice-President
of the United States, Representatives in Congress, the Executive and Judicial officers of a State,
or the members of the Legislature thereof, is denied to any of the male inhabitants of such State,
being twenty-one years of age, and citizens of the United States, or in any way abridged, except
for participation in rebellion, or other crime, the basis of representation therein shall be reduced
in the proportion which the number of such male citizens shall bear to the whole number of male
citizens twenty-one years of age in such State.

Maybe it is time to start reducing the number of electors for some states.

c00311

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
maccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00312

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
maccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.
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According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census is providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

1) Once an individual serves their sentence and is released, they deserve to once again receive
the privilege to vote.

2) An incarcerated individual MUST be counted on the census, at their PERMANENT residence
on record prior to their incarceration, for the census to be TRUE and ACCURATE.

Thank you for your attention to this grossly inaccurate policy.

c00313

Counting incarcerated people in the facility of detainment at the time of the Census creates an
inaccurate data set for the ten years between census and therefore distorts democracy and
representation.

According to the United States Sentencing Commission, more than 50% of federal prisoners
serve less than five years. In states across the country, most prisoners serve short sentences--
averaging three years--and are moved around often during that time. In Rhode Island, the
average is 100 days. In Georgia, the average prisoner is transferred four times. In New York, the
median average for time in a facility is seven months.

By counting incarcerated people in any of these temporary facilities instead of their permanent
addresses, the Census 1s providing an inaccurate count that will have longstanding implications
for the communities being misrepresented.

I'urge you to reconsider data collection methods and count incarcerated people at their
permanent address which is often required by correctional facilities.

c00314

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. I urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
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rather than the area the are at the time of the Census. People should be counted as to their
domicile and not where they are temporarily residing such as a traveler who spends one night at
a hotel when the census is taking place. Same goes to people in jail.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary detainment center skew
representational data used to determine Congressional districts and shifts populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please change your methodology.

c00315

Because this makes sense [ agree with the following:

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. [ urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary detainment center skew
representational data used to determine Congressional districts and shifts populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please change your methodology.

c00316

Tama . I often work in other countries - once 1 worked in Bolivia for 5 years, spending
upwards of 6-9 months per year in that country. But hen the census ws taken, I was counted as

a resident of NJ, where my home is located. Why would you count incarcerated

people differently - they have hope of going home and should be counted along with their other
faily members in the home in which they resided before having to go to prison. I urge you count
prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment centers,
temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location rather than
the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary detainment center skew
representational data used to determine Congressional districts and shifts populations from the
communities they actually interact with and will return to. It contributes to gerrymandering.

Please change your methodology.

c00317

I'm writing to voice an opinion about how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people.
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Pleease count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in
treatment centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home
location rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary detainment center skew
representational data used to determine Congressional districts and shifts populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please change your methodology.

c00318

When an incarcerated person is denied the right to vote, it should only mean that the person is
denied the right to choose his/her representative. It SHOULD NOT mean that the person’s voting
district should be denied resources usually accorded on the basis of population, as that hurts
everyone in the given community. Please reconsider the methodology.

c00319

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. [ urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary detainment center skew
representational data used to determine Congressional districts and shifts populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

To deviate from the well known practice of counting adult prisoners differently than you do

juvenile prisobers is inconsistent. Just as juveniles come from a "home pkace” so do adult

prisioners. Why is this political?

Please change your methodology.

c00320

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. I urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary detainment center skew
representational data used to determine Congressional districts and shifts populations from the
communities they actually interact with and will return to.
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A beloved and responsible member of our cooperative household, a recovering alcoholic and
addict, has spent many years of incarceration because of his addiction. That has meant that, 1
Wisconsin, he has not been recorded as a resident of Madison, although our city has been his
only real residence for many years. This was not fair to Madison, and it is even less fair when
large numbers of an inner city, such as that of Milwaukee, are not counted as the residents they
really are.

Please change your methodology.

c00321

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. I urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

This 1s truly unfair and unruly prejudicial to our minority communities across America.
Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary detainment center skew
representational data used to determine Congressional districts and shifts populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please change your methodology.

c00322

Regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people.

Inmates who are not allowed to vote must not be counted in such a way that they become the
nucleus of gerrymandered voting districts.

I urge that you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in
treatment centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home
location rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary detainment center skew
representational data used to determine Congressional districts and shifts populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

It i1s urgent that you change your methodology.

c00323

It's important to have a correct counting of the population so our elected officials can represent
the population of their district. You must change the way the prison population is recorded so
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that their home district, not the prison district, is in the count to make sure that the census is not
distorted.

It's time to put an end to the gerrymandering.

Thank you for considering my comment.

c00324

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. [ urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area they are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skew
representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifts populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please change your methodology.

c00325

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. It's
about political power, folks, not funding! I urge you count prisoners like other populations--
military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment centers, temporary residents, vacationers, and
others who are counted at their home location rather than the areca where they are at the time of
the Census.

Your current practice, by manipulating representational data used to determine electoral districts,
shifts populations away from the communities where they actually interact and to which they will

return. You're giving illegitimate power to people who use it for political purposes.

Please change your methodology!

c00326

If a prisoner has completed its term and now living as normal person, he/she should be given
equal rights to live a normal person including votes. When God forgives our faults why we not?

Please change your methodology.

c00327

This is my comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. [ urge you
count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.
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Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skews
representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifts populations from the
communities they actually interact with and will return to when they are released.

Please change your methodology.

c00328

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. I urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skew
representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifts populations from the
communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Counting inmates as residents where they are incarcerated but not allowed to vote stinks of the
notorious 3/5ths compromise that allowed Southern states to count slaves as 3/5ths of a person
for federal representation and tax purposes. It is clearly based on the same kind of corrupt
reasoning that sees the incarcerated as units to use politically rather than as human beings with
natural civil rights.

Please change your methodology.

c00329

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. [ urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skew
representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifts populations from the
communities they actually interact with and will return to. Prisoners are often moved around and
most prisoners serve short sentences, so they need to be counted at their permanent residence.

Please change your methodology.

c00330

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. [ urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.
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Prison gerrymandering robs home districts, typically urban centers, and neighborhoods with a
large population of people of color, of vital representation and gives areas where prisons are
housed, typically rural and white, disproportionate representation. See the case of Anamosa,
Iowa, New York state, and Wyoming for some of the most egregious examples.

Please change your methodology.

c00331

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. I urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skew
representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifis populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please take the time and effort to enact a fair and accurate methodology.

c00332

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. [ urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skew
representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifts populations from the

communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please change your methodology. This is embarrassing to our country.

c00333

This is especially important because:

1) Republicans have used it to pad their voting districts on this ruse, and 2) the reasons given
below:

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. I urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skew
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representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifts populations from the
communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please change your methodology.

c00334

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. I urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skew
representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifts populations from the
communities they actually interact with and will return to.

It has been well-documented that people of color are far more likely to be jailed than white
people who have committed the exact same crime - and also that they are far more likely to be
wrongly jailed for no crime at all. For this reason, your current methods regarding jailed citizens
can and should be regarded as racial gerrymandering, and gerrymandering in any and all forms
must be heartily rejected by any democracy of good conscience.

Please change your methodology.

c00335

I'm submitting a comment regarding how the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people. I urge
you count prisoners like other populations--military deployed overseas, juveniles in treatment
centers, temporary residents, vacationers and others who are counted at their home location
rather than the area the are at the time of the Census.

Requiring incarcerated people to be counted in their temporary place of confinement skew
representational data used to determine electoral districts and shifts populations from the
communities they actually interact with and will return to.

Please change your methology. There is a large amount of data used for fact based upon the
census. If the census does not accurately reflect the actual make up of our communities there
can not be sound decision making made within our country leadership.

This leads to areas that are poverty stricken, areas that are over enriched, and civil unrest that
we see in our streets. It is time to balance the scales with a accurate census count.

c00336

Incarcerated people come from homes, too! Thank you.
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As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at

the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00337

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address. It
1s unethical and unconscionable, and frankly dishonest.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at

the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00338

As a concerned citizen [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

The Census Bureau must count all people in the U.S.--including non-citizens, children,
temporary residents, deployed military, students and non-voters. Most everyone is counted at
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their permanent residence--incarcerated people are an exception.

The Census Bureau cannot ignore prisoners because they must count everyone, and formerly
incarcerated people will return home to their community upon release. Therefore, they should be
counted there.

Incarcerated people are often housed in prisons and jails temporarily and moved around often.
Most people in prison are serving short sentences--many less than three years spread across
multiple facilities. In New York state, the median time served in a facility is less than seven
months. In Georgia, the average person has been transferred four times and the median time
spent at the current facility is nine months. While their locations change often, incarcerated
people are always required to report a permanent address. This is where they should be
counted--much the way temporary residents are counted.

This 1s about democracy, not funding. States are funded through block grants--typically not
distributed by population. When prisons are built in an area, they are built with a specific
population maximum. Infrastructure planning for such facilities is done based on the maximum
size of the prison. School funding is allocated based on the number of students--not prisoners.
Opponents of reversing the current counting mechanism often use this argument and it's a false
flag.

States are acting against this practice and are adopting, have adopted, or attempted to adopt
legislation across the country--including Massachusetts and North Carolina. Florida's plan for
prison gerrymandering was ruled unconstitutional.

Prior to the mass incarceration phenomenon, this was not a question of concern for the Census
Bureau because it was rare and affected a small number of people. They began inquiring about
incarceration in 1990--when the prison population exploded from 137 per 100,000 during the
great depression to 470 per 100,000 in 2001 because of the war on drugs and increased tough
on crime policing.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00339

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.
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States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census. Every citizen has the right to vote.

c00340

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

[ know that people of color are disproportionately arrested and charged with crimes, often for
minor drug offenses, and prison gerrymandering causes unfair voter districts leading to lousy
representation.

Recent court rulings have cited unfair voting laws that specifically target the poor and people of
color, who are more likely to vote Democratic, in order to get more Republicans elected. This is
grossly unfair and is unconstitutional. In our country, we're supposed to have a one person, one
vote system, but the reality is, thanks to gerrymandering of all kinds, the GOP has an unfair
advantage. Even when more Democrats vote, more GOP get elected. That means the

Democratic vote is being "diluted” in effect, and the GOP vote is being "expanded” in effect. This
is obviously unfair and unconstitutional. We need to put our country and the spirit of our law
system ahead of party loyalties, and do what is right. Thank you.

c00341

New York State should be used as an example. Upstate NY, where most of our prisons are
located were counting prisoners in their census count instead of having the permanent
residences of New York City counted as their addresses. The NYS legislators corrected this
injustice and now prisoners are counted in the census at their permanent homes. This is the fair
and just way to do it.
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As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at

the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00342

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in. This is
not only logical, it is a simple way to address this problem.

I am quite sure it was not your intention to create this gerrymandering and the resulting voting
imbalances and dilutions. Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00343

As a concerned citizen [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation {o
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Seriously?! This is so stupid to consider the prison their place of residence! We need to do right
and consider their real residence; in the least the last place of residence. The potential for
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gerrymandering is so blatant and should be criminal with those perpetrating this themselves
incarcerated! To borrow the crazed TRUMP MOB chant: "Lock them up!"

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00344

As a concerned citizen [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

Not only does this result in districts being misrepresented, but I believe Federal agencies use
district sizes gleaned from your data to proportionally distribute funds. This leaves places that
often need the most help shorted inequitably. That perpetuates problems of poverty and harms
the country as a whole.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00345

This is just one more action to limit real representation. It lets representatives "pick their voters"
in stead of " voters picking their representatives.”

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at

the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00346

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.
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States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

This amounts to abridgment of First Amendment Rights, and the guarantee that each person has
a right to vote. Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00347

As a concerned citizen and a resident of a county in Texas with two prisons, one federal and one
state, and a bi-state county jail that serves an Arkansas and a Texas county, I urge you to count
incarcerated people at their permanent address, instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at

the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00348

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

When I was in the Air Force, my residence was still my home town, not my military base. [t
should be exactly the same for prisoners!

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00349

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
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the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.
Please revise your rules before the next Census. It is the only way to get true and accurate
numbers. Thanks.

c00350

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.
It's a violation of equal representation, and a problem in Rhode Island.

c00351

As a concerned citizen [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

P.S. AS arelated matter I'm truly outraged by the fact that convicts and those in prison

are deprived of the vote.

They are still citizens; many are innocent of the charges that put them behind bars; many may
mdeed be guilty but their crimes do not alter the fact that they are citizens. And I can see no
clear or logical connection between committing a crime and being qualified to vote.

It took a long time to get the vote for American Indians, blacks, and women, and now the
process seems to be going in REVERSE; at every turn

policies are cropping up to deprive, both DE FACTO AND DE JURE, indirectly and directly, more

and more people of the vote.
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c00352

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities. The only exception, people sentenced for life.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

Counting prisoners at the prison address is like counting hotel guests at the hotel address.
Neither are logical. Neither represent a permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00353

As a concerned citizen I urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

People who are in prison are still part of a family, a son, a father, etc. The family continues to
support this person and his ties are to his home not to prison. No one calls prison home.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at

the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00354

Accurate representation is a critical to attempt to meet the needs of ALL Florida communities.

As a concerned citizen [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their permanent address,
instead of at detention facilities.

As the Census Bureau is required to count everyone in the U.S. it is a misrepresentation to
inflate Census numbers around prisons and count people outside of their permanent address.

States across the country are taking steps to prevent redistricting based on incarcerated
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populations. The Census Bureau can contribute to this growing movement by counting people at
the address they will return to, rather than the community they are being incarcerated in.

Please revise your rules before the next Census.

c00355

['ve recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
home communities. This practice must stop!

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00356

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners--

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
remove proportional representation from already marginalized communities of color. Instead,
shifting representation to communities that are not connected to or reflective of the prison
population.

Much like the opportunity to disenfranchise by gerrymandering neighborhoods, this
gerrymandering makes voters pawns for politicians. This bastardizes American democracy by
once more treating prisoners like chattel and not human beings. Offenders remain people who
have made a mistake. States should be ashamed that they exploit such vulnerabilities.
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c00357

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners--some members of
my family, friends are among this population. | have worked within the criminal justice system,
the political arena, with the mentally ill and those trying very hard to resume the right path to
having a good and prosperous life. Politicians have been using this loophole for there own gain.
We want to take back control of our country b/c we have been taken advantage of and our
wishes have not been taken seriously. DO THE RIGHT THING FOR ALL OUR SAKES.
CHANGE CAN START WITH YOU.

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
remove proportional representation from already marginalized communities of color. Instead,
shifting representation to communities that are not connected to or reflective of the prison
population.

c00358

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners--

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served. This would be their legal address.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the influence
of voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated
populations which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered
districts remove proportional representation from already marginalized communities of color.
Instead, shifting representation to communities that are not connected to or reflective of the
prison population.

c00359

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners--

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
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remove proportional representation from already marginalized communities of color. Instead,
shifting representation to communities that are not connected to or reflective of the prison
population.

I have personally spoken with local county officers whose populations have been artificially
inflated by the number of prisoners causing them undeserved salary increases. Those prisoners
are not allowed to vote for the officers whose income they are supplementing, and often will not
be permitted to vote again.

c00360

Addressing the U.S Census Bureau regarding the Census count of prisoners--

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

Prison gerrymandering, counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area, dilutes the
clout of voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated
populations which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered
districts remove proportional representation from already marginalized communities of color...
mstead, shifting representation to communities that are not connected to or reflective of the
prison population.

c00361

As a citizen, [ am concerned about all the ways people in power can tweek the system in the
favor of a status quo that il serves the interests of the rest of us. There is growing awareness
among citizens that stretches beyond the people we elect to the agencies that support
them...and supposedly us. We are beginning to see how things works and are educating
ourselves to take action. I never thought to be writing the Census Bureau with a comment, but
here [ am. My sense is others, in increasing numbers, are there to join me. We realize there is
much to do to obtain justice and fairness in this beautiful nation we all call home.

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address and the communities they
will return to after their sentence has been served.

The practice of counting prison inmates as local residents in the prison area dilutes the clout of
voters in other districts without prisons. And, given the demographics of incarcerated populations
which are disproportionately heavy with people of color these prison-gerrymandered districts
remove proportional representation from already marginalized communities of color. Instead,
shifting representation to communities that are not connected to or reflective of the prison
population.
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c00362

Voice of the Experienced (VOTE) is a grassroots organization engaged in a local, state,
and national movement to reverse the negative impacts mass incarceration has had on

our communities. We were initially formed in the Louisiana State Penitentiary (the Angola
Special Civics Project). VOTE has grown immensely over the past decade, and
contributed to major campaigns such as Ban the Box, ending public housing
discrimination, and reducing the size of the local jail. We are currently the lead plaintiff in
VOTE v. Louisiana, a class action suit to restore voting rights to people living in our
community and paying taxes while on probation or parole.

We are deeply disturbed by the Census Bureau’s proposed decision to continue counting
caged people as residents of the towns where they have been imprisoned. The
constitutional purpose of the Census is to count people for political representation. Your
course of action, long since brought to your attention, is a perversion of that purpose.
America is the global leader of incarcerating its own citizens and aspires (rightly so) to be
the global leader in democracy. While the most fundamental right of citizenship is voting,
less than 1% of people incarcerated in state or federal prisons (those in Maine and
Vermont) maintain that basic connection to the democratic process. We have 1.6 million
people taken against their will, stripped of political power, and internally displaced
throughout the nation in state and federal prisons. These people are then tabulated where
they are being held against their will.

Our 1.6 million family members are being held within a network of prison towns. Sadly,

many of these towns have only a few local employers, and the prison industry becomes

paramount to their survival. I encourage you to view many of the great stories on the

problem of prison towns, such as the documentary film “Up The Ridge,” or the recent

Mother Jones journalism series by Shane Bauer, who worked in Winn Correctional Facility

in Winnfield, Louisiana. Both portrayals underscore the challenges America faces in post-manufacturing
America- where the local commodity is either on Walmart shelves or humans in cages. More humans,
more cages, more people paid to watch the cages. And more cages, under the Census Bureau’s policy,
means more political power for that prison felon disenfranchisement case in America, Farrakhan v.
Gregoire, a case that was ultimately lost because the racial discrimination was not intentional.

The challenge we put to you, the Census Bureau, is what do you do when you know the policies
are racially skewed? Although nobody currently at the Census Bureau created the policies, you
are intentionally continuing them. You are intentionally taking a group of people that is majority
people of Color (primarily Black and Latino) and counting them in districts that are majority-
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White. You are exacerbating the problem.

In Louisiana, incarcerated people are two-thirds Black in a state that is two-thirds White. The
number of people sentenced in prison is the size of a state House district. In our largest city of
New Orleans, over 13,000 people will be counted in other parts of the state and throughout the

federal prison system. This is one example of the three perversions of democracy by the Census Bureau:

First, the metropolitan areas will need larger geographic districts than they should have
to account for all the people not being counted in their homes. Political representatives will
be dealing with constituents who have fractured homes, with family members sent to the prison
towns. To gain enough households to be “equal” in size, the representative will need to walk
additional streets and speak with additional schools and meet with additional residents than they
should need to. Political representatives in these gutted districts will not even have authority
over their own residents who have been shipped off into the state prison system. Their safety,
health, rehabilitation, reentry, and family needs will be within the power of another district. By
contrast, deployed military people and off-to-school college students (a) have contact with their
politicians, (b) are part of politically protected groups, and (¢) will likely be back in the district
often during the ten years. These “feeder” districts have the highest rates of Black and Latino
people in any state.

Second, the prison districts will have smaller geographic areas because they have

dozens of high-rises bulging with people transported into the district against their will,

To shrink the district down so it will be “equal” in size, political representatives will have the
Iuxury of walking fewer streets and deal with fewer schools and fewer everything. This “receiver”
district is a prison town, a majority-White ‘free resident’ district, and representatives do not
consult their incarcerated residents. In fact, the economic survival of the town is tied to a failed
government program, a program using cages to address mental illness, substance use,
homelessness, unemployment, and violence. Further distorting this is that, in New Orleans, for
instance, even people awaiting trial can be shipped into far-off districts. If the Census were
tomorrow, several hundred New Orleans residents currently awaiting trial will be counted the
farthest corner of the state. Certainly in some parts of America, a district could be drawn that is
all prison guards and prisoners. The state legislature would always have at least one advocate

for increasing the use of prisons to solve our community problems, and would likely accept all
possible state and financial support for incarceration. Prison guards are disproportionately

White, and their political interests will be represented in a district that could easily be a Majority-
Minority district.

000485

BC-DOC-0000007268



Third, it is the gutted feeder districts who actually represent the interests of the internally
displaced people, living far away in cages. Those arcas must deal with the impacts of mass
incarceration, including disrupted parenting, educational barriers, unemployment, housing
needs, mental health treatment, substance abuse, and myriad other counterproductive policies
town.

The demographics of the criminal justice system have repeatedly been revealed to be

racially discriminatory at every level and every point of discretion. The Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission said as much in their 2012 guidance on background checks in

such as the 389 different employment barriers in Louisianal, and the current policy of the
Census Bureau that affirmatively furthers racial disparities. That feeder district must deal with
the family that is left behind, and prepare for the person who will be home- typically before the
next Census is taken.

Louisiana has a tortured history regarding race and political representation. There is no one
culprit for that past, but all of us including the Census Bureau must take responsibility for the
present and the future. The Census Bureau’s support of internal displacement and shifting
political power is simply wrong, and reinforces the theft of our bodies for political and economic
gain. The current Census Bureau leadership has the opportunity to do its part to end this overt
racial inequity. To do otherwise is to intentionally allow a discriminatory system to continue in
America.

We call on you to NOT count people where they are incarcerated and unrepresented. We call
on you to count them where their homes and families are.

c00363 The N.J. Integrated Justice Alliance submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's Federal Register Notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). The Bureau 's proposal to continue counting incarcerated people
at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census Day, ignores the transient and temporary nature of incarceration. If
made final, this proposal would mean another decade of decisions based on a Census that tallies incarcerated people in the wrong place.

The 1JA is a coalition of organizations and individuals working to improve public policies regarding prisoner reentry, and penal and
criminal justice reform.

Counting incarcerated people as if they were residents of the facility where they happen to be located on Census Day doesn't reflect the
lived reality of our communities. The Bureau already tallies students in boarding schools at their home address even if they spend most of
their time at the school. The same approach should be taken when computing incarcerated individuals.

000486

BC-DOC-0000007269



The Census Bureau should honor the overwhelming consensus urging a change in the Census count for incarcerated persons. When the
Bureau asked for public comment on its residence rules last year, 96% of the comments regarding residence rules for incarcerated people
urged the Bureau to count incarcerated individuals at their home address, which is almost always their legal address. This level of
consensus among stakeholders, which is based on a thorough understanding of the realities of modern incarceration, deserves far more
consideration than it was given.

American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the two centuries since the first Census, and the Census itself has
evolved in response to many of these changes in order to continue to provide an accurate picture of the nation. The country's enomlous
prison population mandates the bureau to adapt once again.

By designating a lock up facility as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Bureau concentrated a population that is disproportionately male,
urban, and minority in to just a few thousand Census blocks that are located far from the actual homes of incarcerated persons. When this
data is used for redistricting, it artificially inflates the political power of the areas where the jails are situated and dilutes the political power
of all other urban and rural areas without large prisons.

Four states and over 200 individual counties and municipalities adjust Census population figures to avoid prison gerrymandering when
drawing their districts. Acknowledging the need to correct its own data to keep clear of prison gerrymandering, the Bureau has proposed
helping states with the population adjustment. However, this ad hoc approach is neither efficient nor universally implementable.
Massachusetts legislators, by way of example, have already expressed concerns about that state's ability to use alternative data in their
2015 comment to the Bureau (comment numbered ¢ 161).

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to adopt the residence
rule that identifies everyone in the correct place. My coalition believes that in order to produce an accurate 2020 Census, the Bureau must
count incarcerated individuals at home.

c00364 Latino Justice PRLDEF submits this Comment in response to the Census Bureau 's Federal Register Notice regarding the 2020 Decennial
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 Fed. Reg. 42,577 (proposed June 30, 2016).1/ We write to urge the U.S. Census Bureau to
count and enumerate incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility where they happen to be located on
Census day.

Latino Justice PRLDEF, originally established as the Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund (PRLDEF) in 1972, 1s one of the
country's leading nonprofit civil rights public interest law organizations. We work to advance, promote and protect the legal rights of
Latinas and Latinos2/ throughout the nation. Our work is focused on addressing systemic discrimination and ensuring equal access to
justice in the advancement of voting rights, housing rights, educational equity, immigrant rights, language access rights, employment rights
and workplace justice, seeking to address all forms of discriminatory bias that adversely impact Latinas and Latinos. In this vein, Latino
Justice PRLDEF has invested significant resources in combatting the discriminatory effects of a broken and racialized ¢riminal justice
system, particularly as it further marginalizes Latino residents in the United States.
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As a civil rights organization, we are directly concerned with how Latinas, Latinos, and other communities of color may be impacted by
current Census Residence Rules and Residence Situations, particularly where population counts based on Census Residence Rules are
employed by elected and appointed officials in redistricting schemes. Our organization has litigated in support of New York's state law
ending prison gerrymandering in Little v. LATFOR.3/ We believe that ensuring equal representation is imperative to the health of the
nation, because it allows for a just democratic system and avoids any racially discriminatory effects of prison gerrymandering-that is, the
practice of diluting the political power of Black and Latino neighborhoods by counting incarcerated Black and Latino persons as residents
of the legislative districts of the prisons where they are temporarily detained.

In our 2015 Comment in response to 80 FR 28950 (Released May 20, 2015), we outlined three critical reasons why the Bureau should
change its current practice of counting incarcerated people's "usual residence” in state prison facilities and instead count them at their true
usual residence in their home communities: (1) The current method does not yield an accurate count of the population ; (2) The current
method may contribute to possible unlawful gerrymandering in violation of the Equal Protection Clause under the Fourteenth Amendment,
as well as potential vote dilution; and (3) Over 200 counties and municipalities in a majority of states do not count or consider prisons as a

"usual residence" in redistricting. 4/

Today, we write to reiterate our concerns about the high risk of vote dilution and to urge the Bureau to recognize that interpreting the
"usual residence” rule to mean that incarcerated people should be counted where they are detained instead of at their home residences is
both illogical and inconsistent. This interpretation of the "usual residence” rule is illogical because most incarcerated people do not live and
sleep "most of the time"5/ at the facilities where they happen to be located on Census day. Moreover, this application is inconsistent with
the Bureau's treatment of various other populations, including deployed military personnel, boarding school students, and members of
Congress. The inconsistency is particularly troubling given the well-documented racial and economic inequities of the criminal justice
system.6/ At least with respect to boarding school students and members of Congress, the Bureau should be conscious of its apparent
tendency to treat racially and economically privileged populations differently from the urban, low-income communities of color that are
harmed by prison gerrymandering, especially since--unlike incarcerated people--boarding school students and members of Congress live
away from their usual residences by choice.

I. Counting incarcerated people where they are detained is illogical because most of them do not live and sleep "most of the
time" in the facilities where they happen to be located on Census day.

The Bureau 's current practice is to count incarcerated people wherever they happen to be detained on Census day because, presumably,
that 1s where they live and sleep "most of the time."7/ But this 1s simply not true. People in the prison system are frequently transferred and
usually do not remain at any particular facility for even a year.
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In New York, for example, in January, 2008, the median time that an incarcerated individual remained at a particular facility was only 7.1
months.8/ In Georgia, the average person in the state prison system has been transferred four times, and the median time each individual
has served at his or her current facility is only nine months.9/

When people are moving from facility to facility at such predictably irregular and frequent rates, it does not make logical sense to count
their "usual residence” as the place where they happen to be located on one particular day. Most incarcerated people are serving short
sentences and will return to their home communities. 10/ It makes sense to count them where they have family and community ties and
where they /ive, and of course, where they will return permanently to eat and sleep, not where they are temporarily imprisoned.

I1. The Bureau's application of the "usual residence” concept is factually inconsistent.

The Bureau claims that "counting prisoners anywhere other than the facility would violate the concept of usual residence, since the
majority of people in prisons live and sleep most of the time at the prison."11/ But there are numerous examples of populations who are
not counted where they "live and sleep most of the time."” These groups include boarding school students, members of Congress, deployed
military personnel, visitors who have close ties to the place they are visiting yet are still counted at home, babies born on or before Census
day who are counted where they will eat and sleep, and truck drivers who sleep away from home most nights. 12/ This letter focuses
specifically on the inconsistency of the application of the usual residence concept to boarding school students and members of Congress
versus incarcerated people.

A. Boarding school students are counted at their home addresses, even though they live and sleep most of the time at
school, and even though most of them will not return home.

There are about 290 schools in the United States that offer a boarding option, 13/ with at least fifteen schools boarding more than 400
students.14/ One of the Bureau's justifications for counting boarding school students at home is the "likelihood " that they will return home
when they stop attending school. 15/ But most United States boarding schools have very high college attendance rates upon graduation. In
fact, every one of the fifteen schools that board more than 400 students reports a college attendance rate upon graduation of either 99% or
100%.16/ Such high college attendance rates are completely inconsistent with the Bureau 's reasoning of the "likelihood " that these
students will return home after attending boarding school. Instead they live and sleep most of the time at boarding school and then move on
to college where they do the same. Thus, they are far less likely to return home than people who happen to be temporarily incarcerated.

B. Members of Congress are able to choose to be counted in their home states, even though they live and sleep most of
the time in Washington, D.C.

Members of Congress fall under the definition of "commuter workers," a population of “persons with one residence where they [stay] on
weekends and another residence where they [stay] during the week while working”; hence, the rules . . . count the weekday residence as
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the usual residence since it [is] the place where the greatest amount of time [is] spent in a given week."17/ Members have the privilege of
choosing whether they are counted at home or in Washington, D.C., even if they do in fact stay in Washington , D.C., most of the
time.18/ Like incarcerated people, Congress members are serving a time-limited tern, and are likely to return home where they have the
most family and community ties. No one doubts that a Congress member's usual residence is in his or her home district; incarcerated
people should be afforded the same presumption, as they are just as likely to return home to where they have the most family and
community ties.

We cite these examples to illustrate that the guideline of counting people where they live and sleep most of the time is a flexible one; the
Bureau can and does take into account the unique factual circumstances of various groups of people when determining the meaning of
"usual residence.” The same logical consideration of the facts should apply to the question of where to count people who are incarcerated,
and the inevitable conclusion is that they should be counted in their home communities, where they have the most family and community
ties, and to which they will return. Indeed, not doing so for some of these populations raises troubling concerns about the role of race and
class in the Bureau 's considerations, as described below.

ITI.  The inconsistency of the Bureau's application of the "usual residence" to incarcerated people raises troubling concerns
about the role of race and class in the Bureau's considerations.

Boarding schools present a particularly stark example of the race- and class-based disparities that result from the Bureau 's inconsistent
application of the usual residence rule. Racial and ethnic demographic information is available through the National Center for Education
Statistics for eight of the fifteen schools that board more than 400 students. 19/

Boarding School % White % Asian % Black % Hispanic
Choate Rosemary Hall (Wallingford, CT) 52% 25% 9% 7%

Culver Academies (Culver, IN) 69% 13% 3% 11%

The Hotchkiss School (Lakeville, CT) 58% 19% 10% 3%

Kent School (Kent, CT) 84% 7% 3% 3%

The Lawrenceville School (Lawrenceville, NJ) 55% 21% 10% 6%

Phillips Exeter Academy (Exeter, NH) 56% 23% 11% 9%

St. Paul's School (Concord, NH) 91% 5% 0.4% 5%
Episcopal High School (Alexandria, VA) 73% 10% 10% 1%
Average: 67% 15% 7% 6%

On average, these eight schools--which, again, represent the largest enrollments of boarding school students for which racial demographics
are available--are only 7% Black and 6% Hispanic. These percentages are comparatively low, given that Black and Hispanic representation
in the general population is 13% and 16% respectively.20/ Moreover, the cost of tuition for full-time boarders at these schools averages

000490

BC-DOC-0000007273



around $53,000, and only about one-third of the students receive financial aid.21/ Clearly, boarding school students also tend to come
from economically privileged families.

Members of Congress are obviously also overwhelmingly white and wealthy. The 114th Congress (2015-2016) 1s about 80% non-Hispanic
white,22/ though white people compose only about 64% of the total United States population.23/ The base salary for rank-and-file
Congress members in 2015 was $174,000,24/ well above the 2014 national median income of $53,657.25.

Meanwhile, in 2010, Black Americans and Latinos made up less than one-third of the general United States population but composed
almost 60% of the incarcerated population.26/ Non-Hispanic whites--again, around 64% of the total population--make up only 39% of the
prison population.27/ And a 2014 report by the Prison Policy Initiative found that "incarcerated people had a median annual income of
$19,185 prior to their incarceration, which is 41% less than non-incarcerated people of similar ages."28/ Latino Justice PRLDEF has grave
concerns about the racial and class implications of nterpreting the usual residence rule to mean one thing for wealthy, white communities
and quite another for poor, Black and Latino communities.

IV.  Counting incarcerated people where they are detained instead of at their home addresses may contribute to unlawful
gerrymandering and vote dilution.

The use of the prison location as a "usual residence” for Census population counts is not only misleading, as noted above, but results in
inaccurate conclusions with potentially discriminatory results for redistricting purposes.29/ In 2000, some counties were reported to be
growing, but in fact just had expanded prison populations counted there by the Census Bureau.30/ Many counties may report a large
number of Latino residents because there is a large Latino population incarcerated within county boundaries, which means that the Latino
population is overrepresented in counties where they do not reside by choice.31/ In turn, they are underrepresented in their actual place of
usual residence and communities of origin.32/ This creates inaccuracies and increases the risk of a distinctively racially-discriminatory
impact on the representation of Black and Latino communities.33/

These outcomes do not appear to comport with the Supreme Court's Fourteenth Amendment equal protection jurisprudence "one person
one vote" standard.34/ In Gray v. Sanders, the Supreme Court held that Georgia's county-unit system was in violation of the Equal
Protection Clause because the method of counting votes diluted a person's vote as the county population increased, causing rural votes to
weigh far more than urban votes.35/ Given that state and local governments use Census data to redistrict for voting purposes, the current
method of counting prisons as a "usual residence” may contribute to the potential violation of the equipopulous "one person, one
vote"36/ standard, which may also lead to unlawful vote dilution.37/

Unlawful vote dilution occurs whenever a State minimizes or cancels out the true voting strength of a racial or language minority under the
Federal Voting Rights Act of 1965. What triggers the protections of the Act is the existence of disproportionality in the execution of what
may otherwise be race-neutral policies. The combination of the Census Bureau 's usual residence rule as proposed in the initial order,38/
when combined with, and where it imports documented statistics regarding the racially-skewed outcomes present in our criminal justice
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systems in the United States, may similarly result in reducing the collective voting strength of Latino and Black communities. On a
national scale, 1 out of every 15 Black men and 1 out of every 36 Latino men in the United States is incarcerated.39/ Compared to the
ratio of 1 of every 106 white men incarcerated,40/ the outcomes of the criminal justice system exacerbate the loss of concomitant political
power in communities of color, and in doing so, may dilute their voting strength.

By designating a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau concentrated a population that is disproportionately
male, urban, and African American or Latino into just 5,393 Census blocks that are removed far from the actual homes of incarcerated
people.41/ In Hlinois, for example, 60% of incarcerated people's home residences were in Cook County, yet the Bureau counted 99% of
them as if they resided outside Cook County.42/ When this data is used for redistricting, prisons artificially inflate the political power of
the arcas where the prisons are located. The consequences of the Bureau's decision to count incarcerated people in the city or town where a
prison facility is located carries long-lasting effects, both in the communities where detained people come from and return to, as well as the
communities in which detained people are temporarily held, where they are both physically and socially segregated from the rest of the
population in those communities and barred from any meaningful participation in public life.43/

The Bureau 's current proposed usual residence rule limits the freedom to be counted where one calls home and has the most family and
community ties, and appears to limit this freedom specifically for incarcerated people--a population that is disproportionately Black,
Latino, poor, and detained far from home against their will. At the same time, boarding school students and members of Congress--
significantly whiter and wealthier populations--have actually chosen to reside away from home. When populations differ so dramatically
along the lines of race and class, it is essential to remain critical of seemingly-neutral treatments that result in adverse effects for the
communities that remain the most marginalized and the least privileged.

Here, we do not doubt the Bureau 's integrity or view its motives with suspicion, but we do implore you to review the glaring
nconsistencies in the application of the usual residence rule with a critical awareness of the skewed racial and economic privileges of those
who have the freedom to be counted in their home communities, despite the logical similarities they share with incarcerated people. These
similarities include the time-limited terms they serve in communities unlike their own, and the likelihood they are to return home.

It appears that the only major difference in the Bureau's methodology in determining usual residence between truck drivers, military
personnel, boarding school students, members of Congress, when compared to the Bureau 's methodology in determining the usual
residence of incarcerated people, is the difference in the relative weight and value accorded by the Census Bureau to their family and
community ties. Quite simply, there is no principled reason to value the family and community ties of the home districts of prisoners any
less than the other populations we have identified here.

V. Proposed residence rules would not only create an inaccurate Census but also further contribute to systemic racial
mequity.
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In a time when many underprivileged and underserved people who have been unjustly marginalized are forced to keep reiterating that their
lives matter, importing the myriad problems and statistically-proven racial discrimination of the criminal justice system into the calculus of
political power and representation is simply an untenable proposition for the American people in 2020.

By discounting disproportionately Black and Latino populations who may be incarcerated far away from their strongest family and
community ties, and far away from the homes to which they will return, the U.S. Census Bureau will only further entrench systemic racial
nequity. This would be a grave disservice to the American people. Entire families and communities should not be punished or treated as
less important simply because a person who calls that family or community their home is temporarily serving their term elsewhere.

We strongly urge you to reconsider your initial decision and count incarcerated persons at home, where they have lived and resided,
where they will return to live and reside after they serve their time-limited terms, and where they have the strongest family and community
ties.
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c00365 "Usual residence" for deployed military is an aberration of the way military are accounted for. North Carolina's electoral votes are affected.
The state residence of record for all other purposes should be used here too. There is no reason for creating a separate category.

c00366 1 am writing to express concern about the proposed "2020 Census Residence Rule and

Residence Situations.” It is my understanding that the Census Bureau plans to count
incarcerated persons where they are confined, rather than their permanent address. Doing so
would lead to an inaccurate 2020 Census -- distorting democracy and hindering equal
representation.

I urge you to count incarcerated persons at their permanent address rather than their place of
confinement at the time of the Census.

c00367 [ am writing to express concern about the proposed "2020 Census Residence Rule and
Residence Situations." No doubt you have received many copies of the text, so there's no need
to include 1t again. I'we read it, understand it, and agree with it.
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c00368

1 am writing to express concern about the proposed "2020 Census Residence Rule and
Residence Situations.” It is my understanding that the Census Bureau plans to count
incarcerated persons where they are confined, rather than their permanent address. Doing so
would lead to an inaccurate 2020 Census -- distorting democracy and hindering equal
representation.

This is very strange. They can't vote, so how can they be counted?

c00369

I am writing to express concern about the proposed "2020 Census Residence Rule and
Residence Situations.” It is my understanding that the Census Bureau plans to count
incarcerated persons where they are confined, rather than their permanent address. Doing so
would lead to an inaccurate 2020 Census -- distorting democracy and hindering equal
representation.

Many incarcerated persons move from facility to facility while they are serving time. Counting
them 1n a district where they may only be for a few months of the year is at odds with how you
count other similarly situated persons, such as someone who spends the summer at a vacation
home and lives elsewhere full-time.

[urge you to count incarcerated persons at their permanent address rather than their place of
confinement at the time of the Census. I'm sure your duty required you to act fairly and
competently. Please put forth the truth of this matter. Thanks,

c00370

Gerrymandering as we usually think of it presents a number of problems, but learning that jail

and prison inmates are counted in many states as part of the facility location, makes me even

more against it. It is unjust on several accounts, most notably to the actual areas that are home
addresses of the inmates (their permanent residence) that often lack a just representation. The

flipside of this is, of course, that the locations of jails/prisons are giving those areas overrepresentation.
Race figures into this equation, also of course, especially for non-whites living in urban areas. None of
this is rocket science and can easily be understood and corrected to bring justice on all sides.
Therefore, I am writing to express concern about the proposed "2020 Census Residence Rule

and Residence Situations." It is my understanding that the Census Bureau plans to count

incarcerated persons where they are confined, rather than their permanent address. Doing so

would lead to an inaccurate 2020 Census -- distorting democracy and hindering equal

representation.

Many incarcerated persons move from facility to facility while they are serving time. Counting
them in a district where they may only be for a few months of the year 1s at odds with how you
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count other similarly situated persons, such as someone who spends the summer at a vacation
home and lives elsewhere full-time.

I urge you to count incarcerated persons at their permanent address rather than their place of
confinement at the time of the Census.

c00371

I am writing to express concern about the proposed "2020 Census Residence Rule and
Residence Situations.” It is my understanding that the Census Bureau plans to count
incarcerated persons where they are confined, rather than their permanent address. Doing so
would lead to an inaccurate 2020 Census -- distorting democracy and hindering equal
representation.

Many incarcerated persons move from facility to facility while they are serving time. Counting
them in a district where they may only be for a few months of the year is at odds with how you
count other similarly situated persons, such as someone who spends the summer at a vacation
home and lives elsewhere full-time.

1 urge you to count incarcerated persons at their permanent address rather than their place of
confinement at the time of the Census.

I'm sorry but my Father a WWI VET felt he fought for our great United States and while he was
still alive it sickened him to see the rights he fought for being completely taken from him by
Gerrymandering. Maybe you don't know Gerrymandering is. My Father said you Gerrymanderers
don't want voters choosing a candidate but the candidate choosing his voters. Thats not why we
2o to war to protect our right to vote.

c00372

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
in the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
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counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

The obvious fact is that this is a deliberate misuse of information to achieve a political goal. This
should be illegal and it certainly is unethical. Our country is quickly becoming a mock republic
demonstrating no democratic principles at all. That is why we are no longer respected or
respectable in this world. We must get back to the principles on which this country was formed.

c00373

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

First of all, it would be best if people were imprisoned closer to their homes so there could be
visitations, especially if children are involved. If this were done, then the rest of this would not be
necessary. However, since we have been imprisoning more minorities and then moving them
away from a support system, please continue reading.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
n the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00374

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
m the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.
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The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

Since the prison population is so heavily racially biased it follows that denying these people their
civil rights is also racially biased!

c00375

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing because I believe this practice is inherently racist.

Consider this: counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census
data about communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities.
Because African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting
incarcerated people in the wrong location skews proper representation of African-American and
Latino communities. It wrongly shifts representation away from urban, African-American and
Latino communities towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting, I strongly suggest and ask that you please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for
the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00376

['ve recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
m the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

We count military by permanent residence, not their location of duty in Iraq, Afghanistan or
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wherever they deploy. We count State Department employees also by permanent residence, not
duty station. We count elected representatives by permanent residence not their digs in D.C. We
need to remind the government that it is to serve and protect all of us. If elected officials and
leader if administrativery and executive agencies were exposed to the pressures of life that the
overwhelming number of Americans struggle against ddily, such as how to get real health csre
especially mental health care and how to pay for child care and health care, then decisions and
actors in D.C would be truly motivated by the itetests if the people who die in war and hold this
fragile nation from becoming as lopsided in power and inone as feudal kingdoms of centuries
past. We seem doomed to repeat the bad of the past - the heart of man is....

c00377 ['ve recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

PLEASE COUNT INMATES AS
RESIDENTS OF THEIR PERMANENT HOME DISTRICTS, not the location of the prison where
they are temporarily housed...

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about

communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because

African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people

in the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino

communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communitics towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00378 I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
n the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
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towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

NOT ONLY THE ABOVE, but in many cases the prisoners are not allowed to vote in the state of
their incarceration. So those prison localities are gaining extra representation from the temporary
presence of people who cannot vote there. Absurd!

c00379

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
in the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond. This
practice is unjust.

c00380

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
n the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

000501

BC-DOC-0000007284



Please help make our country better for all our people and our future.

c00381

I am worried by the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the notion that equal numbers of people should have
equal influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process
and moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white
communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00382

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and

permanently. Whatever the basis for any gerrymandering, it is a form of cheating. Thank you for
your consideration.

c00383

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.
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The now privately owned Prison system seemed to begin when mass incarnations, often for
minimal infractions committed by persons of color, exploded into very large numbers of people.
This has caused a perpetual cycle of entrenched poverty in the prisoner's normal home area, as
well as generations now of kids who have one or two parents in prison, and often cannot even
come to visit owing to where they are held. And that leads to more prisoners as these children
grow up without a significant parent, or with one parent working two jobs just to survive, such
that the children end up committing minor violations themselves. Clearly, to me, someone saw
an opportunity in this to unbalance the census and therefore democracy, creating neighborhoods
entrenched not only in poverty but crime as well, and these days some of that crime is deadly.
These neighborhoods are doomed if gerrymandered. Thus, a future of crime is to be expected.

My only child's father was Native American, a full blood Lakota and at one point did 9 years of
prison for a minor crime in South Dakota. That length of time destroys a person, though it did not
destroy his spirit, it did destroy his chances at a decent life, making a decent living.

I live in Berkeley, CA, between Oakland and Richmond, two well known crime/murder areas. My
21 year old grandson has lost 5 friends with whom he went to school, just recently-all within a
couple of months. All these kids were black. Most were from the neighborhood were I live. They
were all children raised by grandparents as their parents were incarcerated, or dead. I would be
classified as white. Many of these boys, and there are more, I knew since they were babies and
full of hope. These For-Profit prisons are destroying the young and the neighborhoods in which
they grow up. Gerrymandering explains a lot. Clearly, this is or should be illegal and I'm pleased
my state is coming around to recognizing that. But, in order to be a true democracy, this must be
equal all over the US. If it was equal and not skewed for political gain, the very neighborhoods
that still perpetuate the most crimes would stand a chance at being more hopeful, better
education, better nutrition, better everything. Then, the children could grow up with some hope
and support, as well as the feeling that they are as not separated from the rest of the country

and local communities as they feel. One child I knew, was arrested at age 11 for stealing a
cooked chicken in the grocery store. He was a brown kid who was very hungry. He knew it was

wrong, but he was so hungry. His father was in prison. There was not enough food at home to go around.

If gerrymandering of For Profit distant prisons was illegal, dangerous neighborhoods would stand
a chance at improvement, including nutritious foods, safer environments, safer parks, and better
education. In addition, For Profit prisons should not exist. It is too tempting to some to exploit for
their own profit, and against democracy.

c00384

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.
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Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take

the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

If a person cannot vote if incarcerated they should not be counted as voting citizens.

c00385

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.
Prisoners are moved around constantly within the prison system and should be counted at their
permanent home address.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take

the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00386

I believe that prisoners should be counted at their last place of residence, not the prison where
they have been sent to by the local judiciary. This practice artificially inflates the population
counts of some places while dienfranchising them from their place of residence. Many prisoners
are sent many miles from the scene of their crime or the place that they have lived in before the
prison system entangled their lives.

[ am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.
Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and

moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have alrcady taken
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steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take

the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00387

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Felons cannot vote and are not even from the districts they happen to be detained in. This ought
to be simple to fix, please do so.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take

the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00388

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Incarcerated people are often housed in prisons and jails temporarily and moved around often.
Most people in prison are serving short sentences--many less than three years spread across
multiple facilities. In New York state, the median time served in a facility is less than seven
months. In Georgia, the average person has been transferred four times and the median time
spent at the current facility is nine months. While their locations change often, incarcerated
people are always required to report a permanent address. This is where they should be
counted--much the way temporary residents are counted.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take

the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00389

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.
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Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.
Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and
permanently. Stop the corruption by the GOP Party NOW!**#*

c00390

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

I was a teacher m a California men's prison for 25 years. Many/most of my students had never
voted. and would not be eligible to vote in California until they were off parole. However, they
have opinions and should have representation. The prison is in a rural county and is one of the
biggest employers in the county. The inmates live in the county while they are in prison, but
when they get out, they usually go back to where they came from. A number of them, while still
under the jurisdiction of the prison, are sent out to "fire camps” to live for anywhere from a few
months to a few years. These camps are all over California from Sacramento to the southern
border with Mexico. The census data from the prisons is provided by prison authorities rather
than from the individual inmates. Political representation based on inmate population is skewed
because inmates aren't allowed to vote. The census count of approximately 4,000 inmates gives
our county a lot more political representation than it would otherwise have and those 4,000
people are missing from the census count in their home areas.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00391

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Permanent residency should be the basis for counting the population. Prison is generally a
temporary situation, and persons in prison are not a constituency for that locale (and may not
even be able to vote). They do not draw on local services or contribute to the local economy in
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the usual sense.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take

the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00392

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and
permanently.

The United States prides itself on being the most powerful and forward thinking country in the
world. Let's take this step forward to add some credence to that belief.

c00393

[ am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and
permanently.
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Please note these facts: Here are some of the important facts about this issue:

The Census Bureau must count all people in the U.S.--including non-citizens, children,
temporary residents, deployed military, students and non-voters. Most everyone is counted at
their permanent residence--incarcerated people are an exception.

The Census Bureau cannot ignore prisoners because they must count everyone, and formerly
incarcerated people will return home to their community upon release. Therefore, they should be
counted there.

Incarcerated people are often housed in prisons and jails temporarily and moved around often.
Most people in prison are serving short sentences--many less than three years spread across
multiple facilities. In New York state, the median time served in a facility is less than seven
months. In Georgia, the average person has been transferred four times and the median time
spent at the current facility is nine months. While their locations change often, incarcerated
people are always required to report a permanent address. This is where they should be
counted--much the way temporary residents are counted.

This is about democracy, not funding. Most government funding formulas are too smart to be
fooled by the Census Bureau’s prison miscount. When prisons are built in an area, they are built
with a specific population maximum. Infrastructure planning for such facilities is done based on
the maximum size of the prison. School funding is allocated based on the number of students--
not prisoners. Opponents of reversing the current counting mechanism often use this argument
and it's a false flag.

States are acting against this practice and are adopting, have adopted, or attempted to adopt
legislation across the country--including New York, Maryland, Delaware and Califormia. Florida's
plan for prison gerrymandering was ruled unconstitutional.

Prior to the mass incarceration phenomenon, this was not a question of concern for the Census
Bureau because it was rare and affected a small number of people. They began inquiring about
incarceration in 1990--when the prison population exploded from 137 per 100,000 during the
great depression to 470 per 100,000 in 2001 because of the war on drugs and increased tough
on crime policing.

c00394

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people. I'm

so sorry the GOP can't win an election without cheating, but maybe if you weren't a bunch of
racist haters you wouldn't have to do this. Using prison population to rigged the system just
shows how awful your party really is. And the fact that you call your party the Family value Party
just shows how sick you all really are. When you all die and stand before God he's going to say
he never knew any of you haters!
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Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take

the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00395

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.
Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities,
but more importantly... away from the communities that know them and care about them -- to
communities who don't know or care about them.

Like college students, they should be counted in the district containg their permanent
residence... where they will most likely return after their incarceration.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take

the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00396

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people. This
has a significant effect on my own community. We house two prisons and a large county jail ina
predominately rural part of the county. The majority of prisoners are from other parts of the state
as our crime rate is quite low. Most of these prisoners are not, nor ever will be, residents.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and
permanently.
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c00397

Arizona stopped this outrageous policy for the 2010 census. It seems a surprise to have Arizona
ahead of ANY other entity, but looks like it is in this case. Please stop counting prisoners at their
confinement facilities for the purpose of census data. It does not reflect their home area.

Census Bureau:

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

1 hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00398

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

Bottom Line: gerrymandering is wrong--AND AGAINST THE LAW! Using gerrymandering to
curry political points is a violation of voter rights!

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

I hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00399

Isa 5:20-23 [NIV] Woe to those who call evil good and good evil, who put darkness for light and
light for darkness .... who are wise in their own eyes .... who acquit the guilty for a bribe, but deny
justice to the innocent.

Isa 9:14-16 [NIV] So the Lord will cut off ... both head and tail, both palm branch and reed in a
single day; the elders and prominent men are the head, the prophets who teach lies are the tail.
Those who guide this people mislead them, and those who are guided are led astray.
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Isa 10:1-3 [NIV] Woe to those who make unjust laws .... who issue oppressive decrees, to
deprive the poor of their rights and withhold justice from the oppressed of my people, making
widows their prey and robbing the fatherless. What will U do on the day of reckoning, when
disaster comes .... 7 To whom will U run for help? Where will U leave your riches?

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

1 hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00400

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

The Census 1s supposed to be an objective rendering of poplulation and true residence. I know
that military personnel are listed by their home, not their place of deployment. To be consiistent
about residence, prison population should be counted the same way.

I hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that betier serves communities.

c00401

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
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over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

It 1s of the utmost importance that you create a model that better serves and represents
communities.

c00402

Stop this fraud, this is only a ruse to elect politicians who don't have to face opposition in a
district.

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

[ hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00403

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and makes absolutely no sense. I encourage you to not to even consider, let
alone continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

It is baffling that it was ever thought of.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
1s counted has enormous implications for representational government.

I hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities. What benefits do prisoners get from
the area's representatives anyway? They are controlled by prison management!

c00404

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.
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The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

1 hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

This is the only way to make it fair for the communities!

c00405

If the purpose of the census 1s to reflect the needs of a community so people have a say in how
they are governed... why would you count those incarcerated in a community who are people
that have no connection to that community or a say in how that community is to be governed. It
is ridiculous on the face of it...and sounds like a Saturday Night Live skit.

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

[ hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00406

Considering that in many states felons don't have the right to vote, this practice is even more
egregious.

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.
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1 hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that betler serves communities.

c00407

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address.

This practice is likely distortive in its benefit to locations with prisons and to the detriment of the
prisoners actual residence, the place they intend to return, after their forced imprisonment. No
prison is a "residence” as no one intends it to be the place they intend to return.

I believe this proposal to be outdated and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this
practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

[ hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00408

WOW!! T had no idea this was going on. What a racket. ONE WO/MAN ONE VOTE is the basis
of this society. The mass incarceration of black men, many on drug charges, has been shown to
be powered by racism and the fear of those same men being able to cast a vote. The thought

that placement and filling of jails is at all related to gerrymandering seems like an added
unspoken punishment. If this is in place then the sentences should be reduced so they can get
back to their communities and vote.

So, this message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.
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1 hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00409 I am writing in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address for the purpose of Census data. |
believe this method distorts the Census data and thus, congressional districts are also distorted.
My request is this practice not be applied to the 2020 Census.

With consideration of the fact that the prison population in this country has more than quadrupled
since the 1980s, the way this population is counted has undeniable and significant implications
for representational government. There are now over two million individuals incarcerated. Since
the great majority of them will ultimately return to their home communities, many may be
erroneously counted in the place where they served their prison sentence. Such a practice would
appear to be a cynical method to gerrymander the voting districts if this proposal is adopted.

I hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan, and instead adopts a model that better
serves democracy.

c00410 This message is in regard to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U. S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they are incarcerated. How this population is
counted has enormous implications for representational government.

I hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves toward a model that better serves communities.

c00411 As a private citizen, the League of Women Voters of Lawrence Township, and the New Jersey Integrated Justice Alliance,
I am submitting this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register Notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016).

I strongly oppose the Census Bureau’s proposal to continue counting incarcerated people as
"residents” of prison locations, rather than at their home address (which is almost always their legal
address) in their home community. If made final, this proposed rule would mean another decade of
public decision-making ostensibly for the public good based on inaccurate and misleading Census
Bureau figures.
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American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the two centuries since the
first Census, and the Census itself has evolved in response to many of these changes in order to
continue to provide an accurate picture of the nation. The country’s enormous prison population
mandates that the bureau adapt once again. Counting incarcerated people as if they were residents of
the facility where they happen to be located on Census Day ignores the transient and temporary
nature of present-day incarceration.

By designating a prison facility as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Bureau concentrated a
population that is disproportionately male, urban, and minority to just a few thousand Census blocks
that are located far from the actual homes of incarcerated persons. When this data is used for
redistricting, it artificially inflates the political power of the areas where the jails are situated and
dilutes the political power of all other urban and rural areas without large prisons.

Furthermore, in 2015, when the Bureau asked for public comment on its proposed Residence Rules,
the overwhelming majority of public comments regarding incarcerated people urged the Bureau to
count incarcerated individuals at their home address. This level of consensus among stakeholders,
based on a thorough understanding of the realities of modern incarceration, deserves far more
consideration than it has thus far been given.

Please re-write your Bureau's 2020 Residence Rule to count prisoners at their home addresses!

c00412

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Prison for profit is immoral. [ want to see it end.

c00413

Can we have you quit with the shenanigans and administer justice in a fair and evenhanded
way. Let us leave off with the political agendas and have institutions that manage our
governmental affairs for the betterment of our society. It is my understanding that the Census
Bureau plans to count incarcerated persons where they are confined, rather than their
permanent address. Doing so would lead to an inaccurate 2020 Census -- distorting democracy
and hindering equal representation.

Many incarcerated persons move from facility to facility while they are serving time. Counting
them 1n a district where they may only be for a few months of the year is at odds with how you
count other similarly situated persons, such as someone who spends the summer at a vacation

000516

BC-DOC-0000007299



home and lives elsewhere full-time.

I urge you to count incarcerated persons at their permanent address rather than their place of
confinement at the time of the Census.

c00414 I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated practice of counting incarcerated persons as
"residents" of the prison location instead of their home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is
inherently racist and does a disservice to citizens across the country.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces is racist and skews the accuracy of Census data about communities of color and
skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated,
counting incarcerated people in the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African- American and Latino communities towards white, rural communities.
As a proud American I believe the significance of the Census is too great and the impact is too great to continue using outdated and
inaccurate methods for counting. Please eliminate prison- based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00415 I most strongly urge the Census Bureau to change the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering and move towards a model
that better serves communities and the country as well.
c00416 Please reconsider using inmates as voters.

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal influence over the legislative process.
Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white
communities.

c00417 With many prisons being located in areas classified as rural, the Census Bureau's practice of including prisoners as residents of the area in
which they (hopefully) temporarily reside, given the chances that a great number of prisoners were residents of metropolitan arcas before
incarceration, raises several questions, such as: are prisoners as individuals considered local residents, subject to local laws? Highly
doubtful. Are prisoners (felons) allowed to vote while incarcerated (or ever)? Are prisoners encouraged to remain in the local area upon
release? Again, very unlikely.

As a resident until recently of an area with several Washington State prisons (Clearwater, Olympic Peninsula), I am aware of several facts
that are not in dispute:

1. released prisoners are always transported out of the area.

2. while sometimes family members move to a town near the prison, they tend to locate in transient accommodations (i.¢. trailer parks
or low rent apartments) and leave upon the family member's release.

3. staff do not live at the prisons. Many commute considerable distances in the case of these prisons.
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So in what sense is it accurate to count prisoners as local residents for census, electoral and tax purposes? Given the wide ranges of pre-
detention addresses of prisoners, common practice of relocations within state systems, etc., counting prisoners as local residents causes a
profound distortion of small town and rural population statistics. Prisons should be considered as industrial institutions and as such for
census purposes prisoners should not be considered "residents.”

Staff (guards, medical, etc.) would be certainly counted at their place of residence, often not in the nearest community.
In the case of prisoners this creates a statistical problem: would you count them at their address previous to incarceration? Not really
accurate. Nor is counting them as residents in the area of the prison, when one considers nature of their location and the distorting effect

this has on elections, a major concern of the Federal census.

This practice greatly magnifies the electoral district's "free” voters' influence on elections due to the presence of imprisoned non-voters
who, of course would be non-participants in any elections).

There must be an equitable solution which does not constitute the present distorting practice of considering prisoners as local residents.

c00418 This message is with regard to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their confinement facility rather than at their
permanent address.

This practice is indistinguishable from other American gerrymandering.

How this population is counted has enormous implications for representational government. It is dishonest.

c00419 I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

You've seen the "form letter” that has been dispersed for people to email in regarding this issue. So, you know the issues that exist with the
proposed residence rule regarding incarcerated individuals.

As a 2010 Census Team Leader, | know the emphasis was stressed that the address submitted must be the individual's "permanent
residence” as of April 1, 2010. The purpose for this was to ensure proper representation of people's home location. People on business trips
and military personnel (who are often away from their home location for months or even years at a time) reported their permanent
addresses, not their temporary to long-term deployment locations. The same should be reported for incarcerated individuals.

c00420 Prison is not "home". It is not a "residence”. Please do NOT count inmates as being residents of the district in which they are confined, if
it is different from their permanent address. The proposal to do so is contrary to common sense, and serves only to distort the Census.
Please abandon this destructive plan for the 2020 census. Prison-based gerrymandering is offensive and cynical and is not appropriate for
America.
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c00421 As along-time resident of Louisiana, I recommend NOT counting prison and penitentiary inmates as residents for purposes of the
Census and for voting population counts.

We have way too many non-violent offenders locked up in our state. These unfortunate people are generally unable to vote. Don't
include them as ordinary residents in census districts.

c00422 The Census Bureau just released guidelines for the 2020 census that harm people of color and exacerbate the suffering of
the communities most devastated by America’s broken criminal justice system.1/

Despite massive public opposition, the Census Bureau wants to continue its widely discredited practice of “prison-based
gerrymandering.” Prison-based gerrymandering counts incarcerated people as “residents” of the place they happen to be
on Census Day. That means instead of being counted as residents of their home communities, they are counted as residents
of the community where they are imprisoned.

Treating incarcerated people as “residents” of prisons is outdated, inaccurate, and unfair. When government officials use

census data with these padded population numbers, they’re shifting representation — and therefore shifting political

influence — from home communities to prison communities. This primarily harms communities of color, particularly
African-American and Latinx communities that bear the brunt of disproportionate incarceration rates and a broken criminal justice
system.2/,3/

The Census Bureau should end its antiquated, inaccurate, and unfair method of counting incarcerated people.

The Census Bureau defines “usual residence” as the place where a person “eats and sleeps most of the time,”4/ but fails to
follow that rule when counting incarcerated people. Students in boarding schools, or people who spend months of the year
in second vacation homes, are allowed to be counted at their permanent address, but the Census Bureau continues to carve
out an unexplained exception for incarcerated people in order to count them in the wrong place. And they are not just
counting people spending long terms in prison. Many prison stays are for less than a year and many people who are
incarcerated have not even been found guilty.

Prison-based gerrymandering creates districts with “phantom” constituents — where inmates, many of whom have been
stripped of their right to vote — make up the bulk of the population. This distorts how legislative districts are drawn and
violates the fundamental principle of one person, one vote. If the Bureau continues this practice, 2 million people will be
counted in the wrong place in 2020, ensuring an inaccurate census and another decade of prison gerrymandering.5/
Continuing to count incarcerated people in the wrong place is not only misguided, it ignores overwhelming calls for
change. Last year, when the Census Bureau solicited public comments on how to implement residence guidelines for the
2020 census, the majority of comments were about how incarcerated people are counted, and more than 95 percent of
those expressed clear opposition to prison-based gerrymandering. But the recently released draft guidelines for 2020 keep
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it in effect. The Census Bureau’s failure to take those public comments from groups like the NAACP Legal Defense and
Educational Fund and the ACLU into account is especially disappointing given that the Bureau is proposing different rules
for other people who are elsewhere on Census Day: military deployed overseas and boarding school students, for example,
are counted as residents of their homes.

In the face of the Census Bureau’s inaccurate practice, some states — including California, Delaware, Maryland and New
York — have adopted legislation to undo its effect. But it shouldn’t be left up to states to fix this problem. The Census Bureau
should do the right thing.

Bring an end to this practice of prison-based gerrymandering. Ensure an accurate 2020 Census by counting incarcerated
people at their home, not prison addresses.

Thank you for the opportunity to bring these remarks to your attention.

1/ The Census Bureau, “Proposed 2020 Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations,” Federal Register, June 30, 2016.

2/ Tanisha Love Ramirez and Zeba Blay, “Why People Are Using The Term ‘Latinx’, Huffington Post, July 5, 2016.

3/ The Editorial Board, “The Wrong Way To Count Prisoners,” The New York Times, July 16, 2016.

4/ “Census Bureau proposes to count incarcerated people in the wrong place once again in 2020 Census, continues to distort democracy,” Prison Policy
Institute, DEMOS, June 30, 2016.

5/ ibid.

c00423 I am submitting this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence
Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than the Bureau's proposal to
continue counting incarcerated people at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census Day ignoring the reality of
incarceration: prisons are not a "usual residence".

Since my days in the Wisconsin State Senate, [ have attempted to end the gerrymandering of prisoners in order to ensure equal
representation. The Wisconsin Legislature did not accept my motion to change how prisoners were counted in the Census. In Wisconsin,
prisoners do not remain in the communities in which they were incarcerated, but rather, they return to their home communities. The growth
in the prison population over the past decades necessitates the Census Bureau to update its methodology, as it relates to incarcerated
persons.

As recently as the 1980s, the incarcerated population in the U.S. totaled less than half a million and now the number of incarcerated people
has more than quadrupled, to over two million people behind bars. This longstanding flaw in the Census counts incarcerated people as
residents of the prison location, even though they cannot vote and are not part of the surrounding community. The manner in which this
population is counted now has huge implications for the accuracy of the Census.
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The reality i1s that when my constituents are incarcerated, they are often sent to prisons outside my district, but they still rely on me for
representation and remain my constituents. Their home in my district remains their only stable, permanent, "usual” residence. Counting
them as if they were residents of the facility where they happen to be held on Census day doesn't reflect the modern day reality of our
communities. Further, the designation of a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 Census concentrated a population that is
disproportionately male, urban, and African-American or Latino into just 5,393 Census blocks that are located far from the actual homes of
incarcerated individuals.

In Wisconsin for instance, Milwaukee County contains 18% of the state population but the state's prison population is made up of 42% of
Milwaukee County residents. Virtually all of the state's prison cells are located outside of the county. In effect, each group of 9 residents in
one particular district has as much political power as 10 residents elsewhere in the state. Wisconsin has historically drawn legislative
districts so that their population-sizes are within 2% of the average. However, with the way incarcerated individuals are counted,
Wisconsin awards greater political representation to districts with prisons than to those without them.

On a final note, your proposed method of counting the incarcerated population is inconsistent with how you count other groups that eat and
sleep in a location that is not their usual residence. For example, I noticed that your proposed rules will count boarding school students at
their home address even if they spend most of their time at the school. The same approach should be taken when counting incarcerated
people.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Census Bureau strives to count
everyone in the right place in keeping with changes in society and population realities. 1 believe that in order to produce an accurate 2020
Census, the Bureau must count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00424 I am writing in regards to the proposed residency rules for the 2020 census. I believe that the Bureau is wrong to
consider incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility they are housed in on Census Day.

According to Illinois correctional data, as of June 30, 2015, the percent of prisoners who committed their crime(s)
in my county County) was 3.0 percent, or 1,422 out of 47,165 prisoners in the state of llinois. The only
prison in the county is and it reported a population of 3,553, This means that while

only accounting for 3 percent of the prison population, the county is housing 7.5 percent of the state's prisoners.

In contrast, Cook County, where Chicago is located, accounted for 50.2 percent of the location of committed
crimes of prisoners, or 23,678 out of 47,165 in the state. While Cook County does have a jail facility, it does not
have a prison, and thus many prisoners from the county are shipped out to facilities like the one near my home,
Stateville.

This means that , like other facilities around the state, are forced to house prisoners far from their homes,
communities, and families. While most prisoners are sentenced to terms of only several years and will go back to
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their homes and communities, the proposed residency rules for the 2020 census fail to address a problem plaguing
our country: prison gerrymandering. With the majority of prisoners in Hlinois being Black (57 percent) and 50
percent of the crimes being committed in Cook County and Chicago, it is clear that under this rule of counting
prisoners as a residents of the facility and not their home, communities have to pay extra for the mistakes and
decisions of others. When redistricting occurs based on flawed census numbers, as in the case of what would
happen if this rule is accepted and continued, the communities that need the most political power may very well
be left behind as they lose seats in the State Assembly and United States House of Representatives. The damage
ends up being less power for those that need it most and citizens and communities that feel they are not as
important as rural and suburban parts of the state. While I am only talking about Hlinois, I know this is a problem
impacting communities and people around the country.

The issue of criminal justice reform has clearly emerged as a top issue across the nation. Like with most issues
and reforms, they are complex and have many aspects to address. In the case of the Census Bureau's proposed
residency rules for the 2020 census, this is an issue that can be addressed rather easily and can have a substantial
impact on our system of government at all levels while at the same time showing our most vulnerable citizens that
they have as much political power as everybody else no matter where they live. The rule change would add on to
the excellent strides we have seen regarding federal policy towards using private prisons and President Obama's
clemency efforts. I hope that the Census Bureau will join those decisions and change its proposed residency rule
when it comes to counting prisoners.

Thank you for your time and I appreciate all the hard work that the Bureau does!

c00425

I am writing in response to your federal register notice regarding the 2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence
Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016).

I wrote to you in May 2015 to inform you that I support counting incarcerated people at their home address rather
than the location of the prison/jail in which they are incarcerated.

Now my support for counting prisoners in their hometowns has grown even stronger because I have researched
the topic even more. I authored an oped on the topic for the newspaper on

My personal experience is a perfect example of how counting prisoners as residents of the facilities in which they
reside corrupts our democracy.

I was incarcerated at in , Connecticut from to ,
2014. Knowing my convictions remained on appeal and were, therefore, legally stayed, the local registrar of voters
in my hometown of , Connecticut never removed my name from the town's list of registered voters.
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Because of the current residence rule, during the 2010 Census I was counted as if I were a resident of , the
town containing the prison where I was incarcerated, despite the fact that I was actively registered to vote in
another town: , Connecticut. This was not fair to my community, nor to any community in Connecticut that
didn't have a prison in it.

It is inconceivable to me that the Census Bureau would consider continuing to conduct the Census in this way after
a Federal District Court Judge in Florida, in a case captioned Calvin v. Jefferson, held that counting inmates in a
way that violates the "one person, one vote" principle in our democracy was patently unconstitutional. Certainly the
Census Bureau isn't seeking to violate the United States Constitution. Yet, by maintaining your current counting
practices, the Census Bureau is doing exactly that.

[urge the Census Bureau to rethink its decision on how to count prisoners on Census Day.

Thank you for your attention to this letter.

c00426 I believe that those incarcerated should be counted in their home residency rather than the facilities they are held in since doing
so only contributes to prison gerrymandering and weakens the accuracy of the communities that house incarceration facilities;
giving unfair advantages to certain areas. Please use the home addresses of those incarcerated.

c00427 I am writing to voice my concern with the current proposal's continued practice of counting incarcerated people as "residents"” of
prison locations instead of their home address. It is unjust that prisoners are counted in a place where they cannot exercise their
right to vote and therefore cannot hold public officials who are elected in their name accountable. Not only is this practice unjust,
it makes the Census less accurate for everyone. It harms all of us to not have incarcerated individuals counted in their home
address location. Individuals returning from prisons to their homes cannot be expected to exit prison as productive members of
society, if they do not feel like a stakeholder in their own community. Being counted as a resident of their home community is a
more accurate and just policy for the census to follow.

c00428 Prison Gerrymandering is a real problem for true and accurate representation when 1t comes
to voting districts. Please reconsider and count these prisoners were they resided prior to
their current location which is the prison.

c00429 I strongly support a rule recognizing that imprisoned people remain residents of their home community, not the
community where the prison is located for the following four reasons:

1. They have no relationship to the community where the prison is located, and few plan to remain there after their
incarceration ends.

2. Generally, residence is deemed proper in the state where people intend a permanent residence, not where they
happen to be. That principle applies even more strongly here.
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3. The effect of using the prison as the residence is racially discriminatory -- giving disproportionately more voting
power to rural white communities where prisons are located rather than black urban communities.

4. In those mstances in which voting rights are not lost during imprisonment, would the local communities really
want prisoners voting for school board, etc., in their community? No, because the site of the prison is not their

community.

Prisoners are not "residents" of the prison's locality, and should not be counted as such.

c00430 The Census Bureau should change its practice of considering incarcerated people as residents of a
correctional facility where they are held. The Bureau has chosen to continue counting people in the
wrong place, ensuring an inaccurate 2020 Census.

This hurts urban areas, and especially communities of color because by counting incarcerated people as
if they were “residents” of the correctional facility, it makes the Census less accurate for everyone: rural
and urban communities; incarcerated persons and their families; governmental authorities trying to draw
accurate redistricting plans; researchers trying to understand the demographics of local communities.

c00431 The Census Bureau is wrong to consider incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility because there is a
difference between where you live and where you reside. Reside has an understanding that the person is at a place within a
certain time frame. At the same time, the majority of incarcerated individuals are not residing at their current correctional
facility permanently. The case may very well be that in 1-6 months they may be back home where they live or at another place.
For this reason it is not correct or accurate to count these individuals as living in the correctional facilities.

c00432 [ write you in reference to the 2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

The Census Bureau is wrong to consider incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility because incarcerated
individuals do not typically “live” in the prison, which they are detained. In many instances, people who are incarcerated originally
live in urban arcas far from their homes.

Many federally funded programs, benefits, and services use Census population estimates to determine funding levels. Thus, this
misguided policy essentially misplaces vital funds that should be allocated to communities where prisoners originally live. It is my
hopes that the Rule reflects the most accurate and equitable outcome going forward--- that the Census population estimates

reflect prisoners home of origin and not the location of the correctional facility.

c00433 The Census Bureau is wrong to consider incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility because they are not members
of the community at large. They are held in a facility subject to rules starkly different from those of ordinary citizens. They are
temporary visitors to a geographic area, intending to leave as soon as the law allows.

The Bureau has chosen to continue counting people in the wrong place, ensuring an inaccurate 2020 Census. Our Census is a
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necessary part of understanding the demographics of a community to ensure accurate representation. People who live and work
in the community and participate in the economy deserve fair representation, and counting prison inmates as part of the census

count does a disservice both to those inmates and the members of the community surrounding a prison. Please do not consider

incarcerated people "residents" of a correctional facility.

c00434 [ would like to see you set rules that treat prisoners’ residence at what would be their home address had they
not been incarcerated on the day of the census. This will limit the effects of “prisoner gerrymandering” and
make the census more accurate and fair for all involved.

c00435 Bad enough they are in prison away from home. Count them where they last lived and are likely to
return. It is sinful to do otherwise.
c00436 Treating incarcerated people as regular constituents of the districts in which they are incarcerated, instead of in their actual home

districts, is harmful in many ways. It distorts my vote as a citizen of the United States. It restricts the rights of incarcerated people.
And it means that the Census represents inaccurate information about the people of the United States.

I am concerned about the harm that this practice poses to democracy:

"Because prisons are disproportionately built in rural areas but most incarcerated people call urban areas home, counting
prisoners in the wrong place results in a systematic transfer of population and political clout from urban to rural
areas." (prisonersofthecensus.org).

The Census Bureau is wrong to consider incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility because the town where a
prison is located is not the same as the home town of a prisoner.

The Bureau has chosen to continue counting people in the wrong place, ensuring an inaccurate 2020 Census. Counting
incarcerated people as if they were “residents” of the correctional facility makes the Census less accurate for everyone: rural and
urban communities; incarcerated persons and their families; governmental authorities trying to draw accurate redistricting plans;
researchers trying to understand the demographics of local communities.

According to research collected by the Prison Policy Initiative, "When the Bureau asked for public comment on its residence rules
last year, 96% of the comments regarding residence rules for incarcerated persons urged the Bureau to count incarcerated
persons at their home address, which 1s almost always their legal address.”

As a citizen of the United States interested in equity and accuracy in the Census and in our democracy, I am concerned by this
disregard for public opinion. I urge the Census Burcau to reconsider the practice of counting prisoners as residents of the prison
instead of the residents of their actual home town.

c00437 Currently all persons in all correctional facility (jails, prisons, etc.) are counted at that facility, no matter what the
reason or duration is of their detention.
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My comments revolves around the moment the usual place of residence changes after somebody is taken into
custody for an alleged offence or for any other reason.
One can think of 4 options that could trigger that change in place of usual residence:

- the moment of arrest,

- the moment charges are filed,

- the moment somebody is convicted and sentenced or

- the moment somebody starts to fulfill their sentence.

Under the current residence rules the moment of arrest is triggering a change in usual place of residence, but 1
would suggest to make the moment they start with fulfilling their sentence as the trigger point. That would
mean that up to that point in time, any jail or detention time would be considered as “being away from their
usual place of residence” just like somebody who is in a hospital or is temporary staying somewhere else to
work.

Motivation for this change:

- Not every arrest results in charges filed, why count them in the jail?

- The group of people in pretrial detention can roughly be split in two parts: those that are held for
safety reasons and those that cannot pay bail. Especially the last group creates a bias as the group that is
counted in a detention center could not post bail and those that might have been charged with the
same offence, but posted bail are counted in their household.

- We live in a country where one is presumed innocence until proven guilty. I think that triggering a
change in usual place of residence can only be applied to those that are convicted and sentenced.

- Preventing double counting as many of the people that were sent home after being in jail on April 1
would not count that as their place of residence; either because they didn’t anticipate it when they filled
out their form before that date, or that stay was temporary and one would not regard it is their usual
place of residence on Census Day.

c00438

Counting incarcerated people as if they were residents of prison locations leads to a dramatic distortion of
representation at local and state levels, enhancing the weight of votes cast in districts that contain prisons and

diluting the voting power of everyone else. This "prison gerrymandering” also creates an inaccurate picture of

community populations for research and planning purposes.

c00439

I support counting people who are incarcerated, at the place they called home before being involuntarily removed from it. It is
not fair to their home communities, whose vote is weakened, while strengthening the vote of the citizens living in the town that
contains the prison. The legislators representing the prison towns do not represent the prisoner's interests. In fact they have a
vested interest in increasing the numbers of people living in their prisons. I believe in Justice and this way of taking the census

does not serve justice in any way.

c00440

[ am concerned to learn that you propose to count inmates of prisons, jails, and the like as residents of the
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area where the facility is located. This is hugely distorting and fails to get an accurate count of the
communities where these people actually live when not incarcerated. Considering especially the high
number of people in prisons in the U.S., your 'count’ as proposed would show large numbers of residents in
specific rural areas like upstate New York that are decidedly unrepresentative of the actual geographic area.

How can you arrive at accurate counts of many inner city locations without including the young people in
prison at a given moment who will be back in the inner city in relatively short order? We're talking about
many thousands of people. And you certainly cannot get an accurate picture of ethnicities, incomes, and the
like by excluding the temporary prison population from a city - these people come back - why? because they
live in those communities. They need to be counted where they live.

Our incarceration rate is 716 persons per 100,000 of population. Using the actual U.S. population, compute
how many you would be inaccurately counting! Please. Use common sense and up-to-date methodology to
justify your outcomes.

c00441 This comment submission contains graphics that cannot be displayed in this table. It is available as Appendix Attachment c00441.

This comment letter is written in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding proposed changes to the Residence Rule and Residence Situations
as outlined in 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016).

The Census Bureau’s decision to consider incarcerated individuals as residents of their
current place of incarceration, rather than at the place of their permanent residence has
profound consequences for racial equality in voting. Because this decision amounts to racial
gerrymandering it could also be considered illegal.

Racial gerrymandering has been defined as “the deliberate and arbitrary distortion of district
boundaries for racial purposes” [DeWitt v. Wilson, 856 F. Supp. 1409, 1412 (D. Cal. 1994)].
The supreme court has repeatedly ruled that districting decisions which knowingly dilute the
impact of certain races are illegal. Based on statistical analysis, I will show that the Census
Bureau’s Residence Rule produces such an unconstitutional result.

I am an Economist with a degree from London School of Economics and professional
statistician. In 2016, [ worked together with the Prison Policy Initiative to assesses just how
dramatically the Census Bureau’s Residence Rule distorts racial demographics by

geography. The resulting report, ““The Racial Geography of Mass Incarceration”, contains our
findings.
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The Report provides statistics showing how the combination of a disproportionately Black
and Latino incarcerated population and the location of prison facilities in majority White
areas leads to massive shifts in Black and Latino representation to areas where the Black
and Latino populations are very small. We found that there are 208 counties in which there
are ten times more Blacks incarcerated in the county than there are Blacks that are not
incarcerated. This phenomenon is not isolated to just a few states. 34 states contain a
county with a ratio of over ten to one incarcerated Blacks versus non incarcerated Blacks.
The table below, taken from the report demonstrates details our findings.

See Appendix for Chart 1.

The Census Bureau’s Residence Rule similarly transfers the representation of Latino people
to counties where there are very few non-incarcerated Latinos.

See Appendix for Chart 2.

The decision to count incarcerated individual as residing in their facility leads to the perverse
situation in which counties with almost no Black non-incarcerated permanent residents are receiving
the benefits of having hundreds of Black citizens. For example, in Martin County

Kentucky, Census data show that while there are only 12 non incarcerated Black people in

the country, there are 884 incarcerated Blacks. Counting these 884 Blacks as residents of

Martin County, and the transfer of power to which this leads, is in clear violation of the equal
protection clause of the 14th Amendment.

My research with the Prison Policy Initiative is not the only study to find the distorting racial
demographics effects of where people are incarcerated. Lew Blank, a student at the
University of Wisconsin, found that of the 56 places in the state of Wisconsin with a large
concentration of Black people, 31 of them were jails or prisons. These jails and prisons are
generally located in areas where the population outside of the jail or prison is not
predominantly Black. This is more evidence that counting people in their place of
incarceration transfers power away from people of color.

Counting inmates as residents of their facility has a profound consequences for racial justice
m this country. I hope the Census Bureau will come to the decision to count incarcerated
people at their home address, and not allow this discriminatory practice to continue.
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Thank you for taking the time to read my comment letter.

c00442 Count the prisoners as residents of their own state and treat them like citizens of the US.

c00443 I hope and pray that all is well in your world.

In my view, it is absolutely wrong for the Census Bureau to deem incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility
because inmates’ interests are not considered by the lawmakers of those districts. Rather lawmakers’ agendas totally disregard the
best interests of the inmates and focuses on how to increase revenues for the district which usually means getting more inmates,
confining them for longer periods of time and failing to allocate adequate funds for mental health, physical health, education and
vocational training.

Moreover, the infrastructure and resources needed in the home communities to accommodate returning citizens will be
inadequate to non-existent because based on the Census the rural areas where most prisons are located will have
disproportionate political power and influence to channel the resources to their district. This is a scam that’s being going on
far too long and needs to stop immediately!

My work includes going into prisons to train staff to train inmates as Certified Peer Specialists and Wellness Recovery Action

Plan (WRAP) Facilitators to provide "peer support to their fellow and sister inmates who have mental health challenges, co-occurring
challenges and substance use challenges. In the we have 7,000 trained peer

specialists, the vast majority in the urban centers and the work is being done.

More needs to be done and will only get done if the Census Bureau count inmates in their home district or the district they plan
to be released to.

Thanks for your kind consideration in this matter!

c00444 My name is and I am a nurse that specializes in data management. [ am writing to let you know that I think counting
incarcerated prisoners as 'residents' of the area they are housed in, is an inaccurate accounting and detrimental to them and their
true residential location. The census is used to allocate resources in many cases and by counting people that have no say in where
they live or are moved to, it skews the numbers in an inappropriate way. Rarely have [ seen the prisoners actually GET any benefit
that is given to the community; for example, school/programming options are ridiculously limited and usually impossible to access
from jail/prison so why give the county or township money for this purpose? The prisoners do not benefit. Please consider
counting them from the residence they had when arrested-at least the funding will then support services in communities they will
be returned to. If you REALLY want to make things better, count them as a separate population and drive resources to them as a
specialized population, that is the way to leverage the most improvement to a population that needs it the most.

Thank you for your consideration.

c00445 Inmates may be in prison for a reason, even innocent ones, however a lot of them still
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care who leads the U.S. They should be allowed to vote. I know, I speak for one who'd
love to vote AND who happens to be innocent of the crime he was put there for. But
that's another fight he and I are doing.

c00446

I strongly urge you to push for adoption of a revised approach to counting individuals who are incarcerated. As
the nation struggles to recover from its long addiction to over-incarceration, a recovery led in significant part by
President Obama and the Department of Justice, we need to re-think all of the harmful aspects of incarceration.
One of those is the broad range of political and economic incentives that encourage elected officials and
communities to build and advocate for oversized prisons and jails in their communities, which in turn leads to
harmful impacts on those unnecessarily incarcerated and ultimately leading to less safe and stable communities.
One of those perverse incentives is the local political and economic value that accrues by counting prisoners as
residents of the districts in which they are incarcerated. Those communities should not be the recipients of
federal formula funds or enhanced representative strength. It is precisely the districts from which incarcerated
people come—their true home districts—that need and are due those funds and that representation.

On the other side of the ledger, | cannot think of any valid reason for considering a prisoner a resident of the

district in which he or she is imprisoned.

Thank you for your consideration.

c00447

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the proposed residence rule with regard
to the 2020 Census.

I urge the Census Bureau to change its proposed intent to continue to count incarcerated
people where they are temporarily located while in prison. Prisoners clearly gain no benefit
from whatever community the prison is located in precisely because they are locked-up.
Meanwhile, the distribution of per-capita resources, per the Census count, in home
communities of prisoners are skewed lower. As the public is well-aware, there is a bias in the
criminal system that disproportionately impacts minority populations. Potentially helpful social
services (based on Census numbers) are underfunded in some minority communities that
could have helped prevent unnecessary incarceration. The fact that the United States has

such a high level of imprisonment is sad and it is critical that the Census process not contribute
inadvertently to sustaining this national problem. Further, today's prisoners are tomorrow's
neighbors. We want needed social services in the community that prisoners will return to so
they can return to being contributing members of the community.

I noticed that another comment to the Census Bureau on the proposed residence rule
mentioned that the Census Bureau does have a policy of counting the home location of other
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populations that are temporarily located elsewhere - namely Members of Congress and
boarding school residents. Therefore, it should be easy to extend this policy to incarcerated
people who clearly do not consider prison to be there home.

Thank you for considering my comment.

c00448 I am writing to oppose the current proposal to count prisoners as residents of their prisons instead of the communities from which
they hail. I think you know why people think you should count prisoners as part of their home communities, and you just don't
care. | think that because of this post that Director Robert Graves during the 2010 Census. Since then, we have learned that states
overwhelmingly do not use your supplementary materials (i.¢., early-release prisoner manifests) the way you hoped they would, so
that solution should not be considered again.

In that post, you call yourselves a "nonpartisan scientific organization.” So I was surprised to read "There are... conceptual issues...
[such as d]efining 'usual residence' outside the prison,” because it presents a routine task of social science (operationalizing a
variable) as an insurmountable obstacle. We all know that isn't true, including you.

In that post, you list five possible ways to operationalize that variable. Pick the best one. Don't know what the best one is? Run a
pilot survey with a representative group of prisoners to see which they would pick, and go with that one. Don't have enough
money to do that? Tell us that so we can demand change from our lawmakers. Don't think we'll listen? Lobby for change
yourselves. It's not "partisan” to request the resources you need to do a scientifically robust census. In fact, it's borderline
unethical for you to release a census you know is bad, then release an appendix and expect someone else to combine them for
you (the 2010 method).

It took me five minutes to come up with these solutions, but to my mind they're no more flawed than your current methodology
is. The only reason to keep the 2020 policy the same as 2010's is because you simply don't care about the growing mountain of
evidence and public opinion against that outdated methodology.

So here's my message to you: I hope you change the rules. But if you don't, understand that your game is becoming more and
more obvious all the time. It's obviously hard to do the census the way the people you work for (American citizens) want you to
do it, but that doesn't make it acceptable or ethical for you to do it some other way instead. As a scientific organization, consider
this letter-writing push your peer review. You have not passed through. We're sending the policy back for revision.

c00449 Fair Districts PA, a coalition of individuals and organizations committed to redistricting reform in Pennsylvania, submits this comment in
response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 Fed. Reg. 42,577
(June 30, 2016); see also 81 Fed. Reg. 48,365 (July 25, 2016) (extending the deadline for public comments).

Fair Districts PA requests that the United States Census Bureau take necessary steps to count incarcerated persons as residents of home
communities rather than as residents of their places of incarceration.
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According to guidelines based on Pennsylvania statutes:
“for the purpose of determining residence,
an inmate in a penal institution is deemed to reside where the individual was last registered to vote before being confined in the
penal institution; or

If the inmate was not registered to vote prior to confinement, the individual is deemed to reside at the last known address before
confinement; or

A new residence established while confined (for example, if the inmate's spouse establishes a new residence in which the inmate
intends to reside upon his/her release from confinement).”

Counting inmates as residents of prisons and detention centers violates these guidelines, which state: “A penal mstitution (including a
halfway house) cannot be a residence address for registering to vote.”

The practice also violates the one person, one vote requirement of the U.S. Constitution’s Fourteenth Amendment as was made clear this
year by U.S. District Judge Mark E. Walker in Calvin et al. v. Jefferson County and by U.S. District Judge Ronald Lagueux in Davidson
vs. City of Cranston.

The Bureau’s proposal to continue counting incarcerated people at the particular facility where they happen to be held on Census Day
gives undue weight to districts where prisons are located while reducing the voice of minority populations.

The districts that benefit by counting incarcerated persons in their populations are primarily rural, while the inmates are almost entirely
from urban areas. 35.7% of Pennsylvania’s state prison population comes from just two counties: Philadelphia County and Allegheny
County (the core of the greater Pittsburgh area.)

When unadjusted Census data are used for redistricting, the resulting maps illegally inflate the political power of the areas where the
prisons are located and dilute the political power of all other urban, suburban, and rural areas without large prisons. In Pennsylvania,
Hispanic and black residents make up 61% of the total incarcerated population, but only 17% of the statewide population. Inversely, white
residents make up 79% of the total Pennsylvania population but account for only 39% of the incarcerated population.

In three state House districts—House Districts 69, 76, and 123— over 6.5% of the population consists of inmates in state and federal
prisons, virtually all of whom are disenfranchised. Congressional District 5, a rural district containing nine prisons with a prison population
of almost 16,000, in effect captures the benefit of those votes from Pennsylvania’s urban populations.
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Census Bureau Advisory Committees have repeatedly requested that incarcerated persons be properly tabulated as residents of their home
communities. Legislative bodies, advocacy organizations and research institutions have documented the distortion to democracy when
primarily urban prisoners are used to swell the population base and political clout of politicians who have strong incentive to support
prison expansion and policies that ensure continued mass incarceration.

We believe that counting inmates as part of prison districts undermines government of, by and for the people. We urge the Census Bureau
to reconsider the recent proposal and correct this distortion of American democracy.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comment.

c00450 We, the Members of the New York State Black, Puerto Rican, Hispanic, and Asian Legislative Caucus, submit this comment in response (o
the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). We
strongly urge that the Bureau reverse its proposal to continue counting incarcerated people at the particular facility where they happen to be
located on Census Day.

As a body of legislators representing fifty-five Assembly and Senate districts, we are profoundly conscious of the fact that true democracy
requires equal representation. In order to fulfill the Constitutional requirements established by our nation’s founders, it is crucial that
people are counted, and counted correctly. For this to occur, each person must be counted in the correct location.

Across the nation, on both the federal and local level, there are growing and bi-partisan efforts to reverse the effects of the era of mass
incarceration. Over the span of more than three decades, the surge in the population at State and Federal prisons has resulted in the
displacement of millions from permanent residences to temporary and involuntary residences. And causes and motivations aside, the
reality is that there has been a disparate impact on Black and Latino men and women. As these men and women more often than not come
from cities, the relocation of inmates to prisons in suburban and rural districts has the effect of enhancing the weight of a vote in those
districts, and diminishing the vote in the districts where these men and women call home. The result is a reduction of the voice of family
members, local businesses, and all other constituents that must continue on with their burdens in the district.

Through the leadership of our Caucus, New York State was one of a few states in the nation to implement the practice of counting
prisoners from their permanent home address rather than the prison address in time for the 2010-2013 state and local legislative
redistricting. Subsequently, California—among other locations—has passed similar laws to be effective in 2020. A federal Census Bureau
policy and practice for this prisoner count obviates the need for a tedious and inequitable state-by-state approval process.

By reversing this policy, the Bureau would be taking a more consistent approach towards counting populations not in their usual residence
on Census Day. Much like the home districts of boarding school students that eat, sleep, and spend the majority of their time outside the
district, the home districts of inmates should not be subjected to a decline in democratic representation. Further, by establishing the home
district of these inmates as their usual residence, it will avoid skewed census data that suggests population shifts as a result of inmates
being moved from one prison to another.
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The Members of the Caucus thank you for the opportunity to comment on this rule. It is imperative that we strive to improve our
democracy at every opportunity. By counting incarcerated people at home—rather than their temporary location on Census Day—our
nation will take a step in the direction of righting previous wrongs, providing equity amongst communities, and strengthening our
democratic union.

c00451 On behalf of the 880 members of the Jacksonville Onslow Chamber of Commerce, I am sending this letter of support for the Proposed
2020 Census Residency Criteria and Residency Situations Federal Register notice of 30 June, 2016. The data collected is vital to the public
and economic needs of all communities in the nation, and we appreciate the dedication and effort the U.S. Census Bureau invested in
publically reviewing its residency rules for the 2020 Census.

We commend the Census Bureau staff for meeting with representatives of the military communities in North Carolina, reviewing
processes, and investigating recommendations for counting deployed military at their usual place of residence. Jacksonville (Onslow
County) North Carolina is honored to be the home of Camp Lejeune, the US Marine Corps' Home of Expeditionary Forces in Readiness,
with a population of over 131,000. Accurately counting these populations at their usual residence in the Census is vital to serving and
supporting those who serve our nation.

We agree with the Census Bureau assessment that there is a residence difference between military personnel assigned to overseas
mstallations for extended assignments and those deployed for short-term roles. The deployed military usually reside in their military
communities, and the proposed change is consistent with Census procedures to count persons who are away from their usual place of
residence on Census Day such as people on vacation, on business trips, truck drivers, or traveling salespeople. We also believe this rule
will help avoid confusion about the spouses counted in a different place and we ask that special attention be paid during the Census
outreach that, while the military member may be counted, family members need to fill out their own Census forms.

We support the following Proposed 2020 Census Residency Rule and Residency Situation:

13. U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL...

(f) U.S. military personnel who are deployed outside the U.S. (while stationed in the U.S.) and are living on or off a military
installation outside the U.S. on Census Day -

Counted at the U.S. residence where they live and sleep most of the time, using administrative data provided by the Department of
Defense.

The proposed change is consistent with Census Bureau policies, provides a more accurate Census count of the usual population of military
communities, and better informs planning, services, and funding tied to Census data and is supported by the Jacksonville Onslow Chamber
of Commerce Board of Directors and its members.
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c00452 The Washington Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (WACDL) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal
register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). The bureau’s proposal to continue
counting incarcerated people at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on census day ignores the transient and temporary
nature of incarceration. If made final, this proposal will mean another decade of decisions based on a census that counts incarcerated
people in the wrong place.

Counting incarcerated people as if they were residents of the facility where they happen to be located on census day doesn’t reflect the
lived reality of our communities. The bureau already counts students in boarding schools at their home address even if they spend most of
their time at the school. The same approach should be taken when counting incarcerated people.

The Census Bureau should honor the overwhelming consensus urging a change in the census count for incarcerated persons. When the
bureau asked for public comment on its residence rules last year, 96% of the comments regarding residence rules for incarcerated persons
urged the bureau to count incarcerated persons at their home address, which is almost always their legal address. This level of

consensus among stakeholders, which is based on a thorough understanding of the realities of modern incarceration, deserves far more
consideration than it was given.

By designating a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 census, the Census Bureau concentrated a population that is disproportionately
male, urban, and African-American or Latino into just a few thousand census blocks that are located far from the actual homes of
incarcerated people. When this data is used for redistricting, it artificially inflates the political power of the areas where the prisons are
located and dilutes the political power of all other urban and rural areas without large prisons.

Four states and over 200 individual counties and municipalities adjust census population data to avoid prison gerrymandering when
drawing their districts. Acknowledging the need to correct its own data to avoid prison gerrymandering, the bureau has proposed to help
states with the population adjustment. But this ad hoc approach is neither efficient nor universally implementable. Massachusetts
legislators, for example, have already expressed concerns about that state’s ability to use alternative data in their 2015 comment to the
bureau (comment numbered c0161).

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the bureau strives to follow the residence
rule to count everyone in the right place. My organization believes that in order to produce an accurate 2020 census, the bureau must count
incarcerated people at home.

c00453 The Census Bureau must change the way it counts incarcerated people. People do not live in prisons; they bide their time there — often
miles or hundreds of miles from where they actually live, where their family unit is, and all of the other associated information that the
Census and the American Comnmunity Survey collects. Counting prisoners as individuals living in prisons distorts the Census’ picture of
the American population and the political districting that relies on Census data. It perversely perpetuates incentives to build more prisons,
especially in rural areas far from the prisoners actual communities, which increases the isolation and dysfunction of the criminal justice
system. The Census should count people where they live, not where they are detained.
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c00454 The City of Fayetteville, Cumberland County, and the Greater Fayetteville Chamber work collaboratively to engage with the federal
government and pursue funding assistance for strategic focus areas identified in a collectively established agenda. These efforts, which are
critical to the growth and strength of our community, help protect and preserve essential assets and resources, allowing all areas of the
community and surrounding areas to thrive.

One of our federal agenda goals has been to further advance the issues associated with the current process used by the Census Bureau for
counting deployed soldiers. In pursuit of this goal, we have monitored and participated in your review of the 2010 Census Residence Rule
and Residence Situations. We understand that you have been reviewing the 2010 Residence Rule and Residence Situations in order to
determine if changes should be made to the Rule and/or if the situations should be updated for the 2020 Census. In a letter dated July 16,
2015, we submitted comments and suggestions for the 2020 Census.

In this letter, we offer comments on the proposed ""2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations.” In a Federal Register
Notice published on June 30, 2016, you requested comments on these items. Thank you for this opportunity to again submit comments.

As noted in our July 16, 2015, letter (see attached), the City of Fayetteville is located in Cumberland County, NC. Cumberland County is
the home of Fort Bragg, the largest Army installation in the United States. Because of its size, Fort Bragg influences the population of the
City of Fayetteville, Cumberland County, and the surrounding region. In 2008, the North Carolina General Assembly annexed most of
the Cumberland County part of Fort Bragg into the City of Fayetteville; the General Assembly annexed the remaining Cumberland
County part of Fort Bragg into the Town of Spring Lake.

We Support the Proposed 2020 Census Residence Rule

Section D of the June 30, 2016, Federal Register Notice says that the proposed Residence Rule will be used to determine where people are
counted during the 2020 Census. As set forth in Section D, the proposed rule will consist of three parts:

= Count people at their usual residence which is the place where they live and sleep most of the time.
= People in certain types of group facilities on Census Day are counted at the group facility.

+= People who do not have a usual residence, or who cannot determine a usual residence, are counted where they are on Census
Day.

QOur Response: We have compared the proposed rule to the rule used in the 2010 Census. In both cases, the rule is based on the concept
of "usual residence.” We support that concept. The only difference we see 1s that some wording has been eliminated from the second
bullet. We support this minor change.
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We Support the Application of the Proposed 2020 Census Residence Rule to the Situation of U.S. Military Personnel Overseas

In recent censuses, we believe that the Census Bureau has applied the Residence Rule very rigidly to the situation of U.S. military
personnel overseas. For example, in the 2010 Census, only one residence situation was recognized. It was Situation 9(f). It said: "U.S.
military personnel living on or off a military installation outside the U.S., including dependents living with them-To be counted as part of
the U.S. overseas population. They should not be included on any U.S. census questionnaire.” This rigid application of the rule meant that
all military personnel overseas were simply counted as part of the U.S. overseas population, without regard to the amount of time that the
military personnel were overseas.

For the 2020 Census, the Census Bureau proposes to apply the Residence Rule in a more nuanced and flexible way to the situation of U.S.
military personnel overseas. As explained in more detail in the next section, the Census Bureau proposes to recognize two residence
situations for U.S. military personnel overseas: those deployed on a short-term basis, and those permanently stationed overseas.

QOur Response: We are very pleased that the Census Bureau has proposed this more nuanced and flexible application of the Residence
Rule for the 2020 Census. For military members deployed on a short-time basis, their "usual residence” -- the place where they live and
sleep most of the time -- 1s back in the U.S. at the military base from which they were deployed. Therefore, this 1s where they should be
counted -- back at the military base from which they were deployed. This application is even more appropriate for the future, since it is our
understanding that for members of the Army subject to short-term deployments, the Army's goal is for deployments to be shorter.

For military members stationed permanently overseas, the place where they live and sleep most of the time is at their location overseas, so
1t is appropriate for them to be counted as part of the overseas population of the U.S.

In summary, for the 2020 Census, we believe the Census Bureau proposes to apply and interpret the concept of "usual residence"” correctly
by proposing two categories of U.S. military personnel overseas. We believe the Census Bureau has identified new or changing living
situations (such as the Army's goal of shorter deployments) that need to be recognized. We believe the Census Bureau has revised the
guidance appropriately.

We Support Two Residence Situations in Section D-Number 13-Regarding U.S. Military Personnel Overseas
Section D of the June 30, 2016, Federal Register Notice provides an overall list of 21 residence situations proposed for use in the 2020

Census. Residence Situation Number 13 pertains to U.S military personnel. A total of eight situations are listed. We will focus on the two
pertaining to U.S. military personnel overseas.

Residence Situation 13(f)-This situation deals with U.S. military personnel who are deployed outside the U.S. (while stationed in the
U.S.) and are living on or off a military installation outside the U.S. on Census Day. According to the notice published on June 30, 2016,
military personnel in this situation will be "counted at the U.S. residence where they live and sleep most of the time, using administrative
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data provided by the Department of Defense." We assume that the last mailing address can be used to determine the "usual residence” of
temporarily deployed personnel.

Residence Situation 13(g)-This situation deals with U.S. military personnel who are stationed outside the U.S. and are living on or off a
military installation outside the U.S. on Census Day, as well as their dependents living with them outside the U.S. According to the notice
published on June 30, 2016, military personnel in this situation (and their dependents) will be "counted as part of the U.S. federal affiliated
overseas population, using administrative data provided by the Department of Defense."

Our Response: We support these two residence situations for the reasons outlined below:

= These two situations, when viewed together, make a very important distinction between military personnel stationed in the U.S.
but deployed for a short time and military personnel who are stationed overseas for a long time. These two situations are very
similar to the two categories that we suggested in our letter dated July 16, 2015. (See Suggestion 1 in attached letter.) They
enable the impacts of these populations to be more fairly allocated.

=  We believe these two residence situations represent a proper application of the concept of "usual residence,” which is the
underlying principle of the Residence Rule.

v Military personnel in Situation 13(f) will be counted at their U.S. residence, because that is where they live and sleep
most of the time. This is similar to saying that military personnel in Situation 13(f) will be considered as temporarily
away from home for work purposes. We assume that the last mailing address can be used to determine the "usual
residence” of temporarily deployed personnel.

o Military personnel in Situation 13(g) will be counted as part of the U.S. federal affiliated overseas population, because
overseas 1s where they live and sleep most of the time. Military personnel in Situation 13(g) will be counted only for
apportionment purposes at the state level only.

= [f these two situations are used in the 2020 Census, we believe they will help prevent an undercount of population in
communities impacted by deployments of military personnel. As noted in Appendix 1 of our letter dated July 16, 2015 (see
attached), when the 2010 Census was conducted, officials with the state of North Carolina estimated that around 40,000 troops
were deployed from military bases in North Carolina, including Fort Bragg. Because of the deployment, and because of the way
that the Census Bureau counted deployed troops in the 2010 Census, we believe that the populations of the state of North
Carolina, Cumberland County, and the City of Fayetteville were undercounted in the 2010 Census. The implementation of these
two new residence situations should help prevent an undercount in the 2020 Census. Preventing an undercount is important for at
least two reasons:
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0 Federal and state governments use Census population data to allocate federal and state dollars to local governments.
According to an article published on October 3, 2010, in The Fayvetteville Observer, "more than $478 billion in federal
grants were awarded last year to counties and cities across the country based on population formulas. That kind of aid

amounted to more than $1,500 per person.” If the Census population data are low because of an undercount, local
governments will not receive as much federal and state money.

¢ Local governments use Census population data for planning. If the Census population data are low because of an
undercount, local governments will not have accurate data to use in planning for the future.

= [If these two situations are used in the 2020 Census, they will help ensure that the population stationed at a military base in the
U.S. (but temporarily deployed overseas) will be counted in both the apportionment population at the state level and in the
resident population at the state, county, and municipal level.

¢ Preventing an undercount of population is very important to state governments. As noted in Appendix 1 of our letter
dated July 16, 2015, if North Carolina's apportionment population had been 15,000 higher, the state would have been
eligible for an extra congressional seat.

We Are Concerned Over the Need for Future Research (Mentioned in Footnote 5 in Section B)

Section B of the June 30, 2016, Federal Register Notice provides a summary of comments received in response to a review of the "2010
Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations.” Item 2 summarizes "Comments received on the Military Overseas.” Footnote 5 of
Section B, says: "The ability to successfully integrate the DOD data on deployed personnel into the resident population counts must be
evaluated and confirmed prior to the 2020 Census."

QOur Response: The words, "must be evaluated and confirmed" suggests that future evaluation research will need to be conducted before
this DOD data integration can occur. We are very concerned about the need for future research based on the reasons outlined below:

= We are concerned that if this evaluation research is not done in time, then the proposed changes, which are so important to North
Carolina and local governments with high military populations, will not occur. We note that Section A of the Federal Register

Notice states: "The Census Bureau anticipates publishing the final 2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations' by the
end of 2016."

=  We do not believe that future research is needed. We believe the Department of Defense has adequate information readily
available on each military person who is deployed temporarily.
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o The Census Bureau already uses data from the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) in preparing annual population
estimates at the national, state, and county levels. (Source: Methodology for the United States Population Estimates: Vintage
2015. Nation, States, Counties, and Puerto Rico-April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2015.) Since the Census Bureau is already using
data from the DMDC in preparing annual population estimates, it does not seem necessary to do further research on using
DMDC data for the 2020 decennial census.

Additional Recommendation Regarding Annual Population Estimates—In addition to the decennial census, the Census Bureau is also
responsible for preparing annual population estimates for states, counties, and cities for the years between the decennial censuses. If these
two residence situations proposed in 13(f) and 13(g) are in fact used in the 2020 decennial Census, we recommend that the Population
Estimates Branch of the Census Bureau revise its methodology for preparing annual population estimates.

In summary, we support the proposed 2020 Residence Rule and its application to the situation of U.S. military personnel. We are very
much in favor of the two residence situations proposed in 13(f) and 13(g). We believe these two residence situations represent a proper
application of the “usual residence” concept. We believe that if these two situations are in fact used in the 2020 Census, military
communities from which military personnel have been deployed will not experience an undercount of population. We are concerned over
the need for future research mentioned in Footnote 5. We are worried that if the research is not done in time, the proposed changes will not
occur. We do not believe that such research is needed. Finally, we have offered an additional recommendation on annual population
estimates.

Please note that Fayetteville and Cumberland County are widely recognized for their high level of support for their military families.
Having these members of the military counted among our population would strengthen the community’s ability to provide the support and
services they deserve.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to submit comments regarding the Proposed 2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations.
If you have any comments, feel free to contact us through the City’s Senior Planner, ,at

Note: The remainder of this comment was previously submitted on July 16, 2015 in response to the 2020 Decennial Census Residence Rule
and Residence Situations, Notice and Request for Comment, 80 Federal Register 28950 (May 20, 15).

Attachment letter dated July 16, 2015:

The City of Fayetteville, Cumberland County and the Fayetteville Regional Chamber formed a partnership that works collaboratively to
engage with the federal government and pursue funding assistance for strategic focus areas identified in an annual, collectively established
agenda. The partnership's combined efforts are critical to the growth and strength of our community. These efforts ensure protection and
preservation of essential community assets and resources, allowing all arcas of the community and surrounding metropolitan and
unincorporated areas to thrive.
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We would like to thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the Census Bureau's Residence Rule and Residence
Situations. One of our community federal agenda goals is to further advance the issues associated with the current process utilized by the
US Census Bureau for counting deployed soldiers. The partnership would like to request that the Census Bureau undertake a review of the
decades-old policy to prevent further undercounting in the garrison communities.

It is our understanding that you are currently reviewing the 2010 Residence Rule and Residence Situations in order to determine if changes
should be made to the Rule and/or if the situations should be updated for the 2020 decennial Census. As shown below, we believe that the
Rule should be applied to the situation of military personnel who are temporarily deployed overseas to a conflict zone. We are also
suggesting several updates to Situation 9(f) for the 2020 Census.

Please note that the City of Fayetteville is located in Cumberland County, NC. Cumberland County is the home of Fort Bragg, the largest
Army installation in the United States. Because of its size, Fort Bragg influences the population of our City, our County, and the
surrounding region. Also, please note that in 2008, the North Carolina General Assembly annexed most of the Cumberland County part of
Fort Bragg into the City of Fayetteville; the remainder was annexed into the Town of Spring Lake.

In the comments that follow, we refer to the Rule and Situations as outlined in the Federal Register notice published on May 20, 2015.
Comments Regarding the Residence Rule

As we understand it, the Residence Rule is based on the basic idea that people should be counted at their usual residence, which is the
place where they live and sleep most of the time. We agree with this Rule, and we believe that this Rule should be applied to the sitnation
of military personnel who are temporarily deployed overseas to a conflict zone. This would result in these temporarily deployed persons
being counted as part of the resident population of the military community from which they were deployed.

Comments Regarding Situation 9(f)

Situation 9(f) pertains to "U.S. military personnel living on or off a military installation outside the U.S., including dependents living with
them." According to the Federal Register Notice, these people are currently "counted as part of the U.S. overseas population. They should
not be included on any U.S. census questionnaire.”

We think that this current situation is not fair for cities and counties that are located near military installations which are subject to large
troop deployments. (Appendix 1 explains how the Census Bureau's current procedures for counting deployed military members have
negatively impacted North Carolina and its military communities. Appendix | provides information on the impacts at the state level, the
military county level, the Fort Bragg annexation area level, and the City of Fayetteville level.)
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We would like to offer the following suggestions for updates to Situation 9(f):

Suggestion 1: The Census Bureau should revise Situation 9(f) so that it reflects at least the following two categories of U.S. overseas
military populations:

Category 1-- Military Members Temporarily Deployed Overseas to a Conflict Zone--For these members, the deployment will hopefully
consist of a "there and back" experience. These members might find themselves in places such as Iraq and Afghanistan, but they intend to
return to the military installation from which they were temporarily deployed. Members are expected to return to the location from where
they deployed, rather than reporting to their next rotational duty assignment. But for being deployed, these members would be back at their
last duty station. Although these members might be deployed for 6 to 9 months, we would argue that this is a "temporary” deployment,
when considered in light of the overall amount of time these members are assigned to a stateside military base. It is assumed that these
members would not likely have dependents living with them while temporarily deployed overseas to a conflict zone.

Category 2--Military Members Assigned Overseas Outside of a Conflict Zone--For these members, the experience of being assigned
overseas 1s part of their career rotation. These members might find themselves assigned to places such as Germany and Japan. For these
members, their next rotational duty assignment will very likely be somewhere different from their previous location. It is assumed that
these members might have dependents living with them while stationed overseas outside of a conflict zone.

Suggestion 2: The Census Bureau should revise its method of counting overseas military population. In the Federal Register Notice,
there is no information on how U.S. military personnel in Situation 9(f) are to be counted, except that these persons are to be counted "as
part of the overseas population." We understand that under current procedures, overseas military personnel are counted through
administrative records rather than a census questionnaire. We understand that these administrative records are maintained by the Defense
Manpower Data Center (DMDC). We also understand that under current procedures, the Census Bureau currently counts these people as
part of the apportionment population, but not part of the U.S. resident population. We understand that the Census Burcau allocates these
people to a state's apportionment population based on a hierarchy of information that is shown in a person's file maintained by the DMDC.
This hierarchy currently starts with the person's home of record, then the person's legal residence, and finally, the person's last duty station.
We understand that the Census Bureau has used this hierarchy for the past several decennial censuses.

Suggestion 2(a): The Census Bureau should revise its method of counting overseas military by reversing the hierarchy of
information that it currently uses to allocate people to a state's apportionment population. The reversed hierarchy should start with
the person's last duty station, then the person' s legal residence, and finally, the person's home of record. This suggestion of reversing the
hierarchy is intended to be applied to both Category 1 and Category 2 of the overseas population suggested above; this would ensure that
both categories are treated the same way. However, if the Census Bureau is not able to treat both categories in the same way, then we
would encourage the Census Bureau to apply the reversed hierarchy to at least Category 1. After all, people in Category 1 are the ones
who intend to return to their last duty station. They are the ones most likely to return to their last duty station after their deployment ends;
this last duty station is also likely where their immediate families are living,
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Suggestion 3: Assuming that the Census Bureau is willing to use the reversed hierarchy for at least the people in Category 1, the
Census Bureau should count the people in Category 1 as part of a state's resident population, as well as part of a state's
apportionment population. As noted above, the people in Category 1 intend to return to their last duty station and they are most likely to
return to their last duty station, after their deployment ends.

Suggestion 4;: Assuming that the Census Bureau is willing to count the people in Category 1 as part of a state's resident population,
the Census Bureau should use the actual address of a person in Category 1 and allocate the person to the census block in which
they resided before being deployed. This would ensure that the person is properly counted in the correct jurisdiction (city and county) in
which the person resided before being deployed. We assume that the person's actual address would be in the administrative (DMDC)
record for the person, because if the person were injured while being deployed, the military would need to be able to notify the person's
family members of the injury. We assume that demographic characteristics (e.g., age, sex, and race) about the person in Category 1 would
also be available in the administrative record for the person.

Suggestion 5: Consider adding a new question to the Census form. This question would ask: "Is a member of this household currently
temporarily deployed overseas to a conflict zone?" A follow-up question would ask: "If yes, please provide the person' s name (and age,
sex, and race)." This information would then be matched against the administrative record for the Category 1 deployed person.

Suggestion 6: Clarify the Census instructions provided to military families. Local experience has suggested that families of deployed
spouses were confused by Census instructions and did not complete their Census form. This increased the undercount of population in
military communities. The instructions need to state that if a family member is temporarily deployed overseas to a conflict zone, the
person filling out the form should list the deployed family member on the Census form. The instructions should also clearly state that all
members of the family should be listed on the form, if a person from the family is temporarily deployed overseas to a conflict zone.

In summary, if the Census Bureau would adopt these suggestions, people in Category 1 (military members temporarily deployed overseas
to a conflict zone) would be counted as part of the resident population of the community from which they were deployed. This would
correct the undercount problem that has existed in military communities. If the Census Bureau would adopt these suggestions, people in
Category | would be treated like the people in Situation 1 (people away from their usual residence on Census Day). They would be
counted at the residence where they live and sleep most of the time, but for being deployed.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to make these suggestions. If you have any questions, feel free to contact us through the City of
Fayetteville's Demographic Planner, David Nash, at 910- 433-1995, or by way of email at dnash@ci.fay.nc.us.

Appendix 1
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How the Census Bureau's Current Procedures for Counting Deployed Military Members Have Negatively Impacted North
Carolina and its Military Communities

Introduction and Purpose of This Appendix 1

In the letter preceding this Appendix 1, The City of Fayetteville, Cumberland County and the Fayetteville Regional Chamber Partnership,
has made several suggestions to the Census Bureau regarding the Census Bureau's current procedures for counting deployed military
members. These procedures are based on the 2010 Census residence rule and situation 9(f). The purpose of this Appendix 1 is to show that
the current procedures have negatively impacted North Carolina and its military communities. This Appendix | provides data in support of

the partnership' s suggestions for changing the Census Bureau's current procedures.
Background on the Census Bureau's Current Procedures

Prior to the 2010 Census, state and local leaders in North Carolina asked the Census Bureau to revise procedures for counting military
members who are deployed overseas. Under the current procedures for the decennial census, in effect from prior censuses, the Census
Bureau counted deployed military members as part of the overseas population. For the apportionment counts, the Census Bureau allocated
deployed military members to a state's overseas population. The Census Bureau first used the home of record. If home or record was not
available, the Census Bureau used the legal residence. If neither home or record or legal residence were available, the Census Bureau used
the last duty station.

State and local leaders in North Carolina leaders were concerned that the Census Bureau’s current procedures would harm North Carolina,
especially if a large number of military members stationed in North Carolina were temporarily deployed while the 2010 census was
conducted. Officials from the Census Bureau told the state that there was not time to change the methods for the 2010 census. (Census
Bureau officials suggested that they would consider changes before the 2020 census.)

On April 1, 2010, the 2010 Census was conducted.

When the US Census Bureau conducted the 2010 Census, many military personnel stationed at military installations in North Carolina
were temporarily deployed overseas. State officials estimate that more than 40,000 military members were deployed from military bases in
North Carolina around the time of the 2010 Census (April 1, 2010). (Fayetteville Observer, 3/30/11, p. 1A)

On December 21, 2010, the Census Bureau released the first counts from the 2010 Census. These counts were known as the apportionment
counts. These counts were used to apportion the seats in the U.S. House of Representatives to the 50 states. The apportionment population
for a state consisted of two numbers: the resident population of the state and the U.S. overseas population allocated to the state, based on
home of record information.
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Table 1 below shows the apportionment populations for the U.S. and North Carolina, based on the 2010 Census.

Table 1
Apportionment Populations for the U.S. and North Carclina, Based on 2010 Census
Apportionment population
Number of Total Resident U.S. overscas
Geographic representatives population population
United States 135 309 183 463% 308,745 538 1,042,523
North Carolina 13 9,565,781 8,535 483 30,298

Notes: *The total apportionment population of the US includes the resident population for the 50 states, as ascertained by the Twenty-Third Decennia 1
Census under Title 13, United States Code, and counts of overseas U.S. military and federal civilian employees (and their dependents living with them)
allocated to their home state, as reported by the employing federal agencies. The apportionment population excludes the resident and overseas population
of the District of Columbia.

Source: U.S. Census Burcau. 2010 Census. Population and Housing Unit Counts. United States Summary. Table A.- "Apportionment of U.S. House of
Representatives and Apportionment Population Based on 2010 Census.”

As shown in Table | above, the total U.S. overseas population was 1,042,523, and the North Carolina overseas population was 30,298.

Data on the components of the U.S. overseas population are shown below in the left half of Table 2. As shown, there were 410,696 persons
classified as in the Armed Forces and living overseas in the 2010 Census. The City staff assumes that detailed records are available on each
of these deployed members of the military. The staff assumes that the military could break this figure down by the number who are
deployed temporarily to conflict zones (such as Afghanistan and Irag), and the number who are assigned to long term duty stations outside
of a conflict zone (such as Germany and Japan). (These distinctions are referred to as Category 1 and Category 2 in the partnership's letter.)

Unfortunately, it has not been possible to locate any data sources showing the components of the North Carolina overseas population. (On
July 15, 2015, City staff was told that the North Carolina data were not published and cannot be released at this time.)

Therefore, the City staff has estimated the components of the North Carolina overseas population, based on the U.S. percentages. These
estimates are shown below in the right half of Table 2.

Table 2
Details on the U.S. Overseas Population and Estimates for North Carolina

2010-United States 2010 North Carolina (Estimated)
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Number Percent* Number Percent

Total 1,042,523 100.00% 30,298 100.00%
Federal Employees 434,382 41.67% 12,624 41.67%
Armed Forces 410,696 39.39% 11,936 39.39%
Fed Civilian Emplovees 23.686 2.27% 688 2.27%
Dependents of Fed Emplovees 608,141 58.33% 17,674 58.33%
Armed Forces Dependents 592.153 56.80% 17,209 56.80%
Fed Civilian Dependents 15,988 1.53% 465 1.53%
Total Armed Forces and Dependents 1,002.849 96.19% 29.145 96.19%
Total Fed Civ Empl and Dependents 39,674 3.81% 1,153 3.81%

Sources: US data based on report entitled, 2010 Census Federally Affiliated Overseas Count Operation Assessment Report. Data were in an
unnumbered table on page 2 of the report. NC data calculated, based on US percentages.
Note: *Published percentages were rounded and did not show any decimal places. Percentages shown above are shown to 2 decimal places.

As shown above in Table 2, City staff has estimated that 29,145 people in the North Carolina overseas population were members of
the Armed Forces and their dependents. Out of this, 11,936 were estimated to be members of the Armed Forces, while 17,209 were
estimated to be dependents of the Armed Forces members.

If the Census Bureau would adopt the suggestions in the partnership's letter [e.g., if the Census Bureau would distinguish between
Category I(temporarily deployed overseas) and Category 2 (assigned overseas for a longer term), and if the Census Bureau would use the

last duty station criteria in allocating overseas military members to states, ], the City staff believes the numbers for North Carolina shown in
Table 2 above would be very different.

Assessment of the Impacts of the Current Procedure

As pointed out in Table 2 of the preceding section, the Census Bureau reported that the North Carolina overseas population was 30,298,
Overseas military members made up a large part of this number, but it has not been possible to determine the actual number. However,
state officials estimated that more than 40,000 military members were deployed from military bases in North Carolina around the time of
the 2010 Census (Fayetteville Observer, 3/30/11,p. [A).

City staff has tried to locate studies documenting the impacts of the current procedure on North Carolina. City staff has also performed its
own analysis, using Census Bureau data. These studies and analysis efforts are discussed below.

Study of Defense Department Data. This is the most important study that City staff has been able to identify. Although City staff has not
been able to locate a copy of this study, it was mentioned in a major story in The Fayetteville Observer published on March 30, 2011. This
story was entitled, "Deployment Costly for State in Census.” This story was based on a staff and wire report. The story referred to a study
of Defense Department data that was provided to the Associated Press.
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One of the main findings from the study was: "North Carolina officials estimate more than 40,000 troops were deployed from the state's
military bases around the time of the census one year ago. But only 12,200 of the nation' s overseas military personnel listed North
Carolina as their home state, according to Department of Defense data provided to AP." This created a gap of around 28,000 troops, which
was costly to the state. For example, had the apportionment population of the state been only 15,000 higher, the state would have been
eligible for an extra congressional seat. This gap also likely resulted in considerable federal funding losses, which are often distributed
based on population. (Fayetteville Observer, 3/30/11, p. 1A)

City Staff's Analysis Based on Census Bureau Data - City staff has used the data released as part of the 2010 Census to analyze the
extent to which deployments have affected populations in North Carolina. This included using the Advanced Group Quarters Data, which
was released on April 20, 2011, via the Census Bureau's FTP site. (It 1s believed that this data was later incorporated into the 2010 Census
Summary File 1 dataset.) The term, "group quarters," refers to living quarters other than traditional housing units. Examples of group
quarters are: nursing homes, college dormitories, and military quarters, i.e., military barracks.

The release of the Advance Group Quarters data made it possible for the first time to approximate the number of group quarters military
personnel who were deployed from North Carolina. The general approach was to compare the number of people living in military quarters
in the 2010 Census against the same number from the 2000 Census. It is assumed that military quarters population is a good indicator of
the overall military population of an area.

The City staff has used Census Bureau data at four different scales: the state level, the military county level, Fort Bragg annexation area
level, and the City of Fayetteville level. Each is discussed below.

Analvsis at the State Level - Table 3 below shows the number of persons living in military quarters (i.e., barracks) in North Carolina in
2000 and 2010.

Table 3
Number of Persons Living i Milttary Quarters in North Carolina 1 20060 and 2010
Absolute Percent
Geographic 2000 2010 Change, Change,
Area Census Census 2000-2010 2000-2010
North Carclina 37,022 26,326 -10.696 ~28.89%
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The data in Table 3 show that the military quarters population decreased by 10,696 between 2000 and 2010. It seems reasonable to
conclude that at least part of this decrease was due to the Census Bureau's procedures for counting deployed military personnel from the
various military bases in North Carolina.

However, other factors could have affected this decrease. For example, the decrease could be a function of modernization programs at
military bases in North Carolina. For example, a base might have tom down some barracks between 2000 and 2010; in this situation, it is

assumed the base would have provided opportunities for the displaced military personnel to live off base.

Analvsis at the Military County Level - "Military County"” refers to any county with people living in military quarters. Table 4 below

shows the number of persons living in military quarters in North Carolina by county in 2000 and 2010. The counties are ranked in the order

of their military quarters population in 2000.

Table 4
Number of Persons Living in Military Quarters in North Carolina, by County,
in 2000 and 2010

Absolute Percent
Ueographic 2000 2010 Change, Change,
Area Census Census 2000-2010 20002010
Onslow Co 18,491 16,697 - 1,794 -5 70%
Cumberland Co 13,857 3,949 ~ 7,908 -37.07%
CravenCo 3,420 2,986 - 434 ~12.69%
Wayne Co 563 594 3] 5.51%
Richmond Co 374 0 - 374 -100.00%,
Brunswick Co 222 4 - 21 - 98.20%
Pasquotank Co 33 41 8 24.24%
Dare Co 27 6 ~ 21 - T7.78%
New Hanover 22 29 7 31.82%
Carteret Co 13 15 2 15.38%
PamhicoCo 0 4 4
Mecklenburg { | 1
Total-NC 37,022 26,326 -10.696 - 28 89%

As shown above, Cumberland County (the home of Fort Bragg) experienced the largest absolute decrease in military quarters population of

any county in North Carolina between 2000 and 2010.
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It is assumed that this decrease is significantly related to deployment of troops from Fort Bragg around the time of the 2010 Census, and to
the Census Bureau's procedures for counting deployed military members.

According to The Fayetteville Observer, Fort Bragg officials estimate that 13,000 soldiers returned to Fort Bragg in 2010 after being
deployed to Afghanistan, Iraq, and Haiti. It was estimated that many of these returning troops returned after the date of the 2010 Census
(April 1, 2010). (Fayetteville Observer, 3/30/11, p. 1A))

Annexation at the Fort Brage Annexation Area Level - A large part of Fort Bragg was annexed into the City of Fayetteville on
September 1, 2008. Since the date of annexation, the military quarters population of this part of Fort Bragg has declined significantly. This
decrease in the military quarters population definitely impacted the population of the City of Fayetteville, as reflected in the population
estimates prepared by the State Demographer.

Table 5 shows data for the part of Fort Bragg annexed into the City of Fayetteville for four time periods (as of the 2000 Census, as of July
1, 2008, as of July 1, 2009, and as of the 2010 Census).

Table s
Data for the Part of Fort Bragg Annexed into the City of Fayetteville Effective 9/1/08

Population Ag of 2000 Asoffuly 1, |Asofluly L As of 2010
Components Census {1} 2008 (2) 2009(2) Census(3)
Total Number

Housing LUniis 4,142 4,338 4,338 4,185

# Vacant Housmg

Units 103 300 300 374

# Occupied

Housing Units 4038 3,838 3,838 3,806
Average

Household Size 3.7096 3.6201 3.6201 3.1742
Household

Population 14,983 13,894 13,854 12,081
Group Quarters

Population 13,132 12,053 11028 3116

000549

BC-DOC-0000007332



Total
Population 2B 115 25947 24,922 17,197
Sources:

1. The data as of the 2000 Census arc based on a tabulation of 2000 census blocks that were completely within the boundaries of the area annexed in
2008. When 2000 census blocks straddled the annexation boundary, City staff worked with a staff member from Fort Bragg in allocating housing units
and population to the part of the block included within the annexation boundary. The City had to submit these estimates, based on 2000 Census data, to
the US Justice Department for preclearance of the annexation of Fort Bragg.

2 The housing count data and the household population data for July 1, 2008 and for July 1, 2009 are from information provided by Fort Bragg officials
to the City for submission to the State Demographer. The group quarters population data for July 1, 2008 and for July 1, 2009 are from information
provided by Fort Bragg officials to the State Demographer. The State Demographer used all of this information in preparing her "standard" estimate of
population for the City of Fayetteville.

3. The data as of the 2010 Census are based on a tabulation of 2010 census blocks that were completely within the boundaries of the area annexed in
2008. This involved using GIS to join block-level group quarters data, by facility type, to the shape file of census blocks.

The information in Table 5 above shows that there was a gradual decrease in the group quarters population in the Fort Bragg annex area
between the 2000 Census and July 1, 2009. This might have been a function of the demolition of old barracks and the provision of
opportunities for barracks residents to move off-post.

The information in Table 5 above also shows that there was a very sharp decrease in the group quarters population in the Fort Bragg annex
area between July 1, 2009 and the 2010 Census. This was very likely due to the deployment of troops living in barracks on Fort Bragg, and
to the Census Bureau's procedures for counting deployed military members.

The information in Table 5 above also suggests that the impact of deployments can be detected in the Fort Bragg annex area, in terms of a
decrease in houschold population between July 1, 2009 and the 2010 Census. (It should be noted that in addition to barracks, many people
on Fort Bragg live in traditional family units. These units are typically single-family detached units.) For example, while the number of
occupied housing units declined slightly, the average household size decreased significantly. This might be because of the deployment of
one adult from the household. Under this scenario, another adult would have been left in the household, along with any children from the
household.

Analysis at the City of Favetteville Level - The decrease in the military quarters population within the part of Fort Bragg that was
annexed into the City of Fayetteville in 2008 has definitely impacted the overall population of the City of Fayetteville.

For example, the overall population of the City according to the 2010 Census was only 200,564. Prior to the release of the 2010 Census
data for Fayetteville, the North Carolina State Demographer had estimated that the City's population was approximately 208,000.
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It should be noted that this analysis of deployment impacts has not included a study of neighborhoods located off-post from Fort Bragg but
within the City of Fayetteville. It is possible that if such a study were done, it would reveal that average household size was suppressed by
the absence of an adult from the houschold who was deployed at the time of the 2010 Census.

Officials from another military community in North Carolina, Jacksonville, have reported that there was an undercount of household
population in the Jacksonville area. It is believed that the undercount resulted in part from confusing instructions on how to fill out the
Census form. A study of this problem has not been done in the Fayetteville area.

Summary of the Impacts of the Current Procedure

The study of Defense Department data outlined above, along with the City staff's analysis of Census Bureau data at several geographic
scales, suggest that the 2010 Census populations of military base communities in North Carolina were significantly impacted by the Census
Bureaus' procedures for counting military members who were temporarily deployed overseas to a conflict zone. It is unfortunate that many
of these deployed members of the military were apparently deployed just prior to the 2010 Census. This meant that under the current
procedures of the Census Bureau, they were not counted in state, county, and city resident population counts. However, if the Census
Bureau will adopt the suggestions outlined in the partnership's letter, this situation will likely not happen again.

c00455 1 encourage you to eliminate the rule that counts incarcerated people as residents of the community where the prison is
located, rather than their home community. This "prison gerrymandering” tends to enhance the political power of rural
white communities at the expense of urban communities of color, and is out of touch with reality -- most prisoners do not
intend permanent residence in the place where the prison is located, and probably would not be overly welcome there.

If prisoners were allowed to vote, would their "local" community really want them helping decide who is on their school
board? Since prisoners generally cannot vote, this is a contemporary equivalent of the Constitution's original "three-fifths"
rule, counting enslaved blacks as equivalent o three-fifths of white people for purposes of allocating voting power.

c00456 Please stop trying to alter the spread of lies that using the prisons to alter the actual
demographics of humanity across the nation by using prison inmates to manipulate
gerrymandering. You stood up to the president during WWII by not allowing access to citizens
information, now it's time to stand up once again, for the sake of honesty and to show your
inlegrity once again.

c00457 This comment is with regards to the Census Bureau's proposal to continue to count incarcerated persons as

residents of the correctional facility. Incarcerated people should be counted at their home communities in the next
census in 2020. A prison is not a residence. A prison is a prison, a place where someone is forced to be for some
period of time before likely returning to the city or area where they made their home before entering the correctional
system. Counting incarcerated persons as the Census Bureau did at the last census inaccurately represents both the
person's home community and the prison's host community. This inflates the political power of the area where the
prison is located and deflates the political power of the person's home community. This distorts the redistricting
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process.

Thank you for considering my comments, and please change the policy.

c00458 As a teacher for ten years in a large county correctional facility in , I was able to learn the stories of many of the
inmates who were in my classes. While some of them resided in the Congressional district where the facility was located, many
more came from other parts of or other states entirely.

Many of my students were arrested while visiting relatives. During a drug raid, everyone in the house at the time would be swept
up, and unable to make bail, these visitors would be incarcerated only until their cases were resolved. They clearly were not local
residents.

In fact, a large portion of the population at this facility was pretrial, meaning that their stay was temporary. After trial, they could
be released—and would return to their homes—or they could be sentenced to state or federal prisons.

It is ludicrous, then, that such individuals would be counted in the Census for this district, just because they happened to be there
at that time.

Counting incarcerated people as residents is not only unfair, it is unconstitutional. The U.S. Census Bureau has the power to right
this wrong. I urge you to reconsider the residence rules for the 2020 Census.

c00459 The undersigned philanthropy leaders appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal
Register notice regarding the 2020 Residence Criteria and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016) and the extension on the
comment period announced on July 25, 2016.

The census is enshrined in the first Article of the U.S. Constitution as an essential element of our democracy. Beyond the fact that the
census is the basis for apportioning seats in the U.S. House of Representatives, the data are used to draw congressional and state districts;
distribute billions of dollars in federal funds to states and localities; provide evidence in litigation, such as cases dealing with civil rights
and election-related issues; determine community-based service needs such as programs supporting children and low-income families;
assess the implementation of laws addressing equity in education, housing, the workplace, and criminal justice; guide companies in
locating businesses and hiring employees; and much more.

Our nstitutions and our grantees are heavily dependent on census data in the philanthropic work we undertake. Therefore, we are
committed to preserving and enhancing the integrity and accuracy of the census and improving the count of those segments of the
population that historically and persistently have been missed in prior censuses, including communities of color, immigrants, young
children, and rural and low-income populations. In fact, many of us are funding activitics that support the Census Bureau’s mission for an
accurate 2020 census.
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We share the Bureau’s goal of a fair and accurate census. However, counting every person is not enough; they must be counted in the right
location to ensure a truly accurate result. Accordingly, we are very concerned that the proposal for 2020 residence criteria continues to
count people who are incarcerated on Census Day in the prison facility rather than their pre- and post-incarceration home.

The Census Bureau defines “usual residence” as the place where a person “eats and sleeps most of the time,” but fails to follow that
principle when counting incarcerated people, who are regularly moved between facilities while incarcerated. Such people are “usual
residents” of the home (and community) in which they lived before the government moved them involuntarily to a temporary prison
setting. The expectation is that the incarcerated individual will again return home once the period of detention has been served.

When the Bureau sought comments last year on its residence rules for 2020, 96 percent of the submissions regarding residence rules for
incarcerated persons urged the Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their home address, which s almost always their legal address. This
level of consensus among stakeholders and experts, which is based on a thorough understanding of the realities of modern incarceration, 1s
extraordinary and deserves far more consideration than it was given.

Moreover, the Bureau’s proposed method of counting the incarcerated population is inconsistent with its proposal for counting other
groups that eat and sleep in a location that is not their usual residence. For example, the Bureau decided that other populations, such as
military personnel deployed overseas, should be counted at their home address despite lengthy absences from their usual residences during
the time of the census. It revised the criteria for deployed military personnel even though there were far fewer comments related to this
subject than on the prison miscount. This calls into question the utility of the public comment process.

Additionally, the proposed rules will count boarding school students at their home address, even if they spend most of their time at the
school. The proposed residence criteria would also count juveniles in residential treatment centers at their home because “most people in
residential treatment centers for juveniles only stay at the facility temporarily and often have a usual home elsewhere that they return to
after treatment is completed.” These cases are identical to the situation for incarcerated people: It is a temporary stay, and they have a usual
home elsewhere to which they will return to once the sentence is served.

Accordingly, we are disappointed that the Census Bureau continues to carve out an unexplained and unsupported exception for
incarcerated people that counts them in the wrong place, creating unwelcome and damaging distortions to our democracy.

American demographics and living situations have changed dramatically in the two centuries since the first census, and the census has
evolved in response to many of these changes in order to continue to provide an accurate picture of the nation. Those changes, however,
have not extended to counting incarcerated people in the right place. This reduces the accuracy of the census data for communities of color,
in particular, with significant results. For example, because African Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting
incarcerated people in the wrong location is especially detrimental to ensuring proper political representation of these communities.
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In conclusion, we believe that in order to produce an accurate 2020 census, the Bureau should count incarcerated people at their home
address, not at the prison facility where they happen to be located on Census Day. We hope the Bureau’s final 2020 Census Residence
Criteria reflects this change for the 2020 census.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the 2020 Residence Criteria and Residence Situations.

c00460 The League of Women Voters of Connecticut appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Census Bureau’s practice of counting
incarcerated persons as residents of the communities where they are detained on Census Day.

The League of Women Voters of Connecticut opposes the practice of prison gerrymandering. It has a direct and, we believe, negative
impact on redistricting for legislative districts.

The League believes that for districting purposes, incarcerated persons should be counted in their hometown populations, not in the
communities where they are incarcerated. We believe that it is vital that legislative districts reflect the diversity of the populace they
represent and serve, especially with regard to racial and ethnic diversity. In the state of Connecticut most corrections facilities are located
in rural, predominately white communities while the prison populations are disproportionately persons of color. Towns where corrections
facilities are located appear to have more racial and ethnic diversity than they actually do.

In addition to skewing the picture of a community’s racial and ethnic diversity, prison gerrymandering leads to increased representation for
communities housing prisons, while denying full representation to the communities the inmates call home and are most likely to return to
upon their release. Prison gerrymandering increases the representation of some communities while diminishing the representation of all
others.

The League of Women Voters of Connecticut encourages the Census Bureau to bring an end to the practice of counting prisoners where
they are incarcerated in the 2020 Census.

c00461 As former Directors of the U.S. Census Bureau, we write respectfully to encourage your consideration of a different Residence Criteria
governing where incarcerated persons are counted in the decennial census than the one proposed in the Federal Register, 2020 Census
Residence Criteria and Residence Situations, FR Doc. 2016-15372 Filed 6-29-16. For the reasons set forth below, we believe the Census
Bureau should reverse its current policy and count incarcerated persons at their home address, instead of at the facility where they are
housed on Census Day.

The census residence rules are grounded in the Census Act of 1790, which established usual place of residence as the guidepost for
determining where to place people who are counted in the census, whether in a household or group facility. The Census Bureau further
defined this concept as “where a person lives and sleeps most of the time.”

The Census Bureau fully understands, of course, that it cannot easily apply this seemingly simple description to millions of people who
maintain more than one residence, or who are temporarily away from home during the census, with a “one size fits all” approach. As
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another former director, John G. Keane, noted in testimony before the House Subcommittee on Census and Population in 1988, “Usual
residence is not necessarily the same as legal residence, voting residence, or the place where a person is found on Census Day” (Testimony
of Dr. John G. Keane, Director, Bureau of the Census, before the House Subcommittee on Census and Population, “Census Residence
Rules: Military Personnel Abroad,” April 18, 1988, Serial No. 100-49). We commend the bureau for its careful consideration of a myriad
of living situations for which usual residence is not easily established. Equally important, the bureau has recognized that demographic and
normative changes warrant frequent reevaluation of the residence criteria, to ensure that the decennial census produces the most accurate
profile possible of our nation’s population and communities.

An illustrative example is the Census Bureau’s decision to reverse a century-old rule governing where to count students attending college
(and living away from home) for the 1950 Census. Prior to 1950, most college students were counted at their parents’ home, in accordance
with the first formal residence rules established in 1850. As the Committee on National Statistics documented in its seminal report on
census residence rules, “Once, Only Once, and in the Right Place,” several factors influenced the Census Bureau’s decision to change
course with respect to counting college students (National Research Council of the National Academies, “Once, Only Once, and in the
Right Place: Residence Rules in the Decennial Census,” 2006). The bureau concluded at the time that “most students live in college
communities for as much as nine months of the year, so the college is their usual residence,” making the new rule to count students at their
college or university living quarters more consistent with the concept of usual residence. Notably, however, the changing demography of
college campuses, propelled by the return of soldiers from World War I who took advantage of educational opportunities under the GI
Bill, was another significant consideration. Finally, the bureau highlighted the importance of accuracy as a factor that supported a policy
change, noting that the 1850 rule often led to misreporting (omissions and duplications) both by parents inclined to count their collegiate
children as part of the household and by college students who received census forms at their academic year residence.

The evolution of the residence rule pertaining to college students demonstrates that a range of variables rightly bears on decisions that
determine where people are counted in the census, especially for mobile population groups. We believe significant trends in the nation’s
criminal justice system over the past 30+ years similarly warrant close examination and, ultimately, a reversal of the current rule that
places incarcerated persons at the facility where they are housed on Census Day, rather than at their home address. We highlight three
notable developments for your consideration:

o The prison population has increased from roughly 300,000 in 1980 to more than 2.2 million today; the proportion of the U.S.
population that is incarcerated has increased four-fold in that time period. Therefore, the consequences of the Residence Criteria
for census accuracy are far greater.

o Prisons are now more likely to be located in largely White (non-Hispanic) rural areas, while a majority of prisoners come from
urban, often underserved, communities whose populations are disproportionately people of color. It is the latter communities to
which incarcerated persons will likely return after serving their sentences and to which they maintain family and social ties. This
factor is significant: the U.S. Supreme Court recognized in Franklin v. Massachusetts (505 U.S. 788, 1992) that the concept of
usual residence in the census incorporated some element of ““ enduring ties” and “allegiance” to a community.
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o There is considerable turnover within the prison system itself, with large number of inmates leaving the system each year after
completing their sentences (or being released pre-trial after being held in local jails for mere days) and many others being
transferred frequently between facilities. Therefore, many incarcerated persons will nof spend long periods of time at the facility
where they are housed on Census Day.

In summary, a new rule that places incarcerated persons in their home communities would recognize the temporal nature of most
incarcerations and produce census data that more accurately reflect the true demographic, social, and economic conditions both of
communities that are the “usual residence” for most incarcerated persons and communities to which these individuals have virtually no ties
beyond the siting of a prison facility. Stated another way, counting prisoners at their home address would improve the distributional
accuracy of the census — an important goal in light of the census’ primary role as the basis for our representational system of government
and the broader use of census data as a guide star for the prudent allocation of public and private resources.

Thank you for your consideration of our views on this important issue.

c00462 The Interfaith Alliance of NYS; Inc. (TIANYS) along with "hundreds of allies around the country, are profoundly disappointed by the
Census Bureau proposal to again count nearly 2 million people in the wrong place on Census day. Continuing this outdated practice will
ensure an inaccurate 2020 Census and another decade of prison gerrymandering.'

We stand by Prisoners of the Census Executive Director, Peter Wagner's following letter. TIANY'S is concerned about the impact of the
Bureau's decision to continue to count incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their home communities for -
several reasons which are highlighted further in Mr. Wagner’s letter.

The reasoning is this: "The Census Bureau blatantly ignored the 96% overwhelming consensus urging a change in the Census count for
incarcerated persons. This policy perpetuates the distortion of democracy that results from padding the population counts of communities
with prisons. It seriously distorts redistricting at the local level of county commissions, city councils, and school boards. It also harms
urban communities by not crediting them with the incarcerated population whose legal residence never changed. It creates legislative
problems resulting in constitutional violations of one person, one vote requirements. And most disappointing, because it so clearly harms
communities of colour by reducing the accuracy of Census data about communities of colour. Due to the fact that "African-Americans and
Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people in the wrong location is particularly had for proper representation
of African-American and Latino communities.”

This on-going practice is not only morally wrong, but a true social injustice because it denies home communities of the resources needed to
improve their already failing infrastructure. As people of many worldviews, we still know what injustice looks like, and will stand with and
support those who are targeted by these policies.

c00463 Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the notice seeking comments on the Bureau’s proposed 2020 Census Residence Rule and
Residence Situations (Document 81 FR 42577 June 30, 2016). The League of Women Voters of the United States (LWVUS) 1s
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disappointed by the proposal’s recommendation to continue counting nearly two million people — incarcerated citizens -- in the wrong
place.

The Census Bureau’s decision to continue use of the “usual residence” rule when counting incarcerated citizens damages our democracy.
Counting prisoners at their place of incarceration improperly inflates the population of that location and undercounts the population where
a prisoner truly resides. Counting prisoners as if they are residents of the prison location unfairly gives greater representation to those
voters who happen to live in districts that contain prisons. And it robs the prisoners’ home districts of their rightful representation.

The Bureau’s rationale for continued use of this ocutmoded system misunderstands the basic purpose of the Census. Article I, Section 2 of
the Constitution created the Census for the purpose of ensuring fair representation. It provided the population information necessary for the
apportionment of congressional seats. Since that time, the federal, constitutional interest in fair representation has been vastly expanded —
through constitutional amendment and Supreme Court action — so it is simply misleading to characterize redistricting based on the Census
as only a state matter, as the Bureau suggests. The federal interest in congressional redistricting and redistricting of states and
municipalities cannot be ignored. The Constitutional interest in fair and equal representation should be recognized by the Bureau, rather
than being dismissed.

Moreover, the Bureau’s plan to leave the residence for prisoners question up to the states will undoubtedly lead to different standards for
congressional, state and municipal elections around the country — contrary to the “one person, one vote” principle. Not only does such
inconsistency not make sense, it leaves federal redistricting and state and local apportionment and redistricting decision open for political
manipulation.

At the very least, federal prisoners incarcerated by the U.S. Government away from their state of residence must be counted as residing in
their home state. Otherwise, the federal apportionment of congressional seats under the Constitution will be flawed. Having the federal
government affect the apportionment count through its incarceration policies and locations is wrong.

Continued failure to update a rule that has gone unchanged in 225 years while the affected population has quadrupled in size is short-
sighted and misguided. Choosing to disregard more than two centuries of change in our country, our laws, and our ¢riminal justice system
is unacceptable. The Census Bureau should count incarcerated citizens at their home addresses, where they expect to return, engage with
community members and participate in the civic process. It is time for the Census Bureau to update its interpretation of this rule.

The Census Bureau’s insistence on counting incarcerated citizens only in prisons leads to inaccuracies in counts of rural and urban
communities and disenfranchises large blocks of African American and Latino voters while undermining the redistricting process in states
across the country. The distortion of state and federal legislative districts upsets the balance of power and disproportionately
underrepresents minority populations in communities across the country. The League believes in a population count that accurately
represents communities and citizens that live within them. The Census should ensure that every man, woman and child can have equal
representation in our democracy. Counting incarcerated citizens at their home addresses is one of the fairest ways to protect our democracy
and the true accuracy of the Census.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed 2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

c00464

The Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund (AALDEF) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal
Register Notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016).

AALDEF, founded in 1974, is a New York-based national organization that protects and promotes the civil rights of Asian Americans
through litigation, advocacy, education, and organizing. Voter access and political empowerment are at the center of AALDEF’s mission.
For every major election since 1988, AALDEF has deployed poll monitors and volunteers to conduct the nation’s largest nonpartisan
survey of Asian American voters, which records voters’ candidate preferences, issue priorities, and problems and obstacles that they
encountered at the polls. We have also led redistricting efforts in New York City and numerous other jurisdictions across the country,
contributing research and advocating for the creation of district maps that more accurately reflect the changing demographics of these
jurisdictions and protect the voting rights of Blacks, Latinos, and Asian Americans.

As a civil rights organization that has done extensive voting rights work, we write to advocate for census residence criteria that are
consistent with the demands of equal protection and fair representation. Accordingly, we urge the U.S. Census Bureau to count
incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility where they happen to be located on Census day.

It 1s an understatement to say that the American criminal justice system looks vastly different today as compared to 1790, when the
planners of the first census established the concept of “usual residence.” With a five-fold increase in prison population over the last 40
years and more than two million people currently jailed, the United States is today’s world leader in incarceration.1/

While all racial groups have seen their incarceration rates increase, minority groups have starkly higher incarceration rates than white
Americans. Whites are underrepresented in prisons, while Blacks, Hispanics, Asian Americans, and other minority groups are heavily
overrepresented. Although Whites (non-Hispanic) are 64% of the U.S. population and 39% of the prison system,2/

.+ Blacks are 13% of the U.S. population, and 40% of the prison system;

I Hispanics are 16% of the U.S. population, and 19% of the prison system; and

i Asian Americans are 6% of the U.S. population, and 9% of the prison system.3/
Blacks are incarcerated five times more than Whites are, and Hispanics are twice as likely to be incarcerated as Whites.

These changes in the scope and the demographic of the American criminal justice system create new perspectives and amplify existing
challenges when evaluating the implications and consequences of the census residence criteria. Currently, as a result of the U.S. Census
Bureau’s policy of counting people in prison as residents of the prison, incarcerated individuals are grouped together with non-incarcerated
individuals living in the surrounding community to form legislative districts in all states, except for New York, Maryland, Delaware, and
California. These four states have passed laws to use other data for redistricting purposes, in direct response to the U.S. Census Bureau’s
reluctance to move away from rules largely outdated and unjust as it pertains to incarcerated individuals.
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Indeed, the sheer size of the U.S. prison population, especially as simultaneously considered with the racial breakdown of incarcerated (and
consequently, in many cases, disenfranchised) Americans and the rural or suburban location of most state and federal prisons, is cause for
concern about the implications of this policy for voting rights, fair representation, and redistricting.

Given the data above, along with a formidable pool of academic and governmental research corroborating this summary, we believe that
the U.S. Census Bureau’s current residence criteria for people in prison have unjust consequences that may violate the Equal Protection
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. At the federal, state, and local levels, prison gerrymandering (as many
characterize the effects of the current census residence criteria) has inverse consequences for residents of prison-containing districts and
residents of non-prison containing districts. District maps drawn according to the census data mean that:

Residents of prison-containing districts: Residents on non-prison-containing districts:
- Gain more impact per vote cast against their - Have less impact per vote cast than their
counterparts in non-prison-containing districts, counterparts in prison-containing districts.

since their district population contains
incarcerated individuals, many of whom are not
permitted to vote, but whose presence allows for
the existence of the district as 1s

- Enjoy an increase in the representative- - Suffer decreased power that their concerns and
constituent ratio since politicians often 1ssues have in federal, state, and local

do not consider themselves accountable to their ~ legislatures against their counterparts in prison-
incarcerated “constituents.” Both practically and  containing districts who are effectively receiving
theoretically, this means that their concerns are more representation per person.

given more representation in federal, state, and

local legislatures, as compared with the concerns

of their counterparts in non-prison-containing

Districts.

These considerations against the 2020 census residence criteria are even more compelling in light of the racial disparities between prisoner-
sending communities and prisoner-receiving communities. Prisoner-sending and/or non-prisoner-receiving communities, the ones losing
out on voting power and representation, are more likely to form urban districts of significant minority populations than prisoner-receiving
communities. Meanwhile, most prisoner-receiving communities, the ones gaining in voting power and representation, are more likely to
form rural, majority white districts.
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In New York, 91% of prisoners are housed in facilities located in upstate New York, even though 66% come from and ultimately return
downstate to New York City.4/ In 2002, before the state adopted legislation counting incarcerated people in their home communities for
redistricting purposes, residents of the prison-containing, mostly-rural, and majority-white Wyoming County enjoyed significantly
increased voting power and representation in the state legislature against the interests of the residents of the urban, heavily-immigrant,
majority-minority Queens County, which contained the most over-populated districts in the State.5/ Indeed, if prisoners had been counted
at their home residence, no fewer than seven State Senate districts would have been more than five 5% too small to constitute a district.6/
Similarly, at the federal level, seven congressional districts in the state would not have qualified as districts at all.7/

Conclusion

“One person, one vote” and fair representation are sacred principles that are enshrined in the founding documents and philosophy of
American democracy. Drastic changes in the scope and the demographics of the American criminal justice system have exacerbated the
potentially unconstitutional implications that counting prisoners at their facilities has had against these prin¢iples. In light of the
considerations above, AALDEF, as a civil rights organization concerned with protecting voting rights for all, urges the U.S. Census Bureau
to amend its residence criteria to count incarcerated people at their home residence instead of the particular facility in which they are
residing on Census Day.

We thank vou in advance for your serious consideration of these comments, and appreciate this opportunity to submit a comment regarding
the Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations to the U.S. Census Bureau. Any questions relating to this comment should be
directed to , Director, Democracy Program, at

1/ The Sentencing Project, “Trends in U.S. Corrections,” December 15, 2015, hitp://sentencingproject.org/wpcontent/
uploads/2016/01/Trends-in-US-Corrections.pdf.

2/ Data from the 2010 U.S. Census, SF-1 table P42 and the PCT20 table series.

3/ “Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders Behind Bars,” December 2015
http://www.searac.org/sites/default/files/18877%20AAPIs%20Behind%20Bars_web.pdf.

4/ Michael Li and Connor Mealey, “Proposed Census Rule Could Hurt Communities,” July 13, 2016, https://www.brennancenter.org/blog/proposed-
census-rule-could-hurt-communities.

5/ Peter Wagner, “Importing Constituents: Prisoners and Political Clout in New York,” April 22, 2002,
http://www.prisonpolicy.org/importing/importing. html.

6/ Prison Policy Initiative, “Gerrymandering and relying on the miscount of prisoners combine to violate the U.S. Constitution in New York,”
http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/nygerrymander.html.

7/ Brennan Center for Justice, “Census Fact Sheet,”

http://www bremnmancenter.org/sites/default/files/legacv/Democracy/Census%20F act%205heet% 20revised%20FINAL pdf.

c00465

The Community Service Society of New York ("CSS") submits these Comments in response to the Census Bureau's ("Census") Federal
Register Notice regarding the 2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 Fed. Reg. 42577 (proposed June 30, 2016).
Census has proposed to continue counting incarcerated people at the correctional facility where they are detained on Census Day. We
write to urge Census to reconsider its proposal and instead to count incarcerated people at their home address.
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CSS is an independent, not-for-profit organization that has addressed the root causes of economic disparity in New York for over 170
years. CSS utilizes research, advocacy, litigation and innovative program models that strengthen our city and benefit all New Yorkers.
CSS's Legal Department works to end discrimination faced by individuals who have criminal conviction histories. The Legal Department
develops and litigates cases on behalf of individuals and groups of persons with criminal conviction histories, and works toward legislative
and policy solutions to the entrenched problems and barriers that they face.

The Legal Department's work to alleviate post-conviction discrimination and barriers to reentry has highlighted for us how important it is
for communities impacted by mass incarceration - which are largely communities of color and low-income communities - to have access to
the resources needed to help formerly incarcerated community members build stable and prosperous lives for themselves, their families
and their communities. In order for these communities to effectively advocate for themselves, they must have equal access to
representation and an equal opportunity to participate in the democratic process. Census's proposal to continue counting

incarcerated people where they are detained will instead deny equal representation for communities impacted by mass incarceration by
contributing to vote dilution.

CSS urges that Census recognize the following important concerns:

= Prisons are not a “usual residence” because incarcerated people generally maintain family and community ties to their home
communities, not to the communities in which prisons are located: Census is wrong to consider incarcerated people as residents
of the communities where they are detained because prisons are not a "usual residence." There is no opportunity for an
individual detained behind prison walls to interact with the community where the prison is situated or to develop anything like
normal "community ties." Prisoners do not engage in political, volunteer, school, employment or recreational activities outside
the walls. They are not directly affected by what goes on in the local community. Instead, incarcerated people generally maintain
family ties to their home community and usually return there when released. It is in these home communities - not in the
communities where prisons are located - that incarcerated people access the support, stability and resources needed to successfully
move on with life after returning home from prison. Counting prisons as their "usual residence” is an artificial construct that
denies the reality of the situation and leads to unjust results.

= Census's decision o continue counting incarcerated people where they are detained undermines principles of equal representation
and impacts incarcerated people's home communities by diluting the political representation available to those communities:
Counting incarcerated people where they are detained has the effect increasing the political power and representation for the
communities where they are detained (who do not bear any costs of this incarceration - these costs are paid by the state and
federal governments) at the expense of incarcerated people's home communities. A disproportionate number of incarcerated
people come from - and return to - communities of color and low-income communities that have been ravaged by mass
incarceration and underinvestment. These communities are entitled to fair, proportionate representation as part of our democracy.
This can be achieved if people are properly counted in the communities they call home, not the communities where they reside at
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sufferance. Otherwise, census data may show that a given district is growing by virtue of the fact that its prison population is
increasing — a perverse, inherently unfair and intellectually dishonest result.

=  Although New York and other states have addressed prison gerrymandering at the state level, Census must fix this problem at the
national level: In 2010, New York passed the New York Prison Gerrymandering Law which requires state and county
governments to count incarcerated people at their home addresses when drawing legislative districts. The fact that New York
(and other states) has taken this important step to address the problem of prison gerrymandering is encouraging. But the issue of
equal representation and the dilution of representation for communities which have been impacted by mass incarceration is too
important to be addressed through a patchwork of state and local measures. A national solution to this issue is needed.

= Incarcerated people should not be counted differently than other group of people who spend time away from their home
communities: Census has recognized that various groups of people - including boarding school students, members of
Congress and truck drivers who sleep away from home most nights - should be counted in their home communities even
though they spend significant amounts of time away from home. Census's decision to count these groups of people in
their home communities recognizes the local connections these groups of people have and the need that they be counted
and afforded political representation as part of these communities. Incarcerated people should not be treated any
differently.

In sum, CSS strongly urges Census to end prison gerrymandering by counting incarcerated people in their home communities. To do
otherwise is intellectually dishonest, unfair, and creates perverse results.

c00466 I am writing to request that the U.S. Census Bureau change how incarcerated persons are counted in the Census. The practice of counting
incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their home communities is inaccurate, outdated, and completely unfair.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

c00467 The International Community Corrections Association submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding the Residence Criteria and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). The Bureau’s proposal to continue counting
incarcerated people at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day ignores the realities of incarceration and
people’s connection to their community. The Bureau’s proposal would mean another decade of decisions based on counting incarcerated
people in the wrong place.

The ICCA, as a private, non-profit, membership organization, acts as the representative voice for residential and other community
corrections programs. As such, it expects of its members compassion, belief in the dignity and worth of human beings, respect for
individual difference and a commitment to quality care for its clients. Given these values, we were disappointed to hear that the Bureau
proposed to once again lump all incarcerated people together and count them at the facility where they happen to be located on Census day
rather than at counting them where they all individually live.
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Our primary goal is the successful re-integration of the client into the community after their temporary stay in a correctional facility. Our
50 years of experience working toward that goal makes it clear that the way the Bureau counts incarcerated people does not match the
realities of incarceration in this country.

Counting incarcerated people at the location of the prison they temporarily happen to be in on Census day, instead of at home creates an
inaccurate portrait of their home communities (as well as the areas where facilities are located). State, localities, and our member agencies
rely on Census data, so when the data is flawed, their policy decisions are based on a distorted reality.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to follow the residence
rule to count everyone in the right place. My organization believes that in order to produce an accurate 2020 Census, the Bureau must
count incarcerated people at home.

c00468 The Vera Institute of Justice (Vera) produces ideas, analysis and research that drive change in the systems people rely upon for safety and
justice. Much of our work involves close partnership with state and local government and civic leaders. Since 1961, Vera has conducted
research on people in jails and prisons across the United States.

We write in response to the Census Burean’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577
(June 30, 2016) that proposes to continue counting incarcerated people at the particular facility where they are housed on Census day.
Additionally, we understand that the Census Bureau is seeking information on the length of time people stay in prison and jail facilities to
help inform this decision.

Vera recommends changing the proposed rule to count incarcerated people in their home communities rather than the correctional facilities
where they are housed. Because of the transitory nature of prison and jail housing, counting people in prisons or jails does not accurately
reflect their residence situation. If you apply a standard on residency that makes provisions for people at boarding schools or on military
deployment to be counted in their home communities, we believe that this should be applied in the same fashion for people in prison.

Stays at individual prisons are typically less than nine months and often much shorter than total time incarcerated. Prison stays are
transitory for a variety of reasons, such as managing crowding and population, providing needed services, or placement in higher or lower
security institutions. And while jails have large impacts on people’s lives even if the stay is relatively short, many people are only in jail for
a few days before being released.

According to our findings detailed below from three different states on Census day, April 1, 2015, the median length of stay for a person at
a particular prison facility was 9 months. The estimated national average length of jail stays was only 23 days.

Median Length of Stay at Prison Facilities
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We have calculated information on median length of stay in prison facilities for three states: Washington, Oregon, and Nebraska. There are
wide variations in correctional populations and prison and jail usage in the United States, but these states from two different regions of the
country provide insight into the issue of residence. 1/

Nebraska

The Nebraska Department of Correctional Services has 9 prison or community corrections facilities for men, and 1 prison facility for
women. It had an average daily population of just over 5,200 in April 2015. For the 4,891 men in Nebraska prisons, the median length of
stay in a particular facility on census day (April 1, 2015), was 197.5 days; 58 percent of men had been in facilities less than 9 months. For
the 322 women in Nebraska prisons, the median length of stay in a facility on census day (April 1, 2015), was 188.5 days; 63 percent of
women had been in facilities less than 9 months.

Oregon

Oregon Department of Corrections has 13 institutions for men, and 1 institution for women. It had an average daily population of 14,655 in
2015.2/ For the 13,633 men in Oregon, the estimated median length of stay in the facility they were housed in on census day (April 1,
2015), was 343 days; 44 percent of men had been in their current facility on April 1, 2015 for less than 9 months. For the 1,300 women in
Oregon, the estimated median length of stay in their current facility on census day (April 1, 2015), was 232 days; 55 percent of women had
been in their current facility for less than 9 months.

While the median length of stay is closer to a year for men in Oregon facilities, and the highest for state data that we have reviewed, a large
number of men—44 percent—still have stays under 9 months.

Washington

Washington Department of Corrections has 10 prison facilities for men, and 2 prison facilities for women, and 16 community corrections
or work release facilities. In total, the state had an average daily population of just over 17,400 in 2015. For the 16,287 men in Washington
DOC custody, the median length of stay in the facility they were housed in on census day (April 1, 2015), was 266 days; 51 percent of men
had been in their current facility on April 1, 2015 for less than 9 months. For the 1,323 women in Washington DOC custody, the median
length of stay in their current facility on census day (April 1, 2015), was 224 days; 55 percent of women had been in their current facility
for less than 9 months.

Average Jail Stays

In 2013, the estimated national average length of stay in jail was 23 days. However, the distribution of the length of individual stays in jail
is highly skewed: a large number of people are released from jail within a couple of days, and very small numbers have long stays,
sometimes more than a year awaiting trial, or people who stay in local jails while serving a state prison sentence. Thus, if one used a
median length of stay rather than average length of stay it would likely show a very low number, probably along the lines of 2 to 3 days.
As far as we know, no one collects national census style data on median length of stay.
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Conclusion

Given that our data analysis shows that people frequently serve short lengths of stay in prison and jail facilities of well under nine months,
we believe that the Census Bureau should count incarcerated people at their home residence instead of the correctional facility.
Furthermore, given that the United States has a very high incarceration rate, this issue could not be more pertinent. The counting of
incarcerated individuals has a marked effect on the fairness of political representation. The process of redistricting, which relies on Census
data, aims to ensure that each vote is of equal worth. However, the current census counting of incarcerated individuals hampers this effort
and provides areas with prison and jail populations with disproportionate and undemocratic voting power. We therefore recommend that
the Census Bureau count incarcerated people at their home residence.

Furthermore, given that the United States has a very high incarceration rate, this issue could not be more pertinent. The counting of
incarcerated individuals has a marked effect on the fairness of political representation. The process of redistricting, which relies on Census
data, aims to ensure that each vote is of equal worth. However, the current census counting of incarcerated individuals hampers this effort
and provides areas with prison and jail populations with disproportionate and undemocratic voting power. We therefore recommend that
the Census Bureau count incarcerated people at their home residence.

Vera researchers believe that the best way to gather home residence information for people in prison would be to require its inclusion in
files maintained by state corrections departments. Requiring prisons and jails to maintain accurate information on home residence and
emergency contacts would be consistent with international best practices on maintaining records about people in prison and jail. The
United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (the Mandela Rules), adopted in 2015, include two such rules
related to maintaining records on people in prison.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important Residence Rule, and we support the Census Bureau’s efforts to improve the
accuracy of the Census count. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions regarding our data or analysis.

1/ The findings in this letter are derived from work supported under a set of agreements with the Nebraska Department of Correctional Services, the
Oregon Department of Corrections, and the Washington Department of Corrections (the Agencies). The opinions contained herein are those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of the Agencies.

2/ For Oregon, we have complete information related to movements between facilities for 96 percent of men, and 68 percent of women; we are missing
information for 566 men, and 419 women. This adds some uncertainty to the estimate, especially for women. Nevertheless, the results are fairly similar
to the other states.

c00469 I am writing to you in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81
FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). In the first paragraph below I share experiences that inform my opinion on this issue, and then turn to three
reasons I am concerned about the Bureau’s proposed decision.
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Background: My first job after graduating from college in was the State Prison for Women. 1 have spent much of

my life since then working in, teaching about, and researching prisons. Currently I am the Women’s Prison, with
approximately 15% of the women at the prison enrolled in my program. In addition, I am Correctional Institution, a large
state prison in the rural county . Finally, over the past 20 years I have frequently testified before various committees of the

General Assembly on a variety of issues related to prisons, the criminal justice system, and local government redistricting and have
had hundreds of conversations with legislators about these issues.

1) People in prison do not regard the institution where they are incarcerated as their home, even for the small number of people
who have lived there and/or other prisons for most of their adult lives. If you ask them where “home” is, they will almost always tell
you where they lived prior {o incarceration or where their parents/children/significant others live now. Never once can I recall an adult
who thought of their current prison as their home.

2) The specific prison in which any one person is held is usually arbitrary and transient. The average length of stay at the

Women’s Prison is 19 months, but the median stay is much shorter. Women are constantly cycling in and out of the prison, usually
because their sentences are fairly short, but also because they can be transferred at any time to one of the other two women’s prisons in
the state. This transience is experienced even more by men in , as they are shuffled among 23 prisons.

3) Neither the voters in surrounding electoral districts nor elected officials from those districts consider people imprisoned in
their communities to be fellow citizens or constituents and they do not take the interests of those prisoners into account when
casting ballots or carrying out their official duties. Counting disenfranchised prisoners as residents of their prison in effect transfers
their votes to voters in the surrounding electoral districts (county/city council, legislative, or Congressional). Not only do these voters not
take the interests of the prisoners into account, they may be more hostile to people in prison than the average voter in the county or state.
(Legislators from upstate New York are an excellent example, but so is my own rural county which houses a major state prison
and where I have rarely heard a resident express concern about the needs or interests of men in the prison.) Equally important, elected
officials do not see prisoners incarcerated in their electoral districts as their constituents. In a 2003 survey of legislators in ,nota
single legislator said they considered someone incarcerated in their district to be their constituent. By contrast, were people in prison to be
counted as residents of their own home districts, the odds that at least some voters and their elected representatives would share the
electoral interests of the incarcerated rises dramatically.

c00470 Thank you for the opportunity to share our thoughts concerning the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (August 31, 2016).

Daily Kos urges the Bureau to change the method it uses to count incarcerated persons. We strongly recommend
that incarcerated people be recorded as located in their home communities and permanent addresses — not as
residents of the facilities where they are imprisoned.

Many important comments from academics, experts, associations, organizations, politicians, and lawyers have

000566

BC-DOC-0000007349



been submitted, which are publicly available; argue the electoral, moral, and legal logic for counting incarcerated
people at their permanent residence.

At Daily Kos, we echo these arguments and sentiments and will add to the conversation by illustrating the public
support for this policy with the strength of our community.

Daily Kos is the largest progressive political publication in the country. Our site reaches 12 million unique readers
every month. We reach twice as many people more via social media outlets like Facebook and Twitter. We
provide a million community members with a platform to report news, connect with each other, and make change
in their communities. The Daily Kos community numbers more than 2 million who are contacted daily via email
with current news and opportunities to affect change with online campaigns.

Over the last month, Daily Kos has reached hundreds of thousands of people around the country to inform them
about the practice of prison gerrymandering. With this information, over 29,000 community members contacted
the Census Bureau to express their concern with the current practice and advocate for a change in the way the
Census Bureau counts incarcerated people.

Additionally, we are submitting the signatures of 48,314 community members who signed an online petition.
Our Message to the U.S. Census Bureau:

Prison-based gerrvmandering is inaccurate, outdated and distorts the democratic process. Four
states and hundreds of municipalities have already moved to end this practice. Update the residence
guidelines for the 2020 Census to eliminate prison-based gerrymandering nationally.

Below are some of the personal excerpts from our community, speaking to the breadth and depth of the impact of
the policy of the Census Bureau's residency criteria and the upcoming census count.

People from all walks of life are aware of the need for a change and felt compelled to comment at the agency. The
Daily Kos community urges you to understand the impact of wrongfully counting incarcerated people at prisons
during the census count, and change your practice for the upcoming count.

o "As the sister of an incarcerated sibling, she is not and will never be a resident of the state
she 1is incarcerated in. This is forced occupation and she should be counted in the state she
calls home."
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o "My husband and I work through our church with incarcerated people. From our personal
experience, we have seen prisoners moved without notice within a short time for various
reasons (as the stressed system tries to deal with overcrowding). It makes much more sense
to count each person once in his‘her home community, especially as that is where the person
will need services once released.”

0 "As a former addictions counselor in several majority-black areas, I am well aware of the
difficulties African American people face in making their voices heard and listened to in our
country, as well as the unequal arrest rates and sentencing practices faced by African
Americans. Shifting some of their political representation to other places compounds the
inequalities they face.”

o "As a former Director of Libraries for a state prison, these prisoners are quickly transferred
from one place to another, so not using permanent addresses...does indeed skew the system
of population count; certainly by county and political divisions."

o "Although legislators represent all the people in their district including non-voters, noncitizens,
and children, counting prisoners at their prison instead of in their home community is

uniquely problematic. Unlike other categories of non-voters, prisoners do not pay taxes,

receive services, work, participate in civic life, or even interact with the general population in
the community outside the prison. However, prisoners will participate in these activities in

their home communities before incarceration and upon release. For these reasons among

others, the Census should not count prisoners at their prison in order to ensure equitable

political representation between differing communities in redistricting.”

o "My brother was previously in prison for almost 5 years in a different Florida county from
his permanent home address and so was not included correctly in the census. It would have
made a difference...”

o "The census count is critical for FAIR representation and counting incarcerated people in
facilities takes representation away from home communities--especially those of low income
or communities of color. I know of a man who has been moved 1n the state of Florida 4 times,
each time to a different voting district. If we really want our elections to be DEMOCRATIC,
and all people represented in a FAIR way the census MUST be counted in the HOME place
of the prisoner.”
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o "As a former prison inmate, I know first-hand how gerrymandering skews democracy..."

o "I am a retired sociologist. I have been a professor for decades, and I still use the Census.

I have the highest respect for the Census Bureau. As a social scientist, an urban resident and
a citizen, [ believe that the Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their confinement
facility rather than their permanent address is outdated and inaccurate. It will affect the
integrity of our data and the very core of our democracy's electoral base. 1 encourage you to
not continue this practice for the 2020 Census. How this population is counted has enormous
implications for representational government."”

o0 "As a former certified/commissioned law enforcement officer I ask you to please ensure an
accurate census by counting incarcerated people at their permanent address. This will ensure
a more just democracy and representation for communities.

o "l live in Del Norte Co home of Pelican Bay State Prison. When you count prisoners who
cannot vote you almost DOUBLE our small, poor population.”

o "The small community I live near has two state prisons that have increased the population
census of (with incarcerated individuals) by at least 2000 individuals,

maybe more. | am retired from the Department of Corrections system and was employed at
the larger of the two facilities.”

o "I've seen the consequences of this in Lassen County CA where the town of Susanville is
the center of three different types of prisons (two state, one federal). Counting the prison
population as part of the area's census makes Susanville appear as a much larger population
than actually has access to services and retail outlets. People have lost income due to
franchises being available to them even though the population wasn't enough to support the
added retail.”

o "I'm a clinical psychologist with fifteen years of experience working in a prison setting. If
you will read the comments below and act on them, you can have a direct effect on recidivism
and reduce the costs associated with prison systems."

o "l teach in an area with my students whose parents are incarcerated. This would greatly
help with families and students."”

000569

BC-DOC-0000007352



o "As a recent Census worker, it confounded me that it wasn't always done this way! Many
of the people in prison are NOT there for 10 years! That adds to the harm to specific
communities and gives that representation to the wrong (wholly prison-based cities/towns)
areas! This needs to be corrected and the census is coming very soon!"

o "I am deeply concerned because I live in a city that might be unfairly underrepresented due
to prison gerrymandering.”

o "l am a retired professor of political science. When I taught at the University of Kentucky 1
specialized in the study of incarceration. I believe the current Census Bureau policy regarding
prison populations produces a biased description of the distribution of the population within
the states. Please end the woetully inaccurate process of counting incarcerated people at
prisons for the 2020 Census."

o "As one who conducts genealogical research and relies on the decennial for invaluable
information it is inconceivable that incarcerated people aren't allowed to be counted at their
permanent address. You might be surprised how many citizens of the United States of
America conduct genealogical research and how many of these have members of their
families who are incarcerated. Be proactive and set the census correct for eliminating
distortion of political representation and helping people conducting genealogical research.”

o "I live near , Arizona, County, a place that is home not to one but SEVEN
prisons. Only one of them, the county lock-up, houses local people. The other six have
inmates from as far away as New England...

How this population is counted has enormous implications for representational government.
, AZ, is only one small example, albeit a significant one given that is home
only to about 26,000 citizen-residents. "

o "I implore the Census Bureau to discontinue prison-based gerrymandering and move
towards a model that is more representative of communities that house prisoners and
prisoners are counted where they are actually from.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated, rather than their permanent address implies
that they are no longer a part of their home community, and are not likely to be re-integrated
into their home community. Having worked for the U.S. Census Bureau for 30 years, I
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understand the rules for institutionalized persons, but those rules are primarily to ensure that
all persons are counted SOMEWHERE. It would be more accurate to count incarcerated
persons as part of their home communities..."

o "As a public health professional I have had the opportunity to delve into census data for
various projects. Although I appreciate knowing the number of people incarcerated in jails it
prisons in an area, I don't think it is right to count those people as part of the communities’
population. It warps numbers for Pitcairn purposes and it also distorts the actual age, sex,
and racial makeup of a community. For example, in Frio county Texas, prisoners comprise
almost 10% of the population, contributing mostly younger men, making this community
appear significantly different from what it would be without the prisoners. I urge you to
change your practice of counting incarcerated people at prisons, instead of their home
addresses.

o "As a mental health counselor for the past 27 years I have worked with many families
affected by addiction which resulted in incarceration. These are usually short incarcerations
and since we live in a small rural area, those incarcerated are oflen sent out of state but they
return home to their families in our community when they have serve their sentence.

Because of this fact, I urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home
address, rather than at the facility where they are incarcerated on Census day.”

This is a small sampling of the thousands of unique comments that we're sent to the Census Bureau. We hope
that this illustrates how many people, including those in the criminal justice system, their families, and
communities, are impacted by the manner in which incarcerated people are counted. Please consider the
unprecedented number of public comments as an indicator of how the public feels about this practice.

c00471 I am writing in response to your proposed rules for counting incarcerated people:
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2016/06/30/2016-15372/proposed-2020-census-residence-criteria-and-residence-situations.

I am writing to express the professional opinion that prisoners are more appropriately counted at the residence they had prior to
incarceration. First, jail inmates rarely are incarcerated for more than a few months, and their stay in jail is obviously temporary. There is
absolutely no justifiable reason except simple convenience for counting them in jail instead of determining their usual residence.

Those incarcerated in state or federal prisons are a more complex group, as there are obviously a group of people whose sentences will
keep them in prison for decades. However, even these people are often moved between facilities.
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Moreover, many people in state prisons are there for very short stays. I have done a great deal of analysis of older National Corrections
Reporting Program data and some analysis of more recent data. I know that different states have had different experiences with sending
people to prison, but since the late 1980s, a significant fraction of people incarcerated in state prisons have been sent there on relatively
short sentences for crimes that previously would not have resulted in a prison sentence at all. In addition, a growing fraction of people enter
prison not on a new sentence, but on a revocation for violating the terms of parole. These people are often reincarcerated for relatively
short periods and cycle in and out of prison. To claim that their “usual” place of residence is the prison is entirely unreasonable.

Although I have not had the opportunity to do a detailed study of the matter, I ran a few tables from the new release of the National
Corrections Reporting Program data to investigate how long state prisoners have been in prison. In one analysis, I examined the time
between admission and release for that who had been released. Using the public release of NCRP for 2000-2014, I ran the table for time in
prison for those who have been incarcerated at any time 2000-2014; 56% of prisoners had been in prison less than 1 year at the time of
release. Another snapshot comes from the “in prison” public file, using the variable “time served at year end:” 34% of the inmates had
been in state prison less than a year at the end of the year. To reiterate, although some prisoners are prisons for decades, for a majority, the
time in prison is short.

Further, when they get out of prison, they go back to the communities they were in at the time of arrest, not to the community that happens
to be where the prison is. In all meaningful senses, the majority of prisoners “belong” to the communities they came from, not to the
communities where they are imprisoned. Most prisoners have family members who spend money for telephone calls and visits and
contributions to commissary accounts to support their incarcerated relatives.

Counting prisoners where they are incarcerated has perverse and damaging social consequences. It gives unfair political representation to
rural communities that house prisons. It underestimates the sizes of poor Black urban populations and produces distorted statistical pictures
of rural places. As I noted in my comment on this subject last year, I calculate that there are seven Wisconsin counties in which
incarcerated people are 3.2%-6.4% of the county’s total enumerated population, and there are 10 (of 72) counties in which a majority of the
county’s enumerated Black population is incarcerated and another six where 25-50% of enumerated Blacks are incarcerated.

Because all the weight of reason and evidence is on the side of enumerating prisoners at their usual residence, not where they are
incarcerated, I am assuming that the major considerations in changing the rule are precedent, comparability with prior enumerations,
convenience and cost. Providing a supplemental report of group quarters residences whose usual residence is deemed to be elsewhere
would seem a preferable response to the problem of backward compatibility with prior censuses than to continue what is manifestly an
unreasonable practice on all other grounds.

c00472 I am writing to urge the Census Bureau to revise its residence rules in order to count incarcerated individuals as residents of their
home communities, not of the communities where prisons are located. I have worked in criminal justice for 10 years and have been
an advocate for policies that reduce over-incarceration while supporting public safety, and resolutely believe that accurately
counting incarcerated individuals is good public and social policy.
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The Census Bureau is wrong to consider incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility because it results in extra
representation to the communities that host the prisons. It is extremely harmful to urban communities by not crediting them with

the incarcerated population whose legal residence never changed. It particularly reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color, whose members are disproportionately incarcerated. This is harmful to the schools, social services, and

other resources in urban communities - particularly like the neighborhoods of Oakland, CA, where I live. Additionally, since 95% of
incarcerated people will return to the communities they came from, it contributes to leaving these communities under-resourced

to assist returning citizens in their reentry to society. This is bad for public safety and promotes the intergenerational cycle of
mcarceration.

Thank you for your time.

c00473 I am a Board-Certified public health physician the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) .Iwasa
commissioned officer in the United States Public Health Service the HIV/AIDS Division from . Since 1987, I have focused
on the HIV/AIDS, viral hepatitis, drug overdose issues related to injection drug use. That special interest has led to extensive work with
prisons and jails.

I believe the Census Bureau is making a significant error counting incarcerated people as residents of the prison or jail in which they are
incarcerated oh Census Day.

[ urge the Census Bureau, in the 2020 Census, to update your interpretation of the usual residence rule and count people in jails and prisons
as living at their home addresses.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Sitnations as the Bureau strives to count everyone in the
right location.

c00474 I am writing to submit comments responding to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Proposed 2020 Census Residence
Criteria and Residence Situations, 81FR 42577 published on June 30, 2016. 1 strongly urge the Census Bureau to reconsider its decision to
continue counting people in correctional facilities on Census Day at the facility rather than at their permanent home address for the 2020
Census.

As is the case with many states, correctional facilities in Massachusetts are most often situated in areas that are very dissimilar to the
incarcerated persons' home communities. This distorts the redistricting process in Massachusetts because the populations of the districts
where the facilities are located are artificially increased while at the same time the home districts of the incarcerated persons are essentially
penalized by the decrease in population of these districts. I believe that this is inconsistent with the principal of equal representation.
Because of this inconsistency, a resolution from the Massachusetts Legislature was submitted to the Census Bureau on August 14,2014
urging that the 2020 Census "counts incarcerated persons at their residential address rather than the address of the correctional institution
where they are temporarily located".
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1 understand that following the 2020 Census, the Census Bureau intends to provide a product to the states in order to assist in reallocating
prisoner population counts. Although this would potentially be helpful in reallocation efforts, it still does not eliminate the possibility of
states being forced to defend their redistricting plans from litigation because of adjustments made to prison populations. As you are aware,
Maryland and New York have taken state-wide approaches to reallocate their prison populations for redistricting purposes and both have
been challenged in court.

I join the Massachusetts' Special Joint Committee on Redistricting in supporting a change to count incarcerated people at their permanent
residential home address. I again strongly urge the Census Bureau to reconsider this policy.

c00475 I am a resident of Maui, Hawai'i, and am submitting comments in opposition to the proposed 2020 Census “residence rules” that would
continue to count incarcerated people in the wrong place, ensuring an inaccurate 2020 census.

As way of introduction, [ would like to share contextual information that shapes my testimony. For the past twenty-one years, Hawai'i
has transferred incarcerated persons to private-for-profit prisons on the American continent as a “temporary solution” to
overcrowding. Our incarcerated brothers (and formerly sisters too) have been transferred to private prisons in Texas, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Tennessee, Kentucky, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Arizona.

In 2014, Hawaii transferred 1328 prisoners or 24% of its incarcerated population to Saguaro Correctional Facility in Arizona under its
contract with Corrections Corporations of America.1/ The majority of these men are of Kanaka Maoli2/ ancestry, the original inhabitants
of the Hawaiian archipelago who have a genealogical relationship the lands and waters of Hawai‘i.

The men (and formerly women) of Hawai'i who have been transferred to private prisons on the American continent have been exported
without their consent. They consider Hawai'i their home, and for many Kanaka Maoli, their ancestral homeland, that has been illegally
occupied by the U.S.3/

During the past twenty-one years, incarcerated men and women have been transferred from Hawai'1 to private prisons in other states, and
sometimes, multiple states in any given year.

To count Hawai'i’s incarcerated people in a state that they have been forcibly transferred to against their will, and without any intent to
domicile, is 1rrational.

In addition to being irrational, the proposed rule promotes risk dilution through gerrymandering, and reinforces institutional racism and
discrimination against Native Hawaiians.

Native Hawaiians are disproportionately incarcerated in Hawai'i’s criminal justice system, and are transferred to private out-of-state
prisons at even higher percentages.4/
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Fortunately, the solution is simple. The U.S. Census should count prisoners at their home addresses, where they have the strongest family
and community ties, and NOT where they have been forcibly transferred to and incarcerated, thousands of miles away from their home in
private-for-profit prisons.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed rule.

1/ E. Ann Carson, Prisoners in 2014, U.S. Department of Justice (September 2015).

2/ The United States uses the racialized legal term “native Hawaiian” or “Native Hawaiian.”

3/ In 1993, the United States passed a Joint Resolution, known as the “Apology Resolution, acknowledging U.S participation in the overthrow of Queen
Lili‘uokalani and the constitutional monarchy. The Resolution also acknowledges that the “indigenous Hawaiian people never directly relinquished their
claims to their inherent sovereignty as a people or over their national lands to the United States, either through their monarchy or through a plebiscite or
referendum.”

4/ According to the Office of Hawaiian Affairs study in 2010, The Disparate Treatment of Native Hawaiians in the Criminal Justice System, 38.4% of
Hawaii’s prisoner population is of Hawaiian or part-Hawaiian ancestry, although they only comprise 26% of the general population in Hawai'i.

c00476 My name is and I'ma at School of Law. I have worked primarily in

prosecutor's offices and plan to do so after graduation. However, [ am troubled by the state of the criminal justice
system and the incentives we have created. Among these incentives are the various incentives to certain groups to
keep people in prison. The Census Bureau currently allows for prison gerrymandering by allowing inmates to be
considered residents of the places they are being incarcerated. This makes little sense because they are not there by
choice. Moreover, it has the effect of disempowering communities with high proportions of incarcerated people when
it comes to political power and transferring it to communities where there are prisons. I strongly urge you to stop the
practice of prison gerrymandering.

c00477 I am writing to you because I would like to see an end to prisoner gerrymandering. I could sit here and list the multitude of
reasons that this practice is unacceptable, but I am sure that by now you have all of that data available to you. I feel that one of
two things should happen. Either we stop counting people for districts that they are incarcerated in but not residents of, or we
allow everyone in prison to vote. I suspect if we gave people their right to vote back, even when they are incarcerated, that our
criminal justice reform would kick in very swiftly.

People who are incarcerated, the majority of which will someday return to their communities, still deserve to be represented. In
the absence of that happening, the very least we could and should do, is give fairness and transparency to our voting and
representation processes.

c00478 The Human Rights Defense Center (HRDC) submits this comment to the U.S. Census Bureau (Bureau) concerning the Proposed 2020
Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations, published in the Federal Register on June 30, 2016.

The Bureau has indicated that it will continue to count prisoners at their correctional facilities for residency purposes for the 2020 Census.
While we understand the Bureau has taken this position based on the definition of “usual residence,” we raise the following objections.
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First, regardless of basing residency criteria on where people live and sleep, it is disingenuous to suggest that prisoners are “residents” of
the locales where correctional facilities are located. Comparably, most reasonable people would agree that concentration camp detainees at
Dachau, Bergen-Belsen and Auschwitz, located near towns of the same names, were not “residents” of those local communities. Yet that is
apparently the position the Bureau has taken.

The Bureau has adopted rules that provide different census treatment for people attending boarding schools, members of Congress and
military personnel deployed overseas; yet while prisoners share many of the same characteristics of those groups, the Bureau intends to
count them as residents of the communities where they are incarcerated and not where they lived before they were locked up. This is
illogical for a number of reasons, including:

» Prisoners’ “residence” at correctional facilities is not voluntary; they have no say where they are held, and such forced residency should
not be counted as voluntary residency.

» Prisoners cannot vote and are largely excluded from participation in the local community.

» There is a disparate racial impact when black and Latino prisoners, who are over-represented in our nation’s prison system, are counted
as “residents” of the primarily white, rural communities where prisons are often located — for example, the many correctional facilities
sited in upstate New York.

* The location of prisoners at any given facility is not static; prisoners are regularly transferred from one prison to another, thus it cannot
reasonably be said that a given facility is their “usual residence.”

In the latter regard, speaking from my own empirical experience, | was incarcerated in Washington State prisons for 17 years prior to my
release in 2003; during that time I was transferred 7 times. Our associate director, served 10 years in both county jails and state
prisons prior to his release in 1999, and during that period served time at 6 different facilities. Following our release we both returned to
our homes — our residences — where we had lived before we were incarcerated.

In fact, around 95% of people presently in prison will one day be released. Does the Bureau seriously think they will remain at the prison
or the community surrounding the prison upon their release? Or is it more likely that they will return to their pre-incarceration homes,
families and children — 1.¢., the residences where they lived prior to being imprisoned?

Note that upon release, prisoners are typically given a small amount of “gate money” and a bus ticket or other means of transportation.
Obviously, prison officials recognize that most prisoners will not be staying at or near the prison upon their release, but will return home —
thus the prison system provides them the means of getting there. If correctional facilities were truly prisoners’ “residence,” which is the
position the Bureau has taken, then bus tickets upon release wouldn’t be necessary. That makes no sense, of course, just as the Bureau’s
policy of counting prisoners as residents of the facilities where they are incarcerated makes no sense.
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Further, note that city and county jails primarily hold pre-trial detainees who have not been convicted and are awaiting trial. As such, they
are eligible to vote to the same extent as other citizens so long as they meet other applicable eligibility requirements. And when pre-trial
detainees vote, it is not as residents of the district where the jail is located; rather, they vote via absentee ballot for the district where they
resided before being incarcerated — i.¢., their actual residence.1/

Approximately 2.3 million people are incarcerated in prisons and jails in the United States, and the Bureau’s practice of inaccurately
reporting the residences of those individuals as being the communities where the facilities are located is as great an error as failing to
accurately report the entire state populations of North Dakota (756,927 population), Wyoming (586,107 population) and Vermont (626,042
population), combined.2/

While we realize the Burcau has proposed to “incorporate similar group quarters information in the standard Redistricting Data (Pub. L.
94-171) Summary File for 2020,” that simply does not go far enough because the actual Census data will continue to count prisoners as
residing where correctional facilities are located, which is not accurate.

In conclusion, the Census Bureau is tasked with conducting a decennial national census pursuant to Article I, Section 2 of the U.S.
Constitution. We submit that counting prisoners as residents of the local communities where correctional facilities are located is inaccurate
and skews the census results. If the Bureau endeavors to ensure accuracy in its work, that practice must end; the census should be done
correctly or not at all if the results are flawed.

Thank you for your time and attention in this regard.

1/ See: www.aclu.org/files/pdfs/votingrights/votingwhileincarc 20051123 pdf and www.lavote net/home/voting-elections/voting-options/vote-by-
mail/immate-voting (for Los Angeles County)
2/ Based on Bureau estimates as of July 1, 2015, available at http://factfinder census . gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview. xhtml 7sre=bkmk

c00479 The Harvard Prison Legal Assistance Project ("PLAP") writes to submit comments in response to the Census Bureau's federal register
notice regarding the 2020 Decennial Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 Fed. Reg. 42,577 (proposed June 30, 2016). We urge
the U.S. Census Bureau to count and enumerate incarcerated people at their last known home address, rather than at the particular facility
where they happen to be incarcerated on Census Day.

PLAP is a student practice organization at Harvard Law School. PLAP student attorneys represent Massachusetts state inmates charged
with violating prison regulations at their disciplinary hearings. PLAP students also argue before the Massachusetts Parole Board for
prisoners facing parole revocation or rescission and second-degree life sentence hearings. In addition, PLAP provides inmates with
assistance in matters ranging from civil rights violations to confiscated property.

In each of these roles, PLAP students get to know their clients-the inmates-as people with families, homes, and communities outside their
prison walls. The Census Bureau is wrong to consider incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility because under

000577

BC-DOC-0000007360



Massachusetts law, a legal residence is the place that people choose to be and do not intend to leave; because prison is not voluntary, it
cannot be a residence.1/ Moreover, inmates neither develop ties with the communities that surround their facilities nor take advantage of
the services and resources that those communities offer. Their intention is to return to and work toward opportunities in their pre-arrest
communities. Besides, the average institutional length of stay in a Massachusetts state correctional facility was just over two years (812
days) on January 1, 2015.2/ The Census, on the other hand, takes place only every ten years—ifive times the length of the average prison
stay.

The Bureau has chosen to continue counting people in the wrong place, ensuring an inaccurate 2020 Census. Counting incarcerated people
as if they were residents of their correctional facilities makes the Census less accurate for everyone: Massachusetts cannot draw
redistricting plans based on legal residence because it is required by its state constitution to use the federal census as a basis for
determining all districts. Therefore, areas where prison facilities are located, which tend to be rural or suburban and largely white, are
overrepresented; other areas, which tend to be urban and more diverse, are underrepresented. A change on the federal level would rectify
the inequalities in counting prisoners and promote a definition of residence that is consistent with the experience of the inmates with whom
we work.

Accordingly, we urge you to reconsider your initial decision and count incarcerated people at their homes—the places where they have
lived, plan to live, and have strong ties.

1 See Dane v. Board of Registrars of Concord, 374 Mass. 152 (1977) (holding that prisoners are presumptively residents of their home districts and not
of the prison district and allowing the Concord registrar to accept registrations only from prisoners who had shown they had willingly established
themselves as residents of the town of Concord). See also Paul Ramos v. Board of Registrars of Voters of Norfolk, 374 Mass. 176 (1978) (upholding the
Norfolk registrar's refusal to register 619 residents of Norfolk prison as residents of the town because there was no showing of willing residence).

2 MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION, PRISON POPULATION TRENDS 2014 44 (2015),
http://www.mass.gov/eopss/docs/doc/research-reports/pop-trends/prisonpoptrends-2014- 0504201 5-final.pdf.

c00480 On behalf of The Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights, a coalition charged by its diverse membership of more than 200
national organizations to promote and protect the civil and human rights of all persons in the United States, and the undersigned
organizations, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016).

The Bureau’s proposal to continue counting incarcerated people at the facility in which they are housed on Census Day ignores the
transient and temporary nature of incarceration. It also is inconsistent with other changes included in the same set of proposed residence
criteria for the 2020 Census. If made final, this proposal will lead to another decade of vital policy decisions based on a census that counts
incarcerated people in the wrong place. Therefore, we urge you to count incarcerated people as members of the community from which
they come and not as members of the community in which they are incarcerated on Census Day.

American demographics and living situations have changed dramatically over the more than two centuries since the first census in 1790.
Census methods and operations have evolved in response to many of these changes, in order to continue to provide an accurate portrait of
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the nation, its people, and its communities. But despite significant changes in the location and composition of the incarcerated population,
especially over the last several decades, the policy governing the enumeration of incarcerated persons has not similarly evolved to reflect
these consequential shifts in the relationship between the location of incarcerated persons on Census Day and their “usuval residence.”

The Census Bureau’s decision to maintain the status quo ignores overwhelming public comments in favor of an updated policy that
recognizes the temporal nature of most incarcerations. Moreover, the proposed method of counting the incarcerated population is
inconsistent with how the Census Bureau counts other groups that eat and sleep in a location that is not their usual residence. Finally, the
policy that the Census Bureau is proposing to retain will result in census counts that skew the distribution of political representation and
our very understanding of the composition and well-being of communities across America, for an entire decade following the census.

The Census Bureau’s Proposal is against the Weight of Public Consensus

The Census Bureau blatantly ignored the overwhelming consensus urging a change in the census count for incarcerated persons. When the
Bureau asked for public comment on its residence rules last year, 96 percent of the comments regarding residence rules for incarcerated
persons urged the Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their home address, which is almost always their legal address. This level of
consensus among stakeholders, which is based on a thorough understanding of the realities of an incarceration system that regularly
shuffles incarcerated people between facilities, deserves far more consideration than it was given.

The Census Bureau’s Proposal Treats Similarly-Situated Populations Inconsistently and Fails to Recognize the Range of Factors
that Often Influence the Criteria Governing Different Situations

It is important to recognize and acknowledge that the concept of “usual residence” established by the Census Act of 1790 has not been
consistently applied, through time and across living situations. While the Census Bureau notes in its proposed 2020 Census Residence
Criteria that usual residence “is not necessarily the same as a person’s voting residence or legal residence,” former Census Director John G.
Keane, in testimony before Congress in 1988, added that it is also not necessarily “where a person is found on Census Day ™ (emphasis
added). v/

Equally important is the concept of “enduring ties,” which the U.S. Supreme Court referenced in its opinion in Franklin v.

Massachusetts ii/, a case that unsuccess{ully challenged the Census Bureau’s decision to count military personnel serving overseas in the
1990 Census for purposes of congressional apportionment. The majority opinion in Franklin noted that the concept of usual residence “has
been used broadly enough to include some element of allegiance or enduring tie to a place.”

The Census Bureau’s decision with respect to incarcerated persons is especially troubling in light of its concurrent decision to change the
rule governing where it will count deployed military personnel who are stationed or assigned to a U.S. base. Under the Bureau’s proposal,
deployed service members will be counted at their home address (usual residence) in the U.S., even if they /live and sleep elsewhere for
most of the time at the time the census is conducted. Like most incarcerated persons, these service members are away from their homes
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temporarily; the average length of deployments can vary greatly from decade to decade, depending on U.S. engagement in theaters of
military conflict overseas. In its summary of comments on the proposed Residence Criteria for the military overseas, the Census Bureau
cites concerns about the need for accurate data to support funding, planning, and services in military communities, but is dismissive of
similar arguments regarding an accurate portrait of communities that most incarcerated persons consider to be their usual home and to
which most will return following their temporary confinement.

Changing one policy, but not the other, illuminates a glaring inconsistency in the proposed 2020 Census Residence Rules that the Census
Bureau has not adequately explained.

The Census Bureau’s Proposal Will Reduce the Accuracy of Data and Result in Vote Dilution

Failure to count incarcerated persons at their home address preserves an unacceptably discriminatory census result that deprives
underserved urban neighborhoods of fair representation, while shifting political power to communities that do not represent the interests of
incarcerated persons or their families. Because African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, it/ counting
incarcerated people in the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino communities. Thus,
predominantly African American and Latino communities will continue to be hit especially hard by an outdated policy that renders so
many of their young men invisible for all statistical purposes.

The proposed counting rules will perpetuate the distortion of democracy that results from padding the population counts of communities
with prisons. When state and local officials use the Census Bureau’s prison count data attributing “residence” to the prison, they give extra
representation to the communities that host the prisons and dilute the representation of everyone else. This vote dilution is particularly
extreme for urban communities and communities of color that have disproportionately high rates of incarceration.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to count everyone in the
right place, to reflect enormous demographic shifts, changes in the prison infrastructure, and the urgent needs of communities.

i/ Testimony of Dr. John G. Keane, Director, Bureau of the Census, before the House Subcommittee on Census and Population, “Census Residence
Rules: Military Personnel Abroad,” April 18,1988 (Serial No. 100-49).

ii/ 505 U.S. 788 (1992).

iii/ According to Prison Policy Initiative’s analysis of 2010 Census data, Blacks are incarcerated at five times the rate of non-Hispanic Whites, and
Latinos are incarcerated at a rate almost two times higher than non-Hispanic Whites. Comments of Prison Policy Initiative, regarding the Residence Rule
and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015), dated July 20, 2015,

c00481 We at Common Cause appreciate the Census Bureau’s invitation to submit comments in response to its federal register notice regarding
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). To ensure that each district in this country fairly captures its
residential population, for purposes of voting and fair representation, we urge the Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home
addresses, rather than at the prison facilities in which they are temporarily located. Making this change to the residence rules is
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fundamental to ensuring that votes from prison districts do not hold more power than those from districts without prisons. It is also
essential to avoid iappropriately removing representation from the home districts to which these incarcerated individuals most typically
return upon completion of their sentences.

Founded in 1970, Common Cause is a national nonpartisan advocacy organization dedicated to empowering citizens in making their voices
heard in the political process and holding government accountable to the people. Ensuring that every eligible citizen has an opportunity to
cast a vote, free from discrimination and obstacles, is fundamental to a democracy that aims for and professes representation of all. Every
voice counts, and every vote must be counted. To that end, each vote cast must be weighed fairly, in keeping with the principle of “one-
person, one-vote” announced by the Supreme Court in Reynolds v. Sims. To protect these principles, Common Cause, through its national
office and 35 state organizations, advances a number of e¢lections reforms throughout the country, including the elimination of prison-based
gerrymandering.

The practice of prison-based gerrymandering is at odds with our principles of democracy. Prisons are typically located in rural — often
white-majority districts' - and in many instances the incarcerated persons make up a large majority of the district’s population. States
engaging in prison-based gerrymandering — by adopting the Bureau’s residence rules and allocating incarcerated persons to prison districts
— necessarily inflate the votes of their rural, white voters at the expense of those cast by people of color living in non-prison, often urban,
districts. The number of people affected by the practice, moreover, is not insignificant. In 2010, non-Hispanic Black men were
incarcerated at a rate seven times higher than non-Hispanic White men?; it is these typically urban, minority-majority communities, to
which incarcerated persons most often return upon completion of sentences, whose votes are made - by the practice of prison-based
gerrymandering — to matter less than those of mostly white, rural voters.

When the Bureau first began counting Americans in 1790, the issue of where to count prisoners did not hold the same significance, or
result in the same disparities, as it does today. As is well known, American demographics and living situations have changed dramatically
over the past two centuries, and the Census has appropriately evolved in response to many such changes in order to provide an accurate
picture of the nation. Indeed, the Census Bureau recently announced its intention to begin counting military individuals temporarily
assigned abroad in their home districts. It is worth noting that the average deployment today is about 9 months long. Yet the Bureau has
not made a similar decision when it comes to incarcerated individuals, even though they too are temporarily assigned elsewhere and often
for comparable — or shorter — periods of time. In Rhode Island, for example, the majority of incarcerated persons spend fewer than 100
days in correctional facilities. Counting these individuals at a place where they don’t “eat and sleep most of the time” counters the
Bureau’s own previous guidelines and contradicts its proposed ones for military. If nothing else, the Bureau must strive for consistency.

While waiting for the Bureau to make this needed change to how incarcerated persons get counted, a number of states have begun to take
action on their own. New York State, California, Delaware, and Maryland have all passed legislation to eliminate the state-wide practice
of prison-based gerrymandering, and over 200 counties and muni¢ipalities individually adjust population data to avoid the practice when
drawing their local government districts. A number of others states - including Oregon, lllinois, Rhode Island, and New Jersey — have also
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begun considering legislation that would ban the outdated practice of counting incarcerated persons in the prisons where they temporarily
remain.

Many states believe prison-based gerrymandering is an important issue and have taken measures to stop it, but such action is challenging
without the assistance of the Federal Census Bureau. New York, for example, implemented a law to stop prison-based gerrymandering but
faced numerous technical challenges, partisan opposition, and extreme delays in receiving data. Massachusetts tried to implement similar
reforms, but found that they were prohibited from creating rules that were inconsistent with those of the Federal Bureau by their state
constitution. As evident by these state and local actions, states are not legally required to adopt the Census Burean’s definition of
“residence” when allocating individuals for redistricting purposes. However, the reality is that they almost all do — for either practical or
state legal purposes. After all, the Bureau provides the “leading source of quality data about the nation’s people ...”,* and is best suited to
lead the way — and thus guide remaining states — on this important issue. An ad hoc approach on how to apportion incarcerated persons is
neither efficient nor fair; votes across districts, and across the country, should hold equal weight.?

All states ascribing to the same definition of “residency” for incarcerated persons makes good sense, particularly since all incarcerated
persons share the same characteristic of temporary removal from both greater society and their own homes. Indeed, they don’t partake of
the prison district’s roads, parks, or schools; they are confined within that district only temporarily; and, in the vast majority of instances,
they return to the districts in which they lived before incarceration. Changing the residence rule to reflect this reality would provide long-
awaited guidance to states.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on your Residence Rule and Residence Situations. We appreciate that the Bureau strives to
count all individuals in the right place in keeping with changes in society and population realities. Because Common Cause believes in a
population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

! For example, 98% of New York’s prison cells are located in state senate districts that are disproportionately White; in Connecticut, 75% of the state’s
prisons are in state house districts that are disproportionately White. See Peter Wagner, 98% of New York’s Prison Cells Are in Disproportionately
White Senate Districts, Prison Pol’y Initiative (Nov. 17, 2010), http://www prisonersofthecensus.org/news/2005/01/17/white-senate-districts/; see also
Ending Prison-Based Gerrymandering Would Aid in African-American and Latino Vote in Connecticut, Prison Pol’y Initiative (Nov. 17, 2010),
http:/'www . prisonersofthecensus.org/factsheets/ct/CT _AfricanAmericans_Latinos.pdf

2U.S. Dept. of Justice, “Prisoners in 2010,” avail. at http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/p10.pdf

3 See Census Bureau websile at hitp://www.census.gov/aboul html, last visited on July 9, 2015.

4 Moreover, Massachusetts cannot easily make such changes to the ways in which it allocates prisoners for redistricting purposes until the Census Bureau
issues a change in its residence rules, due to a state constitutional requirement that it follow the Bureau’s rules. The Massachusetts legislature sent the
Burecau a resolution in 2014 urging it to tabulate incarcerated persons at their home addresses. See The Massachusetts General Court Resolution “Urging
the Census Bureau to Provide Redistricting Data that Counts Prisoners in a Manner Consistent with the Principles of 'One Person, One Vote™ (Adopted
by the Senate on July 31, 2014 and the House of Representatives on August 14, 2014).

c00482 Colorado Common Cause submits these comments in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule
and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). The Bureau’s proposal to continue counting incarcerated people at the particular

000582

BC-DOC-0000007365



facility that they happen to be located at on Census day ignores the transient and temporary nature of incarceration. If made final, this
proposal will mean another decade of decisions based on a Census that counts incarcerated people in the wrong place.

Redistricting is a top issue for Colorado Common Cause. We believe districts should fairly represent their communities. When county
populations include people incarcerated in area prisons, state legislators use inaccurate information when re-drawing Congressional and
legislative districts. The Census Bureau, to which most states — including Colorado — refer when apportioning residents for redistricting
purposes, has the power to change this practice.

Counting incarcerated people as if they were residents of the facility where they happen to be located on Census day doesn’t reflect the
lived reality of our communities. For example, fifty percent of the people admitted to prison in Colorado in 2012 were convicted in the
urban counties of Denver, Arapahoe, Jefferson, and El Paso, but the great majority of incarcerated people in Colorado were housed in rural
counties. Fremont County, Colorado, represents the most egregious example. Only 1.23% of the Colorado Department of Corrections’
2012 public prison population had a home address in Fremont County, but the county’s six state prisons are the incarcerated address for 29
percent of the state’s 2012 public prison population.

Since the African American and Hispanic/Latino populations are disproportionately incarcerated in Colorado, and these populations tend to
live in the state’s urban areas, these populations are also misrepresented during the census by counting their prison cell as their residence.
Votes cast in these prison districts carry more weight than others as a result of the artificial residency number, while the urban districts
where the prisoners are from have less; this 1s a fundamental unfairness we seek to redress.

The Census Bureau should honor the overwhelming consensus urging a change in the Census count for incarcerated persons. When the
Bureau asked for public comment on its residence rules last year, 96% of the comments regarding residence rules for incarcerated persons
urged the Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their home address, which is almost always their legal address. This level of consensus
among stakeholders, which is based on a thorough understanding of the realities of modern incarceration, deserves far more consideration
than it was given.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to follow the residence
rule to count everyone in the right place. Colorado Common Cause believes that in order to produce an accurate 2020 Census, the Burcau
must count incarcerated people at home.

c00483 Please find attached comments from Asian Americans Advancing Justice | AAJC in response to the
Census Bureau’s Federal Register notice regarding the Proposed 2020 Census Residence Criteria and
Residence Situations, 81 FR 42566 (June 30, 2016). We believe the Census Bureau’s decision to

continue counting incarcerated persons at their facility on Census Day is inconsistent with its own
definition for usual residence and its application of such definition to similarly situation

population groups. As such, we urge the Census Bureau to reconsider how incarcerated persons will be
counted for the 2020 Census and change where they will be counted from the particular facility where they
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happen to be located on Census Day to their home address.
Attachment:

Asian Americans Advancing Justice | AAJC (Advancing Justice | AAJC) submits this comment in
response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Proposed 2020 Census
Residence Criteria and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016) and 81 FR 48365 (July
25, 2016) (extending the comment period for the initial request). We are disappointed in the
Census Bureau’s decision to continue counting incarcerated persons at their facility on Census
Day. We urge the Census Bureau to reconsider how incarcerated persons will be counted for the
2020 Census and change where they will be counted from the particular facility where they
happen to be located on Census Day to their home address.

Organizational Information

Advancing Justice | AAJC is a national non-profit, non-partisan organization founded in 1991.
Advancing Justice | AAJC’s mission is to advance the human and civil rights of Asian Americans,
and build and promote a fair and equitable society for all. Our wide-ranging efforts include
promoting civic engagement, forging strong and safe communities and creating an inclusive
society. Advancing Justice | AAJC is part of Asian Americans Advancing Justice (Advancing
Justice), a national affiliation of five nonprofit organizations in Los Angeles and San Francisco, CA,
Chicago, IL, Atlanta, GA and Washington, D.C. who joined to promote a fair and equitable society
for all by working for civil and human rights and empowering Asian Americans and Pacific
Islanders and other underserved communities. Additionally, over 150 organizations are involved
in Advancing Justice | AAJC’s community partners network, serving communities in 31 states and
the District of Columbia.

Advancing Justice | AAJC considers the Census, including the American Community Survey (ACS),
to be the backbone of its mission to advance the human and civil rights of Asian Americans and
build and promote a fair and equitable society for all. Advancing Justice has maintained a
permanent census program monitoring census policy, educating policy makers, and conducting
community outreach and education to encourage participation in the surveys conducted by the
Census Bureau.

Advancing Justice | AAJC has also been extensively involved in improving the current level of
political and civic engagement among Asian American communities and increasing Asian American
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access to the voting process in conjunction with the Advancing Justice affiliates and community
partners. We work on enforcement and protection of the Voting Rights Act and other voting
statutes, protection of the vote, and improvement of election administration. During the last
redistricting cycle, we worked with the Advancing Justice affiliates and our local partners to ensure
Asian American communities had a voice during the redistricting process and were able to work

to keep their communities of interest together. Since those efforts, Advancing Justice | AAJC has

been engaged in conversations around redistricting reform and ensuring proper representation
for all.

Census Bureau’s Proposed Rule for Counting Incarcerated Persons Is Inconsistent and Should Be
Changed

Definition of Usual Residence Means Incarcerated Persons Should Not Be Counted at
Correctional Facility

The Census Bureau’s proposed rule for counting incarcerated persons in their facility is
inconsistent with the Bureau’s definition of “usual residence.” In the Federal Register notice, the
Census Bureau defines “usual residence” “as the place where a person lives and sleeps most of
the time, which is not always the same as their legal residence, voting residence, or where they
prefer to be counted.” They further note that “counting prisoners anywhere other than the

facility would violate the concept of usual residence, since the majority of people in prisons live
and sleep most of the time at the prison.” This is simply not the case. Many incarcerated

people serve relatively short sentences. For example, the majority of people incarcerated in
Rhode Island spend less than 100 days in the state’s correctional facilities.1/ Incarcerated persons
are also frequently transferred between facilities, at the discretion of the administration, and
usually do not remain at any particular facility for even a year.2/ In fact, almost three-fourths of
incarcerated people are moved between facilities before they go back home.3/ The reality is that
incarcerated persons found in a facility on Census Day will not have been in that facility for very
long, and will likely leave it soon, and thus the facility is not the usual residence of incarcerated
persons.

Incarcerated Persons Should Be Counted at Home Based on Factors Utilized by Census
Bureau in Determining How to Count Other Residence Scenarios

In residence situations where the Census Bureau needs to make a determination about the
respondents’ usual residence, the Census Bureau has looked to community and family ties as an
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important factor. The U.S. Supreme Court referenced the concept of “enduring ties” in its
opinion in Franklin v. Massachusetts, a case that unsuccessfully challenged the Census Bureau’s
decision to count military personnel serving overseas in the 1990 Census for purposes of
congressional apportionment.4/ The majority opinion in Franklin noted that the concept of usual
residence “has been used broadly enough to include some element of allegiance or enduring tie
to a place.”

The reality is that incarcerated persons are not members of the residential communities
surrounding the correctional facilities. Not only are they physically prohibited from interacting
with the community, whether it is through use of services and amenities of the community to
participating in civic engagement such as voting and public debates, the local laws and
ordinances of the surrounding communities rarely impact them. Former Census Bureau Director
Kenneth Prewitt has noted that the practice of counting incarcerated persons in the facilities
they happen to be assigned to on Census Day “ignore[s] the reality of prison life. Incarcerated
people have virtually no contact with the community surrounding the prison. Upon release the
vast majority return to the community in which they lived prior to incarceration.”5/ The
surrounding communities do not consider the incarcerated persons to be members of the their
communities and certainly incarcerated persons, who did not choose to live in that community
and who often return home after their sentence, do not establish “enduring ties” or consider
themselves to be members of that community. However, this is not to say that there is no
community for incarcerated persons. The community that remains meaningful and relevant for
incarcerated persons is their home communities. They have family ties, including children,
spouses, other relatives, as well as homes where they resided prior to their confinement and
where they are likely to return to after their confinement. Thus, incarcerated persons should be
counted at their home address and not at the facility to which they are assigned on Census Day.

The Census Bureau’s decision to count incarcerated persons at the facility is even more
concerning when compared to how the Bureau plans on counting other similarly-situation
population groups in the same proposed 2020 Census residence criteria and residence

situations. For example, the Census Bureau is proposing to change how it will count deployed
military personnel who are stationed or assigned to a U.S. base. Under the Bureau’s proposal,
deployed service members will be counted at their home address (usual residence) in the U.S.,
even if they live and sleep elsewhere for most of the time at the time the Census is conducted. In
making this change, the Census Bureau notes in the Federal Register notice that “deployments
are typically short in duration, and the deployed personnel will be returning to their usual
residence where they are stationed or assigned in the United States after their temporary
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deployment ends.” Additionally, many comments to the Census Bureau referenced the need to
count deployed military in their home community for purposes of funding, planning, and
ensuring sufficient resources for the soldiers and their families. Similarly, incarcerated persons
are temporarily in the facilities for varying, but typically short, durations and incarcerated
persons generally return to their usual residence when they are released. As previously noted,
the incarcerated populations has no ties to the community of the facility and there is a need to
ensure that their home community, where they have family and ties, have the necessary
funding, resources and planning needed. Treating these two similarly-situation populations
differently, and changing the policy as it pertains to one group but not the other, is a blatant
inconsistency in the proposed 2020 Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations and
must be brought into alignment with one another.

The Census Bureau Must Modernize How Incarcerated Persons Are Counted to Avoid Inequity in
Representation

The need for change in the “usual residence” rule, as it relates to incarcerated persons, has been
growing over the last few decades. As recently as the 1980s, the incarcerated population in the

U.S. totaled less than half a million. But since then, the nation’s incarcerated population has

more than quadrupled to over two million people. The Asian American and Pacific Islander

(AAPI) prison population increased by 30 percent from 1999 to 2004 while the white prison
population rose by only 2.5 percent. During the prison boom in the 1990s, the AAPI prison
population grew 250 percent to the overall prison population’s 77 percent. And a closer look at
disaggregated data shows that mass incarceration has increasingly become more of an issue for
specific AAPI communities. For example, according to a study by the Office of Hawaiian Affairs in
2010, Native Hawaiians comprised about 39 percent of Hawaii's state prison population in
comparison to the state's overall Native Hawaiian population of 24 percent.6/ In California, a

study found that 64.6 percent of the state’s AAPI prisoners were immigrants and refugees. The
largest populations among them were Vietnamese (22 percent) and Filipino (19.8 percent),
followed by Pacific Islanders (9.9 percent) and Laotians (8.5 percent).7/ Thus, the manner in which
this population is counted now has huge implications for the accuracy of the Census.

By designating a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau concentrated a
population that is disproportionately male, urban, and African-American or Latino into just 5,393
Census blocks that are located far from the actual homes of incarcerated people. In llinois, for
example, 60% of incarcerated people have their home residences in Cook County (Chicago), yet
the Bureau counted 99% of them as if they resided outside Cook County.
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When this data 1s used for redistricting, prisons artificially inflate the political power of the areas
where the prisons are located. In New York after the 2000 Census, for example, seven state
senate districts only met population requirements because the Census counted incarcerated
people as if they were upstate residents. For this reason, New York State passed legislation to
adjust the population data after the 2010 Census to count incarcerated people at home for
redistricting purposes.

New York State is not the only jurisdiction taking action. Three other states (California, Delaware,
and Maryland) are taking a similar state-wide approach, and over 200 counties and

municipalities all individually adjust population data to avoid prison gerrymandering when
drawing their local government districts. But this ad hoc approach is neither efficient nor
universally implementable. The Massachusetts legislature, for example, concluded that the state
constitution did not allow it to pass similar legislation, so it sent the Bureau a resolution in 2014
urging the Bureau to tabulate incarcerated persons at their home addresses.8/ It 1s time for the
Census Bureau to modernize the way it counts incarcerated persons by counting them at their
home address.

Conclusion

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Proposed 2020 Census Residence Criteria and
Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to count everyone in the right place while keeping up
with changes in society and population realities. Because Advancing Justice | AAJC believes ina
population count that accurately represents communities and a consistent application of the
residence criteria, we urge you to reconsider and change the Residence Criteria to counting
incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

1/ Order, Davidson v. City of Cranston 3 (D.R.I. 2016), available at https://www.aclu.org/legal-document/davidson-v-cranston
memorandum-and-order.

2/ Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Sexual Victimization Reported by Former State Prisoners 20 2008), available at

http://www . bis.gov/content/pub/pdf/svrsp08.pdf.

3/ id.

4/ 505 U.S. 788 (1992).

5/ Kenneth Prewitt, Forward to Patricia Allard & Kristen D. Levingston, Accuracy Counts: Incarcerated People and the Census i (2004), available at
http.//www.brennancenter.org/sites/default/files/legacv/d/RV4  AccuracyCounts.pdf.

6/ Office of Hawaiian Affairs, Justice Policy Institute, University of Hawai‘i and Georgetown University, Report: The Disparate Treatment of Native
Hawaiians in the Criminal Justice System, available at http://www.oha.org/governance/criminal-justice/,
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7/ Sarita Ahuja and Robert Chlala, Asian Americans/Pacific Islanders in Philanthropy, Widening the Lens on Boys and Men of Color: California AAPI

& AMEMSA Perspectives, available at http://www.asianprisonersupport.com/wpcontent/uploads/2014/01/aapip bvmoc-final.screen.pdf
8/ See The Massachusetts General Court Resolution “Urging the Census Bureau to Provide Redistricting Data that Counts Prisoners in a Manner
(Adopted by the Senate on July 31, 2014 and the House of Representatives on August 14,
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Consistent with the Principles of 'One Person, One Vote
2014).

c00484

I was of the last Redistricting Committee here in ,a

rural county in Tennessee, and I am disappointed that we ended up with
severe malapportionment because the Census Bureau counted inmates in a
prison in the county as if they were residents of that neighborhood. I am now
even more disappointed in the Census Bureau, for having heard for the need
for change, proposing to once again distort our democracy by counting
incarcerated people as if they were residents of the location of prison-hosting
counties.

As a county in Tennessee, we were basically faced with a classic ‘Catch 22’
and your proposed rules do nothing to help.

Our goal was to follow the Constitution and give equal representation to all
the citizens of our County. Nashville, however, told us that we had to include
the prison population in our count when we did our redistricting because that
is what the Census showed, even though that runs counter to the state’s
residence law. I realize that the Census’ definition of residence is unlikely to
perfectly track the 50 state’s definitions, but let me walk you through the
Tennessee’s residence law (as described by the Secretary of State’s
“Guidelines for Determining Residency”) to explain why your previous
interpretation of the Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations failed to
count people where they live:

“1. The residence of a person is the place where the person’s habitation
is fixed and is where, during periods of absence, the person definitely
intends to return.”

Now, while I’m sure that a few of our guests at the gray bar hotel will return,
(recidivism 1s a terrible problem in this country), I can pretty much guarantee
that there isn’t any one of them that “definitely intends to return” after they
get out.

“3. A change of residence is made not only by relocation, but also by
intent to remain in the new location permanently, and by demonstrating
actions consistent with that intention.”

These men have no intention of staying in our fair county one second longer
than they have to. If not for the barbed wire and armed guards, that place
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would empty out faster than the county courthouse at quitting time on a Friday
afternoon.
These men all come from outside our county. Upon release they immediately
leave our county. They are not buying homes, raising families and putting
down roots here. They came here, quite simply because they were forced to at
gunpoint and they stay here only because of walls, wire and armed guards.
The 2010 Census put the population of at approximately
22.000. The inmates at the Correctional Facility number
approximately 2,400. When we break the county up into 6 districts, we should
have 3,667 residents in each district. But whichever district gets the prison
block will only have 1,267 actual residents in it and 2,400 prisoners. That adds
a lot of weight to the votes cast in that district.
To be exact, we end up with the residents of the district with the prison having
3 times the representation of the residents in the rest of the county.
And the problem has only gotten worse. Previously we had 2 prisons in our
county. But one prison was shut down and the other facility was expanded to
take in the inmates of the closed unit as well as additional prisoners. This
resulted in just one census block containing 10% of our county’s population,
not one of whom is allowed to vote and not one of whom even considers
themselves to be a resident of
It 1s impossible to count a population bloc like that in our county electoral
system and still achieve equal representation among the citizens of this
county.
In Reynolds v. Sims the U.S. Supreme Court said, “The weight of a citizen’s
vote cannot be made to depend on where he lives.” Yet that is exactly what we
have until now been forced to do because of the Census. We were left with a 3
to 1 disparity in the representation of the residents in the district with the
prison over the residents in other districts.
Lucky for us, one of the counties in our state faced drawing a district that
would contain no actual residents, only the people incarcerated and counted
there by the Census. Recently Nashville agreed, and the legislature passed a
bill in May that allows for counties like mine to correct for the Census’s
prison miscount:

When a reapportionment is made, residents of a correctional institution

who cannot by law register in the county as voters may be excluded

from any consideration of representation.
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Our state has finally woken up to how incompatible the Census’ data is with
fair redistricting, but that leaves many more states with many more counties
like mine that are left to bear the burden of either correcting the Census’ data
on their own, or denying their residents fair representation. And while my
county can correct our own data with the new tabulations you propose,
Memphis or Nashville city councils will be forced to draw their districts
missing pockets of their population which you propose to count in counties
like mine.

Asa here in I oppose your proposal to

continue counting people in the wrong place, which puts obstacles in our way
of getting back to the “One Man, One Vote” ideal. I urge you once again to
help us to achieve fair and equal representation for all the citizens of our
county, and those across this great nation by revising the Residence Rule or
Residence Situations to count incarcerated people at home in the Census.

c00485 The Southern Coalition for Social Justice ("SCSJ") offers this submission in response to the Census Bureau's request for public comment
on the proposed Residence Rule and Residence Situations for the 2020 Census, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). Currently more than 2
million people are incarcerated in the United States and every one of them is outside of their home communities on Census day.
Continuing the practice of counting incarcerated persons in the locations where they are incarcerated not only disproportionately harms
certain communities, but it also ensures that the 2020 Census will produce inaccurate data that will have long-lasting effects. Therefore, we
urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home communities, rather than the locations of their correctional facilities.

SCSJ's two primary practice areas-voting rights and criminal justice reform-place the organization in a unique position to understand the
harm created by the Census Bureau's policy of counting incarcerated persons where they are imprisoned. Throughout the years, SCSJ has
been heavily involved in efforts to ensure fair and accurate redistricting policies, and we have witnessed firsthand how counting
incarcerated persons as residents of their place of incarceration diminishes the voting strength of their home communities, while
unjustifiably enhancing the voting strength of communities located near such facilities. Additionally, SCSJ's criminal justice reform focus
area primarily involves work to reduce collateral consequences of incarceration such as obtaining gainful employment, housing, and the
right to vote. Through our criminal justice work we have consistently seen that underrepresented communities, such as low income
communities and communities of color-from which the prison population is disproportionately drawn due to over policing and racial
profiling-lack access to important resources that help formerly incarcerated people reenter their communities. If incarcerated persons were
counted in their home communities, those communities would be allocated more federal funding as well as other resources that are
frequently tied to census numbers, and would be better able to elect officials to serve their communities.

A. Incarcerated Persons Should Be Counted as Residents of Their Home Communities
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Because of SCSJ 's work and insights on the intersection between voting rights and criminal justice reform, we are opposed to the rule that
counts incarcerated persons as residents of their place of incarceration for the following reasons: (i) the rule will lead to less accurate
census results, with a number of harms flowing from that reality, particularly in North Carolina and the south; and (i1) it 1s unnecessary and
nconsistent with other rules.

i The Rule Leads to Less Accurate Census Results

An accurate decennial census enumeration 1s critical for countless reasons, but it is particularly critical to (1) communities of color, whose
members often suffer from disproportionate rates of incarceration-communities that may desperately need more federal funding hinked to
census counts; and (2) jurisdictions- from small towns up to the state level- who are charged with redistricting and rely upon census data
for that task. When incarcerated persons are counted as residents of their place of incarceration, the census data does not accurately reflect
the true voting population in the jurisdictions where prisons are located and does not accurately reflect the extent of need in traditionally
underserved communities. Importantly, updating the residence rules by counting incarcerated persons as residents of their home
communities would increase the accuracy of Census data, and would have a profound impact on representation in communities of color-
particularly for African-Americans and Latinos who are stopped, arrested, and incarcerated at disproportionate rates, and often come
from neighborhoods and communities that struggle to receive adequate funding to assist residents with meaningful reentry after
incarceration. For instance, the high incarceration rate in North Carolina ensures that there are large tangible effects felt by a rule that
counts incarcerated persons as residents of their place of incarceration. North Carolina is one of 32 states with an individual rate of
incarceration that ranks higher than Turkmenistan, the nation with the second highest incarceration rate in the world after the United States.
Specifically, there are approximately 66,000 people incarcerated in some form of facility throughout the state. In North Carolina, African
Americans are disproportionately sent to correctional facilities, as opposed to other sentencing options. As a result, African Americans are
55% of the prison population even though they are only 22% of the total state population. By contrast, whites make up only 39% of the
prison population, yet are 65% of the total state population. This means that because of the Census Bureau's proposed rule, African-
American communities in North Carolina are more likely to have inaccurate census data and less representation than their white
counterparts. If communities of color were afforded better, and more accurate, representation, they would have more power to effectuate
meaningful change with respect to policies that affect their communities.

It 1s also important to have accurate census data for purposes of redistricting and complying with the "one person one vote” standard, under
the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. "One person one vote” requires jurisdictions engaged in redistricting to create
districts that are roughly equal in population. Some larger and well-resourced jurisdictions may be capable of adjusting federal census data
to account for large non-voting populations in districts containing correctional facilities. However, many jurisdictions do not have that
capability and rely on the census data as produced. Thus, they draw districts that, because of non-voting populations, have significantly
different voting populations in different districts. These districts are known as "prison gerrymanders.” Importantly, this type of
gerrymandering causes the votes of residents who live in districts with correctional facilities to have more weight than their fellow citizens
who do not live in such districts. For example, suppose that a county commission has 5 districts and each district, properly apportioned, has
one thousand voters, with one district having a prison population of 900. In the district with the prison population, there are actually only
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100 voters who each cast a vote that is weighted 10 times more heavily than a voter in a different district. This is fundamentally unfair to
the voters in the districts with a thousand voters, and 1s likely unconstitutional.

In North Carolina, we see this phenomenon in effect in several counties. For example, in Granville County, North Carolina the prison
population constitutes nearly 55% of only one of the county's seven districts for the Board of County Commissioners - District 3. As of
2010, the prison population in District 3's Federal Correctional Complex was 4,587. With a total population of 57,532 for the county, the
1deal size for each of the seven districts would be a little over 8,200 residents ecach. This means that less than half of the residents in District
3 have the same voting strength as the total populations in the other six districts. In other words, the non- incarcerated residents in District

3 have significantly more voting power than the residents in the other six districts. While the other six district commissioners serve the
interests of approximately 8,000 constituents, the commissioner for District 3 only serves approximately 4,000 actual constituents. This
lack of balance results from counting incarcerated persons as residents of the facility in District 3 and violates the "one person one vote"
requirement.

Additionally, there are similar issues in other counties in North Carolina, such as Anson County and Pamlico County. In Anson County,
there are three correctional facilities housed in one district for the Board of County Commissioners - District 6. The total prison population
for the three facilities 1s 2,190. Based on the 2010 Census, Anson County's total population is 26,948. With seven districts, the ideal district
size 1s approximately 3,850. This means more than half of people counted as residents of District 6 are incarcerated, and the other non-
incarcerated residents (less than 50%) have the same voting strength as the full population in neighboring districts. Likewise, Pamlico
County, North Carolina, has a census population of 13,144 with five districts electing the County Commissioners. The ideal district size is
approximately 2,628. The State prison, Pamlico Correctional Institute and also the local facility, Pamlico County Jail, house a combined
619 prisoners and are located in the same district. Therefore, roughly 23% of the population counted within this district is incarcerated.
Overall, many North Carolinians will continue to have their votes diluted by the rule that counts incarcerated persons as residents of their
places of incarceration. Because voting is a fundamental right that must be enjoyed equally by all citizens, the Census must change this
rule.

Giving some residents' votes more weight than others by counting incarcerated persons in this way violates the "one person one vote"”
requirement. At least one federal court has found such "prison gerrymanders" to be unconstitutional, even when jurisdictions rely on the
data produced by the Census Bureau. See Calvin v. Jefferson Cnty. Bd. of Comm 'rs, No. 4:15¢v131, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 36121 (N.D.
Fla. Mar. 19, 2016). Therefore, continuing to count incarcerated persons as residents of their place of incarceration will expose many local
jurisdictions around the country to lawsuits, and the financial burden that results from such litigation.

ii. The Rule is Unnecessary and Inconsistent With Other Similar Rules
The proposed rule is not necessary and is inconsistent with other census rules used by the Bureau. Notably, because of a desire for

accurate census data, the Bureau proposed changes to the residency rules for military personnel deployed overseas. The Bureau opted to
count relocated military personnel in their home communities since they "will be returning to their usual residence” after their temporary
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relocation ends, 81 FR 42579. The Bureau determined that deployed personnel should be counted as residents of their home communities
because it is their "usual residence” where they spend most of their time because they are only temporarily removed from their home
community and will likely return there once they are able, 81 FR 42579, This Bureau's decision regarding deployed personnel is
inconsistent with the current rule regarding incarcerated persons. Just like deployed personnel, incarcerated persons are likely to return to
their home communities once they are able. Indeed, this fact is cited in comments ¢74 (footnote 55), ¢88 (footnote 2), cl 19 (footnote 7),
and c0121 (footnote 23). If the Bureau has the capability to count military personnel in their home communities, they must likewise be
capable of counting incarcerated persons in their home communities. Therefore, as in the case of deployed personnel, the Bureau should
remain consistent and count incarcerated persons who are temporarily away from their homes as residents of their home communities.

B. Opposition to Other Census Comments

The Census Bureau has received many public comments on the proposed rule that SCSJ believes is erroneous and misplaced. First, the
argument made in comment ¢6 that the Voting Rights Act somehow requires incarcerated people to be counted in the location where they
are incarcerated in order to protect rural communities of color is incorrect and does not reflect the reality of the redistricting process. While
a heavily minority prison population in a rural county might allow map drawers to create a majority-minority district using that population,
such a district would be a non-performing district and would not be compelled by the Voting Rights Act. In fact, voting rights advocates
are concerned that districts that are drawn as majority-minority districts using prison populations may be held up as distriets that comply
with the Voting Rights Act, but on the other hand do not result in African-American voters being able to elect their candidates of choice.1/
Thus, this claim is clearly erroneous. Furthermore, this same comment's proposal that it would be too difficult for the Bureau to establish
the residence of prisoners holds no weight considering that the Bureau already has protocol for establishing the residency of those without
a permanent address. Also, the implication made in this comment that disparate treatment in counting these individuals is justified because
they are "career criminals” does not address the systematic discrimination deeply embedded in our criminal justice system. It also fails to
address the disproportionate number of minorities incarcerated for lower level, and some even first-time, offenses.

Second, the support for the proposed rule in comment ¢5 is not justified and attempts to divert attention away from the discussion of relief
for underrepresented communities. The argument laid out in comment ¢5 that any proposed rule that would change the way incarcerated
persons are counted is only "driven by activist groups who seek to gain politically” 1s unfounded. The claim that prison gerrymandering is
an issue being touted for political gain insinuates that communities who have their members disproportionately incarcerated are due no
relief from the unequal access to resources that accompany their underrepresentation. That is not the case. The purpose of accurately
counting incarcerated people as residents of their home communities is 1) to ensure that the Bureau is providing an accurate population
count, so that communities receive adequate federal funding for a host of purposes, including to support successful reentry for those
involved in the criminal justice system afier they have finished their sentence, 2) so that prison gerrymandering cannot be used as a tool to
circumvent fair representation, and 3) so that districts can be fairly drawn in the most equitable way. Also, comment ¢5 took the position
that updating the residency rules to accurately count incarcerated people in their home communities would add a "superfluous complexity”
to the process. Again, as described above, the Census Bureau has already established procedures for counting persons in their home
location, rather than their temporary location. Furthermore, the goal of the Census Bureau is to "count everyone in the right place"” in order
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to create a "fair and equitable apportionment”, 81 FR 42577, and any effort to achieve this goal is both necessary and deserved by the
communities affected by the Bureau's count.

Comment ¢5 also makes the claim that New York, Maryland, and Delaware "continue to have difficulty accounting for all prisoners
accurately” after having adopted the prison adjustment as proposed. This attempt to undermine the legitimacy of the growing movement to
accurately account for incarcerated individuals is incorrect. In the past few years New York, Maryland, Delaware, and California passed
laws to reallocate people in prison back to their home communities. The law will not be implemented in California and Delaware until after
the 2020 census, so the claim that Delaware has had difficulties with the reallocation process is not founded on any actual implementation
of the state's law. Both New York and Maryland have had cross-agency collaboration, from government offices to the private sector, in
order to implement their new reallocation laws that led to 46,003 incarcerated individuals in New York and 17,140 incarcerated individuals
in Maryland being successfully reallocated to their home communities. The number of successful reallocations in Maryland accounts for
77.7% of those incarcerated in Maryland. There were also an additional 6% of the prisoners that were removed from the redistricting
dataset after being identified as out-of-state residents, which brought the total percentage of those successfully reallocated in Maryland to
83.7%. Those involved with the successful implementations of Maryland and New York's new laws agree that the best way to streamline
reallocation and continue improving the representation in their states would be for the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons as
residents of their home communities.

{_. Conclusion
For the foregoing reasons, SCSJ urges you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home addresses. Thank you for this

opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to establish census procedures that
guarantee accuracy and reflect demographic and societal realities.

1/ See Ben Peck, "The Census Count and Prisoners: The Problem, The Solutions and What the Census Can Do,” Demos, Oct. 26, 2012, http
J/Iwww.demos.org /publication/census-count-and -prisoners-problem-solutions-and-what- census-can-do ; see also "Counting inmates is issue in Miss.
Redistricting, " Picayune Item (March 1, 2011), available at http // www picavupeitem.corn/2011 / 03/ counting-imuates-is-issue-in-miss-redistricting /.

c00486 Please count incarcerated people at their home addresses rather than at their prison addresses. Counting them where
they are incarcerated undermines the legitimacy of our electoral system by giving extra political power to the
disproportionately white communities that host prisons and diluting the votes of the disproportionately Black and
Latino communities that bear the brunt of our incarceration policies.

c00487 As a private citizen in the state of Georgia who is involved with a variety of social justice causes, I submit this comment to the Census
Bureau’s Federal Register Notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016).

I 'am concerned that the U.S. Census Bureau intends to continue its unfortunate practice of counting prisoners in the locations where they
are housed instead of in their communities where they resided before incarceration.
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Georgia has one of the highest incarceration rates in the nation, and most of our prisons are located in rural areas. Additionally, the
Georgia Department of Corrections reports that the average prisoner is transferred four times during their incarceration and the average
stay at any one facility is nine months.

To count a transient prison population in areas where they have no ties and where they have no intention of staying inflates the population
of mostly rural districts where prisons are located, and under counts mostly urban areas that the majority of prisoners consider as their
home.

The practice of counting prisoners is particularly concerning in the area of voting rights. Convicted felons cannot vote while in prison, yet
they are counted for redistricting purposes in counties where they are housed at a point in time when the decennial voting districts are
being drawn. This practice transfers the voting power of millions of mostly urban black and brown people to overwhelmingly white and
rural districts, a shrinking of the political power of prisoner’s home communities.

Additionally, individuals being housed in county jails awaiting trial are not convicted and are still eligible to vote. Why would they not be
counted for redistricting purposes in their home communities?

Under the equal protection clause of the 14th amendment of our constitution, states are required to apportion their congressional districts
and state legislative seats according to “one man, one vote”. This precedent was established by US supreme court cases Wesberry v
Sanders (1964) and Reynolds v Sims (1964).

Just this year, in March, the US district court for the Northern District of Florida ruled that Jefferson County’s practice of prison
gerrymandering is unconstitutional. In his summary statement, Judge Mark E Walker wrote, “To treat the inmates the same as actual
constituents makes no sense under any theory of one person, one vote, and indeed under any theory of representative democracy.”

The process of redistricting 1s a fundamental building block of fairness in our voting system. [ urge the U.S. Census Bureau to recognize
the impact that the counting of prisoners has on the drawing of fair voting districts, and to reconsider how prisoners are counted in the

Census.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Residence Rule.

c00488 The undersigned members of Philadelphia City Council submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau's Federal Register Notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). The Bureau's proposal to continue counting
incarcerated people at the particular facility where they happen to be located on Census Day ignores the reality of incarceration: prisons are
not a "usual residence.”
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As elected representatives of communities disproportionately impacted by incarceration, many of our constituents are incarcerated in
facilities across the state, and beyond. When our constituents are incarcerated, they are often sent to prisons outside of the City, but they
and their children still rely on us for representation. 1/

Over the course of their incarceration, prison administration may move these citizens between different prisons, but they remain our
constituents. Their homes 'in our district remain their only stable, permanent, "usual” residence. Counting them as if they were residents
of the facility where they happen to be held on Census Day does not reflect the modern lived reality of our communities.

We note that your proposed method of counting the incarcerated population is inconsistent with how you count other groups that eat and
sleep in a location that is not their usual residence. For example, your proposed rules will count boarding school students at their home
addresses even if they spend most of their time at school. The same approach should be taken when counting incarcerated people.

We are also concerned about the impact of the proposed residence rules on racial justice in our City, the Commonwealth, and the nation.
Almost a quarter of the people in the state's prison system are from Philadelphia, but almost all are incarcerated outside of our City.
Because the prison population is disproportionately Black and Latino, crediting this population to the incorrect - and majority White - parts
of the state undermines the political power of our communities.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to follow the residence
rule to count everyone in the right place. As elected representatives, we are keenly aware that democracy, at its core, rests on equal
representation. And equal representation, in turn, rests on an accurate count of the nation's population. In order to produce an accurate
2020 Census, the Bureau must count incarcerated people at home.

1 This duty is even written into statute: "For the purpose of registration and voting, no individual shall be deemed to have gained a residence by reason of
presence or lost a residence by reason of absence ... [while] in an institution at public expense.” (25 Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes §1302(ii).)

c00489 Please count incarcerated persons at home in the 2020 election.

c00490 I'm writing to express my concern over the Census Bureau's proposal to continue inaccurately counting incarcerated people at their
temporary place of incarceration, rather than their permanent home address. I strongly support changing the Census Bureau's outdated,
inaccurate, and unfair practice of counting incarcerated people as residents of the place they happen to be on Census Day. The practice
produces bad data, distorts political influence, and harms communities of color. Please bring an end to this practice of prison-based
gerrymandering. Ensure an accurate 2020 Census by counting incarcerated people at their homes, not prison addresses.

Despite massive public opposition, the Census Bureau has proposed to continue its widely discredited practice of "prison-based
gerrymandering.” Prison-based gerrymandering counts incarcerated people as "residents” of the place they happen to be on Census Day.
That means instead of being counted as residents of their home communities, they are counted as residents of the community where they
are imprisoned.

Treating incarcerated people as "residents” of prisons is outdated, inaccurate, and unfair. When government officials use census data with
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these padded population numbers, they're shifting representation--and therefore shifting political influence--from home communities to
prison communities. This primarily harms communities of color, particularly African-American and Latinx communities that bear the brunt
of disproportionate incarceration rates and a broken criminal justice system.

Prison-based gerrymandering creates districts with "phantom" constituents--where inmates, many of whom have been stripped of their
right to vote--make up the bulk of the population. This distorts how legislative districts are drawn and violates the fundamental principle of
one person, one vote. If the Bureau continues this practice, 2 million people will be counted in the wrong place in 2020, ensuring an
inaccurate census and another decade of prison gerrymandering,.

Continuing to count incarcerated people in the wrong place is not only misguided, it ignores overwhelming calls for change. Last year,
when the Census Bureau solicited public comments on how to implement residence guidelines for the 2020 census, the majority of
comments were about how incarcerated people are counted, and more than 95 percent of those expressed clear opposition to prison-based
gerrymandering. But the recently released draft gnidelines for 2020 keep it in effect. The Census Bureau's failure to take those public
comments from groups like the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund and the ACLU into account is especially disappointing given
that the Bureau is proposing different rules for other people who are elsewhere on Census Day: military deployed overseas and boarding
school students, for example, are counted as residents of their homes.

In the face of the Census Bureau's inaccurate practice, some states--including California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York--have
adopted legislation to undo its effect. But it shouldn't be left up to states to fix this problem. Please end this inaccurate and wrong practice
so that communities have accurate representation.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. Please do NOT add my name to your mailing list. I will learn about future
developments on this issue from other sources.

c00491 As the Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities Housing and Rights Task Forces (CCD Housing Task Force) we are pleased to
provide comments on behalf of the Task Forces to the Notice of Proposed Rule Making, “2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence
Situations” (81 Fed. Reg. 42577; Docket No. 160526465-6465-01).

The Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities (CCD) is a working coalition of national disability organizations working together to
advocate for national public policy that ensures the self-determination, independence, empowerment, integration and inclusion of children
and adults with disabilities in all aspects of society.

The CCD Housing and Rights Task Forces understand that the fundamental reason for conducting the decennial census is to apportion the
seats in the U.S. House of Representatives. Decennial census data are also the basis for other critically important national policies,
including required periodic assessments of affordable housing needs conducted by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) and submitted to Congress in the form of Worst Case Housing Needs reports (Worst Case Reports). Data from the

000598

BC-DOC-0000007381



Census are also utilized in various statutory formulae related to the distribution of appropriations that fund certain HUD affordable rental
housing programs.

Numerous studies document that the lowest income people with disabilities — particularly the approximately 5 million non-elderly adults
with the most significant and long term disabilities who receive income from the federal Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program —
have the most critical housing needs of any population group.

Every two years, the CCD Housing Task Force and the Technical Assistance Collaborative (TAC) conduct a national study of the
relationship between SSI-level income and modest rental housing costs. The latest study — Priced Out in 2014 — documents that the
average annual income of an single adult household with a disability receiving income from the SSI program was $8,995 — equal to only
20.1 percent of the national one person household median income. In 2014, the average one-bedroom rent — reflected as HUD’s one-
bedroom Fair Market Rent — was $780 per month.

Using federal housing affordability guidelines — which provide that low income houscholds should pay no more than 30 percent of income
for housing costs — a person with a disability receiving SSI-level income of $8,995 annually would need to pay 104 percent of this income
to access a one bedroom unit priced at this HUD Fair Market Rent. Simply stated, people with disabilities who must rely on federal SSI
payments are completely priced out of the nation’s rental housing market. This fact is highly relevant to the decennial census because
when people receiving SSI are unable to find housing they can afford in the community, they basically have two choices: they can become
homeless (as many do) or they are forced to choose a “bed” within one of the nation’s Institutional or Non-Institutional Group Quarters
settings.

For many years, virtually no attention was paid to the plight of people with disabilities forced to live in Institutional or Non-Institutional
Group Quarters settings. Fortunately, that changed in 1999, when the U.S. Supreme Court issued its Olmstead vs. L.C. decision which
affirmed the rights of people with disabilities to live in the most integrated setting, in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA). Since 1999, states across the country have entered into Settlement Agreements with the U.S. Department of Justice and private
plaintiffs to resolve alleged violations of the ADA and the Olmstead decision based on their reliance on and funding of Group Quarters
settings. Thus, an accurate counting of the number of people with disabilities residing in Group Quarters settings, which has been long
sought by the CCD Housing Task Force and other disability advocacy groups — is also a critical policy priority for the Obama
Administration.

To obtain as much Census data as possible on the number of people with disabilities living in Group Quarters, TAC and the CCD Housing
Task Force requested and received a Special Tabulation of state-level census data on individuals with disabilities living in specific types of
Group Quarters settings. We were pleased to work collaboratively with Census Bureau staff on this Special Tabulation, which has provided
us with a greater level of detail regarding certain characteristics of people with disabilities living in Group Quarters. Through the Special
Tabulation request process, we also developed a much better understanding of how this data is collected and managed by the Census
Bureau.
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With this knowledge in hand, we are pleased to offer the following comments on the proposed 2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence
Situations:

Recommendation: The concept of Usual Residence and Group Quarters Settings Primarilv Occupied by People with Disabilities —
11b and 16a

Many Group Quarters settings — particularly Nursing Homes (11d) and Group Homes (16a) — are intended to be occupied solely by people
with disabilities and have been created or licensed by state or local government exclusively for that purpose. Under policies governing
these settings developed many years ago, people residing in these settings are treated as permanent residents, even if they would prefer to
live in integrated housing in the community, as is their right under the ADA.

Because of Olmstead, many states are now beginning to modify their policies regarding the permanency of Nursing Home and Group
Home settings and eliminate the once-common presumption that people will continue to reside in these settings on a permanent basis.
States have increasingly taken advantage of federal programs designed to promote the transition of individuals with disabilities into their
own homes and communities. These programs, such as Money Follows the Person and Medicaid home and community-based services
waivers and options, provide federal support and incentives for people who desire to live in a more integrated community setting to do so.
We believe that the current language in the proposed rule is not sufficient to capture information that is relevant to people with disabilities
residing in these settings who are in the process of transitioning to community living. In other words, the current language creates a strong
presumption that the individual with a disability will continue to reside in the Group Quarters setting.

We understand that persons may be counted only once on Census Day, and that the lack of a usual home elsewhere (where they live and
sleep most of the time around Census Day) requires that the person be counted at the Group Quarters setting. To do otherwise, would, by
definition, mean they would not be counted at all.

However, we urge the Census Bureau to add language to the Group Quarters categories of Nursing Facilities/Skilled-Nursing Facilities and
Group Homes for Adults that would permit persons to be counted at a residence which they are actively preparing to transition to, which
could be defined by one or more of the following criteria: (1) a discharge date has been set for the person for a specific address; (2)
community-based services Long Term Care Services and Supports (LTSS) have been arranged in a community setting to be delivered at a
specific address that the person in is the process of transitioning to; (3) the person has a signed lease or rental agreement for a housing unit
in the community; the person owns a residence in the community and is in the process of transitioning back to that residence or another
residence with a specific address.

Recommendation: People In Health Care Facilities 11(b) mental (psychiatric hospitals) and psychiatric units in other hospitals
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The Census Bureau’s proposal to count people in mental (psychiatric) hospitals and psychiatric units in other hospitals as residing at the
facility misunderstands the functioning of state or private psychiatric hospitals which today provide primarily acute and short term
treatment (e.g. less than two weeks in most cases) to people with mental illness. A relatively small number of people in psychiatric
facilities do reside there for longer terms, typically under civil or forensic commitments. However, in both instances, these people are
likely to have a permanent residence elsewhere. It is critically important for the Census Bureau to make these distinctions when
determining the Usual Residence of people in psychiatric facilities.

The CCD Housing Task Force recommends that people living in psychiatric hospitals on Census Day be counted at the residence where
they sleep most of the time and not counted at the facility unless they do not have a usual home elsewhere.

Recommendation: Provide More Public Access to Census Data On Other Noninstitutional Facilities within the Group Quarters
Category

Currently, the Census Bureau does not provide public access to national or state level data that is specific to one or more of the five sub-
categories of facilities within the Noninstitutional Facilities category of Group Quarters. These subcategories include:

Emergency and Transitional Shelters (with Sleeping Facilities) for People Experiencing Homelessness
Group Homes Intended for Adults

Residential Treatment Centers for Adults

Religious Group Quarters

Workers Group Living Quarters and Job Corps Centers

SNk

Three of these five subcategories — specifically #1, #2, and #3 above — are highly relevant to the enforcement of Olmstead and the need to
accurately account for the housing needs of people with disabilities living in these settings in HUD’s Worst Case Housing Needs reports to
Congress. Because of major deviations in data collection within states and localities that license these facilities, as well as across the
states, the Census Bureau is — without question ~ the most reliable source for this information.

As the CCD Housing Task Force and TAC have suggested in prior written and verbal communications, we urge the Census Bureau to
agree to provide Special Tabulations of data on these three subcategories, preferable within each subcategory but if not feasible, then in the
aggregate across the three categories. These data are critically important to both housing advocates struggling to accurately assess the full
scope of the housing needs of people with disabilities as well as to legal advocates for people with disabilities who are working to enforce
the community integration mandates of the ADA.

In closing, thank you for the opportunity to share recommendations by the CCD Housing and Rights Task Forces.

c00492 Grassroots Leadership respectfully submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal
register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, §1 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016).
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This proposal to continue to incorrectly count all incarcerated people as permanent residents of a
correctional facility is not only discriminatory but also creates unequal representation.

Grassroots Leadership is an Austin, Texas-based national organization that works to end prison
profiteering and reduce reliance on criminalization and detention through direct action, organizing,
research, and public education. We stand in strong opposition to the Bureau’s proposal because we
believe that it contributes to the exploitation of incarcerated individuals.

Prison-based gerrymandering allows for a misrepresentation of a state or local government’s true
constituency. The principle of “one person, one vote” is severely skewed when states and
municipalities are forced to use census data. In Texas, the majority of prisons are located in rural
areas, yet the majority of people inside prisons are from urban centers. We diminish our ideal of
representative democracy when we count thousands of mostly urban people of color in correctional
facilities that are not their primary residence.

In addition, the Census Bureau is wrong to consider incarcerated people residents of the correctional
facility because incarcerated individuals do not “live” in prisons. They have homes and residences
where over 90 percent return. Furthermore, on average, Texas prisoners are transferred multiple times
during their period of incarceration, which means the Texas prison population is quite transient. These
individuals should be counted at home, not in whatever prison they happen to be in on Census day.

The Bureau’s failure to update its rules regarding incarcerated persons is particularly troubling given
that the Bureau has decided that other populations — deployed overseas military and juveniles staying
in residential treatment centers — should be counted in their home location.

Grassroots Leadership appreciates the opportunity to submit our comments. We believe that in order to
produce an accurate Census, the Bureau must count incarcerated people in the right place: at home.

c00493 For almost a century, the League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania (LWVPA) has worked to ensure fair and equitable representation for
all people and communities.

We are concerned that the Census Bureau’s proposed plan to count incarcerated persons as residents of prison districts rather than in their
home communities distorts the redistricting process, giving exira political influence to people who live near prisons while diluting the votes
of residents in other legislative districts.

This practice skews democracy on both the state and local levels and is especially problematic for county and city governments, where a
single prison can easily make up the majority of a district. Failing to count incarcerated people at home for redistricting purposes

000602

BC-DOC-0000007385



undermines the constitutional guarantee of “one person, one vote”, with critical implications for the health of our democracy. By
designating a prison cell as a residence, the Census Bureau concentrates a population that is disproportionately male, urban, and African-
American or Latino in approximately 1,500 federal and state prisons that are far from their home communities.

In Pennsylvania, Hispanic and black residents make up 61% of the total incarcerated population, but only 17% of the statewide population.
35.7% of Pennsylvania’s state prison population comes from just two counties: Philadelphia County and Allegheny County (the core of the
greater Pittsburgh area). Most of those inmates are housed in rural areas of the state demographically distinct from these two cities. The
resulting maps inflate the political power of the areas where the prisons are located and dilute the political power of all other urban,
suburban, and rural areas without large prisons.

We have followed with interest Calvin et al. v. Jefferson County and Davidson vs. City of Cranston. While litigation has afforded relief to
communities deprived of political power by the practice of counting inmates in prison districts, the results have disrupted elections as maps
are redrawn and citizens wait to find out which districts they will be voting in. Candidate petitioning, voter education, planning of debates
and more important functions are thrown into disarray while litigation continues.

The proposed rules make clear that the Census Bureau has tools available to count incarcerated persons correctly as members of their home
districts. Four states, containing 21 percent of the U.S. population, have already passed legislation to adjust census data on their own.
Other states, including Virginia, Colorado, New Jersey, Mississippi, encourage or require local governments to adjust census data to avoid
padding districts. As individual counties and municipalities pass similar requirements, fair and equitable administration of elections
becomes more and more fractured and confidence in our electoral process continues to diminish.

We join with other good government groups and with many of your own advisory committee in urging that you count ALL incarcerated
people at their home addresses. Such a change would provide a standardized national solution and would relieve state and local
governments from undertaking piecemeal adjustments on their own.

c00494 This is in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577
(June 30, 2016). The League of Women Voters of Delaware urges you to count incarcerated people at their home addresses, rather than at
the facility where they happen to be located on Census day.

Ensuring that redistricting is impartial and that legislative lines are drawn in a fair and transparent way is part of the core mission of the
League of Women Voters, as is ensuring that every eligible American’s vote is counted fairly. Counting incarcerated persons as residents
of the district in which they are temporarily held has the effect of unfairly enhancing the political power of those who live and vote in the
prison district, while unfairly diluting the votes of those in districts without prisons. Legislators with a prison in their district should not get
a bonus for keeping the prison full. This dynamic hurts our democracy, and it hurts the communities from which these incarcerated persons
hail.

Incarcerated people are generally treated as constituents and resident of their home districts. But when it comes time to redistrict, the lines
get drawn based on the Census, which counts incarcerated people as if they were residents of the facility where they happen to be on
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Census day. While the correctional facility may seem a permanent structure, the people inside them are transient and as such should be
counted at home; that’s where they actually reside — where they eat, sleep, and are a part of the community.

As a matter of fact, in Delaware, 23 to 25 % of our male prisoners and 40 percent of female inmates are in pre-trial detention, simply
waiting temporarily for a trial. Between April 1 and election day, most of them are back home, so counting those people as residents of the
prison is especially egregious!

In 2010, Delaware became the second state to pass a law to end prison-based gerrymandering. House Bill 384 required the Department of
Correction to collect the home addresses of incarcerated people and required the legislature to draw its districts on the basis of Census
Bureau data corrected to count incarcerated people at their home addresses. The Department of Corrections collected and transmitted the
address information but, unfortunately, the state was unable to arrange for the geocoding of this address data in time for the legislature’s
deadline on making their proposals public and had to, reluctantly, postpone full implementation until 2021. The Burecau’s current proposal
to provide geocoding services as a supplemental product would surely help in our situation, but a change in the residence rule for
incarcerated people by the Census Bureau would meet the state’s needs in a much more streamlined and reasonable fashion.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations; we appreciate the Bureau’s aim to count
everyone, including people who are incarcerated on Census day, in the right place. The Unitarian Universalist Delaware Advocacy
Network urges you to count incarcerated people as residents of their last-known home addresses.

c00495 As you know the U.S. Census is essential to providing important services and funding to communities all across America. Consequently, it
is imperative that the census is administered and collected as accurately as possible because the results affect decision making at all levels
of government. Planning for hospitals, nursing homes, clinics and other vital health services are determined to a great extent by the data
collected from the census. Therefore all citizens whether they reside in rural communities, urban centers and or sprawling suburban areas
deserve an accurate accounting or their populations in order to secure proportional political representation at the state and federal levels as
well as adequate infrastructure and social services that will sufficiently support these areas throughout the next decade.

When prisoners are housed in correctional facilities they are not and should not be considered residents of the host community for purposes
of the census. There are many reasons why prisoners should not be counted residents of these communities first among them is the fact that
a prisoner’s time in any one prison can change at any moment. Prisoners are routinely transferred from prison to prison around the state
and country almost daily. Prisoner’s will rarely ever live, work or raise a family in the areas where they were once held in a correctional
facility. To the contrary, prisoners generally return to their residence of origins prior to incarceration, which due to the way we incarcerate
people in this countiry tends to be mainly urban areas that are economically disadvantaged with overburden infrastructure and social
services.

Allowing communities where prisons are located to inflate their U.S. Census numbers turns the fundamental purpose of the census on its
head. Additionally, this practice only serves to skew the results of your data and leave communities at risk. In particular, communities of
color are disproportionately impacted by this inaccurate data collection practice leaving them vulnerable and without the economic
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supports to finances schools, roads and vital social services. Please consider reevaluated this highly inaccurate and egregious practice. [
appreciate your time and consideration in this most important matter.

c00496 The U.S. Census Bureau’s current practice of interpreting its “usual residence” criteria to mean that it counts prisoners at their correctional
facilities contravenes both the purpose of the census, and in some cases, the Equal Protection Clause of the Constitution. Article I, Section
2 of the U.S. Constitution expressly states that the decennial census was created to apportion seats for the House of Representatives using
total population as the apportionment base." Subsequent case law has extended the use of the counting of the total population as a basis for
redistricting state and local districts.> The Census Bureau’s proposed residence rule for the 2020 Census would count inmates of
correctional institutions at their correctional facilities® This practice undermines the purpose of the census by ignoring the consequences for
representation that result from applying this interpretation. This comment urges the Census Bureau to count those in correctional facilities
at their pre-incarceration addresses. Making this change will ensure that the residence rule remains faithful to the purpose of the census and
is compliant with the protections of the U.S. Constitution.

The Lawyers” Committee is a nonpartisan, nonprofit organization, formed in 1963 at the request of President John F. Kennedy to enlist the
private bar’s leadership and resources in combating racial discrimination and the resulting inequality of opportunity. Our principal mission
is to secure equal justice for all through the rule of law, while targeting the inequities confronting African Americans and other racial and
ethnic minorities. Today, we continue that vital work by leveraging our unique standing with the private bar to challenge discrimination in
its many forms. For more than 50 years, we have been at the forefront of combatting vote dilution and working to ensure the principle of
“one person, one vote” is upheld.

Counting Prisoners at Correctional Facilities Undermines the Purpose of the Census; Representation in Apportionment of the
House of Representatives

Representation in the government is an essential element of our democracy. In the Second Constitutional Convention, a delegate debating
the function of the census stated “If a fair representation of the people be not secured, the injustice of the government will shake it to its
foundations.” Several decades later, in an early 19th century speech to the Senate about the census, Senator Daniel Webster stated “To
apportion, is to distribute by right measure; to set off in just parts; to assign in due and proper proportion The current residence rule for
inmates fails on each of Senator Webster’s aspirations. As discussed further below, recent court decisions have determined that the
residence rule’s application has the potential of violating the U.S. Constitution’s Equal Protection Clause.® In the landmark case Wesberry
v. Sanders, the U.S. Supreme Court held that “as nearly as is practicable one man’s vote in a congressional election is to be worth as much
as another’s.” Building on its opinion in Wesberry, the Court in Reynolds v. Sims reinforced the principle that “one man’s vote. . . is to be
worth as much as another.”® The Reynolds court discussed the impact of weighing one person’s vote over that of another. “ And if a state
should provide that the votes of citizens in one part of the state should be given two times, five times or 10 times the weight of votes of
citizens in another part of the state, it could hardly be contended that the vote of those residing in the disfavored area had not been
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effectively diluted.”” The Census Bureau’s method of counting prisoners not only denies them adequate representation, it potentially
removes them from the count, particularly where courts hold that they should not be considered in the count of a particular district.

Apportionment of the House of Representatives and Most Other Offices is Based on Total Population so Prisoners Must be
Counted Somewhere.

Recently, in Evenwel v. Abbott, Supreme Court reaftirmed the use of total population in deciding the population count when drawing
districts.® The Court noted that for the time of the Reynolds decision on, it has consistently used total population when evaluating whether a
district was malapportioned in violation of the Equal Protection Clause.® Further the Court emphasized that use of total population in
apportionment promotes equitable and effective representation.'® Referring to one of the Framers’ interpretations of the relationship
between the population and the representatives who serve them, Justice Ginsburg, writing for the Court, quoted Alexander Hamilton’s
statement that “There can be no truer principle than this—that every individual of the community at large has an equal right to the
protection of government.” 13

Prisoners Have More Ties to their Home Community Than Their Prison Community.

The practice of moving prisoners away from their home communities is a relatively recent one. As the U.S. has become a world leader in
imprisoning its population,™ the trend has been to build prisons in rural areas.”” Although rural communities make up about 20% of the
U.S. population, they contain about 40% of prison facilities.' And, these rural prisons are often filled with inmates from urban areas."”
Further, these prisoners are usually people of color as they make up more than 60% of people in prisons, with black men nearly six times
more likely to be imprisoned by whites.!® Particularly, minorities are disproportionately represented in state prisons; in some states more
than 10 times that of whites.! As a result, urban minority prisoners as currently counted as part of the rural community population that
elects representatives with little or no concern for the interests of prisoners.?’ This practice of counting prisoners at correction facilities
also results in an outsized influence on the election of representatives where the prison is located on the part of the area’s non-incarcerated
residents.

The racial disparity within the prison population opens the door for violations of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act where minority
populations are being used as “census persons” as part of a district’s population, but have no real representation.?! Section 2 addresses not
only the denial of the right to vote, but also diluting the impact of the vote. As the Supreme Court noted in Allen v. Board of Elections, “the
right to vote can be affected by a dilution of voting power as well as by an absolute prohibition on casting a ballot.”** The current census
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rule can potentially render a significant number of minority populations as non-existent, both for representation purposes, where the prison
is located and also at their prior address in violation of both the constitution and the Voting Rights Act.

The 2005 city council election in Anamosa, lowa dramatically exemplifies the consequences of counting prisoners where they are
incarcerated. Anamosa, home of lowa’s largest penitentiary, was divided into four wards, each with a population of approximately 1,400
following the 2000 Census.” Ward 2 contained the entire penitentiary—about 1,300 inmates who were unable to vote for their
representatives.” The balance left only 58 non-prisoners in Ward 2. Consequently, a councilman won his seat with only two votes.
Asked about his representation of most of his constituents, the Councilman responded “Do I consider them my constituents? They don’t
vote so, I guess, not really.”?® Because inmates can rarely vote?” and typically have few ties to the communities where prisons are located,
representatives of districts with prisons have little incentive to serve and represent the interests of the inmates. Such representatives
“represent” inmates in name only. As a result, each non-incarcerated constituent of a district with a prison is given a greater effective voice
than the constituents of districts without prisons.

Additionally, the constitutional purpose is better served if prisoners are counted not just as bodies in a district, but are counted as persons
worthy of representation. That representation is likely to come from officials from their prior address. Prisoners will inevitably have
“enduring community ties” in the community they resided in before incarceration.”® Furthermore, if the prisoner seeks any redress
regarding the circumstances that lead to their imprisonment, they will likely reach out to officials in the community they lived in before
arrest not the officials in the community where the prison is located. Even if the prisoner did reach out to a county official, that official is
unlikely to be able to help since most prisons are run by the state not the county in which the prison is located.”

Inmates retain an entitlement to vote in only two states: Maine and Vermont.*® Representatives in those states have incentives to respond
and answer to incarcerated voters. However, prisoners in other states are best represented in the districts where they previously lived and
will likely return after serving their sentences. Inmates have more social ties to home districts where family and friends live. Furthermore,
if an inmate requires assistance from an elected official, any response is likely to be at the behest of a family member or friend who votes.
Given the reality of where individuals in prison are likely to have true representation, the Census can best serve them by adopting a rule
that allows them to be counted at their previous address.

Courts Are Finding that Counting Prisoners Where Imprisoned Violates the Principle of One Person, One Vote And Have Upheld
the Counting of Prisoners in Their Home Communities

Recently, two courts have confronted the impact of districts comprised primarily of a prison population. In Calvin v. Jefferson Cty. Bd. of
Comm ’rs, the court, after extensively detailing the history of the right to vote and discussing the nature of representational equality
determined that the challenged district was significantly malapportioned in violation of the Constitution.*! The Court came to this
conclusion after developing a test to determine whether there was a “meaningful representational nexus” when a legislative district had a
population made up of a large number of nonvoters.* In that case, a state prison’s inhabitants made up a significant number of the
population of one of Jefferson County’s five districts. Observing that those individuals did not have representation solely based on physical
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location, the Court determined that it was difficult to see how the representatives of the district in which the prison was located
“represent[ed]” inmates in the same way as others who were physically in the District. The Court noted . . . the scheme gives the non-
incarcerated population of [a district with a prison] (whether they vote or not) an increased ability to access and influence their
representatives and increased opportunities to reap the benefits of that influence.”*® Moreover, the Court determined that through its
actions, the state implicitly deprived the prisoners in the district in question of their representational rights with respect to units of local
government.**

In Davidson v. City of Cranston, the Court adopted the Jefferson County court’s “representation nexus” test. In Davidson, the Court agreed
with the plaintiffs’ claim that a redistricting plan that placed the state’s entire prison population in a single ward in Cranston diluted the
vote and political influence of residents in the city’s other wards.*® The Court noted that Cranston’s elected officials did not engage or
attempt to represent the ward’s prison inmates.*® It also noted that of the 3,433 prisoner inmates in the ward, only about 155 were from
Cranston.>” Both courts acknowledged that elected officials of districts where inmates live and sleep most of time typically do not
represent the interests of those inmates. The Davidson Court ordered that the prisoners be removed from the population count. However,
the prisoners must be counted somewhere. By adopting a rule counting prisoners at their previous address, the Census Bureau will avoid
the indefensible situation of prisoners removed from the count completely.

The Usual Residence Rule Has Been Defined Differently by the Census Bureau at Different Times

The Census Bureau can and should update its interpretation of the “usual residence” rule, particularly when its rigid application has proven
inconsistent with the U.S. Constitution’s Equal Protection Clause.*® This request asks the Census Bureau to act as it has in the past. It has
made previous changes to how certain populations are counted for apportionment and representation purposes, and has defined inmates
differently over time.* For several decades starting in 1850, the Census Bureau treated inmates as family members under the head-of-
household jailor.** The 1900 Census specifically asked about prisoners’ residences, acknowledging that “[M]Jany prisoners are incarcerated
in a state or county of which they are not permanent residents. In every case, therefore, enter the name of the county and state in which the
prisoner is known, or claims to reside.”*! As recently as Census 2010, Director Robert Groves stated that those in jails awaiting hearings
would be counted at their homes.*” Yet the proposed residence rule for Census 2020 goes so far as to eliminate even this reasoning by
recommending that “People in local jails and other municipal confinement facilities on Census Day . . . are [to be] counted at the
facility.”*

Several states have answered the question of where prisoners should be counted by passing laws mandating that prisoners be counted
where they lived before incarceration. They include California*, Delaware® and Maryland*® and New York.*’ Notably, the New York
State legislature cited the violation of the Equal Protection Clause’s one person, one vote principle as a flaw of the current Census
residence rule. Maryland’s law was challenged in Fletcher v. Lamone.*® The plaintiffs claimed that Maryland’s “No Representation
Without Population Act” was unconstitutional because only number generated by the Census can be used to determine congressional
districts.”” The Court rejected this argument and significantly noted that “[a]ccording to the Census Bureau, prisoners are counted where
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they are incarcerated for pragmatic and administrative reasons, not legal ones.”® However, as discussed above, this pragmatic approach
has significant legal consequences. Prisoners are at risk of not being counted at all.

Conclusion
The Census Bureau can avoid a piecemeal approach to addressing the consequences of its current and proposed rule by adopting a change
that ensures representational equality for prisoners. Doing so would fortify the “enduring ties” of prisoners to their communities and

prevent the voices of those in jurisdictions surrounding districts with significant prison populations from being diluted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed 2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations. If you have any
questions about these comments, please contact at

—_
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1 Danielle Kaeble, Lauren Glaze, Anastatsios Tsoutis and Todd Minton, Correctional Populations in the United States, 2014, BUREAU OF JUSTICE
STATISTICS, (Revised January 21, 2016), hitp://www.bis.gov/content/pub/pdf/cpusi4.pdf. The U.S. currently has 2.2 million persons in prisons and
jails.
5 Dale Ho, Captive Constituents: Prison-Based Gerrymandering and The Curvent Redistricting Cycle, 22 stan. 355, 362 (2011)
16
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¥ Fact Sheet: Trends in U.S. Corrections, The Sentencing Project (December 2015),http://www.sentencingproject.org/publications/trends -in-u-s-
corrections/

Y Ashley Nellis, The Color of Justice: Racial & Ethnic Disparity in State Prisons, The Sentencing Project (2016)

20 See, e.g., Sam Roberts, Census Bureau’s Counting of Prisoners Benefits Some Rural Voting Districts, N.Y. Times (Oct. 23, 2008),
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/24/us/politics/24census. html (quoting a city councilman who stated that he did not consider the approximately 1,300
prisoners in his district as constituents because they could not vote even though the district had only 58 non-prisoners); Letter from Rep. Jeff Irwin,
Mich. HR., to Karen Humes, Chief, Population Division, U.S. Census Burcau (July 14, 2015) (available from
http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/letters/Rep Jeff Irwin FRN letter.pdf).

2 Sam Roberts, Census Bureau’s Counting of Prisoners Benefits Some Rural Voting Districts, N.Y. Times (Oct. 23, 2008),

http:/Awww . nytimes.com/2008/10/24/us/politics/24census. hitml

= (7

Id.

Id

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE LEGISLATURES, http://www.ncsl.org/research/elections-and-campaigns/felon-voting-rights.aspx (last visited
July 27, 2016).

% Id.

27 See Brian Albert, National Association of Counties, STATE PRISONERS IN COUNTY JAILS (February 2010) available at
http://www.naco.org/sites/default/files/documents/State %2 0Prisoners%20in%20County%20Jails % 20Updated. pdf

2 Captive Constituents, p. 369 — 70. “The only opportunity for incarcerated persons to have any contact with the outside world is with their home
communities, through relationships prior to arrest.”

¥ Calvin v. Jefferson Cty. Bd. of Comm ’rs, No. 4:15CV131-MW/CAS, 2016 WL 1122884, at *26 (N.D. Fla. Mar. 19, 2016) (finding that a district with
a prison composing a large share of a district’s population unconstitutional).

® Id at19.

3Jd at 21,

2 Id atl.

B Id at28.

3 Davidson v. City of Cranston, C.A. No. 14-91L, 2016 WL 3008194, at *5 (May 24, 2016 D.R.1).

3 Id at 2.

% Id. at .

3 Calvin al 3, 25-26, See also United States v. Mead Corp., 533 U.S. 218 (2001); Chevron, Inc. v. Nat’l Res. Def. Council, Inc. 467 U.S. 837 (1984);
Skidmore v. Swift & Co., 323 U.S. 134 (1944).

33 Before the H.S. Comm. on Tech., Info., Pol., Intergovernmental Relations and the Census, Comm. on Gov’t Reform., (testimony of Patricia A. Dalton,
Director, Strategic Issues of the Gov’t Accountability Office; report GAO-04-1077TT).

3 Panel on Residence Rules in the Decennial Census, Once, Only Once, and in the Right Place: Residence Rules in the Decennial Census 84 (2006).
W Id.

4 Robert M. Groves, So, How Do You Handle Prisons?, U.S. CENSUS BUREAU: DIRECTOR’S BLOG (Mar. 1, 2010),
http://directorsblog.blogs.census.gov/2010/03/01/s0-how-do-you-handle-prisons/.

2 Id.

 Proposed Rules, supra note 3, D(15)(b), at 42584,

# Cal. Elec. Code § 21003 (West 2016).
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+ Del. Code Ann. tit. 29, § 804A (West 2016).

4 Md. Code Ann., Elec. Law § 8-701 (West 2016); Md. Code Ann., Local Gov’t § 1-1307 (West 2016).
Y7 N.Y. Legis. Law § 83-m (McKinney 2011).

8 Fletcher v. Lamone, 831 F.Supp.2d 887 (D. Md. 2011).

¥ Id at 894.

Sy
c00497 This comment submission contains graphics that cannot be displayed in this table. It is available as Appendix Attachment c00497.
c00498 As national leaders of civil rights organizations committed to the social and economic empowerment of communities color, we write to

express our outrage and strenuous objection to the Proposed 2020 Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations Rule that the
Census Bureau (Bureau) released on June 30, 2016. Once again, the Bureau has inexplicably ignored the need to change the “usual
residence” rule to address the incarceration epidemic in this country.

The decennial Census—the largest peacetime mobilization operation in the U.S.—is essential in advancing equality of access and
opportunity in virtually every social and economic sector. It determines the economic and political empowerment of our communities, and
the allotment of federal monies that support our communities. Declining indicators like jobs, housing and asset building demonstrate that
this last decade has been very difficult for the population and communities that we advocate for and represent.

The goal of the Census Bureau 1s to provide the best mix of timeliness, relevancy, quality and cost for the data it collects and services it
provides. Additionally, the decennial census is supposed to tell us who we are and where we are going as a nation. Therefore, it should be
axiomatic that the decennial census would count inmates as part of their home community. The Bureau must reconsider its proposed 2020
Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations Rule.

In 2014, there were nearly 1.6 million Americans in state or federal prison! Of the male population, an estimated 37% were black, 32%
white and 22% Hispanic; of the female prison population, 50% were white and 21% black? The detrimental implications of the Bureau’s
proposed “usual residence” rule will once again be devastating to the communities we serve. The practice of counting inmates at their
correctional facility mandates that politicians, policymakers and advocates not accurately account for more than a million American
residents as they make vital decisions. As a result, policy, politics, economics and demographic trends only give a distorted picture of this
nation's economic and social health.

It 1s a well-documented fact that the rate of incarceration in the United States is much higher than that of any other country in the world.
The consequences that this mass incarceration has on low-income urban communities are profound. Findings from a 2014 Annual Review
of Sociology article regarding incarceration, prisoner reentry, and communities highlighted that,

[a]lthough almost all communities are touched to some degree by prisoner reentry, poor urban communities bear a disproportionate
share of the burden, both in terms of prison admissions and releases. As a result, the criminal justice system now touches nearly as
many people in poor communities as the education system or the labor market. Many former prisoners return to communities to live
alongside other former prisoners, which carries implications for competition for scarce resources, criminal opportunities, and the
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effectiveness of formal and informal social control.”

Every week America’s state and federal prisons release over 10,000 ex-offenders totaling more than 650,000 annually* Overwhelmingly,
they will return home without any financial or social resources to aid in a successful re-entry. In 2007, Congress recognized the importance
of creating opportunities to support the re-entry of ex-offenders by passing the Second Chance Act of 2007 (SCA). SCA provides federal
grants for programs and services that work to reduce recidivism and improve offender outcomes. The Bureau’s proposal to count inmates
in their prison location rather than their home community ensures that re-entry programs will not have the accurate demographic data they
need to succeed.

Not only does the Bureau’s proposed rule damage the efficacy of re-entry policies and services, but it also undermines the constitutional
guarantee of “one person, one vote” unanimously upheld by the Supreme Court in Evenwel v. Abbott, by diluting the representational
equity of a prisoner’s home community. In Evenwel, the Court specifically noted, “nonvoters have an important stake in many policy
debates and in receiving constituent services.” A local governing body cannot represent inmates nor can they affect them with local
regulations. Inmates are literally not a part of that community in any manner absent their forced physical location.

Two recent U.S. District Courts decisions also affirm that the Census Bureau should change the “usual residence” rule to count inmates as
part of their home community and not at the location of the prison. In March 2016, a U.S. District Court judge in Florida ruled against
prison gerrymandering finding that by counting inmates who lacked a fundamental and necessary “representational nexus” with the county
district, the County violated the “one person, one vote” principle in the Constitution’s Fourteenth Amendment. Similarly, in May 2016, a
U.S. District Court judge in Rhode Island, also ruled against prison gerrymandering because of the lack of representational nexus with the
local government.

We strongly urge the Bureau to change the “usual residence,” rule. The 2020 Census must not disenfranchise almost 1.6 million American
residents. An accurate representational count is the only way to ensure that all who use census data will have the requisite statistics to
undergird effective public policy.

! Carson, E, Ann, Ph.D., Bureau of Justice Statistics, Prisoners in 2014, September 17, 2015. Accessed at
http://www.bjs.gov/index.cfm?ty=pbdetail&iid=5387.

2 Bureau of Justice Statistics, Summary Prisoners in 2014, September 2015. Accessed at http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/p14_Summary.pdf.

3 Morenoff, Jeffrey D., and David J. Harding. “Incarceration, Prisoner Reentry, and Communities.” 4nnual review of sociology 40 (2014): 411-429.
PMC. Web. 22 Aug. 2016. Accessed at http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4231529/4R82. (Internal citations deleted).

* United States Department of Justice, Prisoners and Prisoner Re-Entry. Accessed at https://www justice.gov/archive/fbci/progmenu_reentry. html

S Evenwel v. Abbott, 578 U.S., 18-19 (2016). Accessed at https://www supremecourt.gov/opinions/15pdf/14-940 ed9g.pdf.

c00499 I submit this comment letter in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Proposed 2020 Census Residence
Criteria and Residence Situations, published on June 30, 2016 (81 Fed. Reg. 42577), with time for comment extended on July 25, 2016 (81
Fed. Reg. 48365). I write to urge the Census Bureau to change its policy of counting incarcerated people as residents of their place of
incarceration as opposed to residents of their pre-incarceration address. Because many federal funding streams are dependent on census
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data to determine allocation levels, by artificially depressing the true population of New York City the Census Bureau is costing New York
City residents critical funds that could be put towards their social safety net. This policy hurts all New Yorkers by placing a strain on our
already overburdened social services.

As for the City of New York, I am tasked with overseeing the provision of services by City agencies and protecting the rights of
New Yorkers. I am a citywide elected official, the to the Mayor, and of the New York City Council. New York City Charter
(“City Charter”) §§ 10, 24. The City Charter requires that I monitor, investigate, and review the actions of City agencies. I am also
responsible for identifying systemic problems, recommending solutions, and publishing reports concerning my areas of inquiry. Id., at §24.

My office receives an average of 630 complaints and requests for help from New York City residents every month. Those calls reflect
complaints about the adequacy of City services. The greatest percentage of calls (32%) concern housing: the need for repairs, the fear of
eviction, complaints of harassment, and difficulties encountered navigating the homeless shelter system. The next most common category
of complaint (9%) comes from residents needing assistance obtaining cash assistance and medical services for needy families (public
assistance and Medicaid).!

The Census Bureau’s existing definition of residence as place of incarceration could result in undercounting New York City’s population
by over 43,000 people. This undercount could have serious repercussions on the funding available for vital programs for New Yorkers, as
over $400 billion in federal funds are distributed based on census population data.? The majority of those funds are in the very areas of
need reflected by my constituents’ calls: housing, Medicaid, public assistance, and food stamps.?

Further, incarceration affects the communities from which people come. And, it affects the families of people who are incarcerated, often
causing significant financial distress.* When those families live in New York City, it is the City’s agencies to which they will turn for
support in housing, shelter in the event that they become homeless, food stamps, cash benefits, and other social services. And, upon
release, the City expends numerous resources to help formerly incarcerated people transition back into their pre-incarceration communities.
Thus, the fact of incarceration is likely to increase the demand for social services and other resources from the City, even as the resources
for the City are proportionately reduced because of the misattribution of the inmate’s residence.

New York City residents who are incarcerated in prisons outside of New York City remain New York City residents by every practical
metric. The fact of incarceration imposes additional burdens on New York City’s finite resources. At the same time, counting prisoners in
the communities in which they are incarcerated deprives New York City of resources that could be used to fund the critical services that
City government is obligated to provide to all of its most vulnerable residents. These distortions of federal funding need to be addressed for
the sake of New York City’s residents. I therefore urge the Census Bureau to recognize that a prison is not a place of residence, and that
prisoners and detainecs should be counted as residents of their last pre-incarceration address.

! Public Advocate Progress Report: January — December, 2015, Office of the New York City Public Advocate, p. 41, available at
http://pubadvocate.nyc.gov/sites/advocate.nyc.gov/files/general/public advocate progress report.pdf.
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2 Lisa M. Blumerman and Phillip M. Vidal, Uses of Population and Income Statistics in Federal Funds Distribution — With a Focus on Census Bureau
Data, U.S. Census Burcau (June 23, 2009). For a discussion of the ways in which federal funds arc apportioned using census data, see Testimony Before
the Subcommittee on Information Policy, Census, and National Archives, Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, House of Representatives:
2010 CENSUS Population Measures Are Important for Federal Funding Allocations - Statement of Mathew Scire Director, Strategic Issues (Oct. 29,
2007), available at http://www.gao.gov/assets/120/1 18299 pdf.

3 The Leadership Conference, Funding of Federal, State, and Local Programs, available at http.//www.civilrights.org/census/your-

community/funding. html?referrer=https://www.google.cony/.

4 Ella Baker Center for Human Rights, Who Pays? The True Cost of Incarceration on Families (Sep. 2015), available at
htip://ellabakercenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/who-pays.pdf.

c00500 MALDEF (the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund) respectfully submits the comments below in response to proposed
changes to the “2020 Census Residence Rules and Residence Situation,” as contemplated by the U.S. Census Bureau (Bureau), published

in the June 30, 2016 edition of the Federal Register. MALDEF has serious concerns about the proposal to continue the practice of counting
prisoners at the correctional facility where they are detained, rather than at their last known residence, for the purposes of the 2020 Census.

Founded in 1968, MALDEF is the nation’s leading Latino legal civil rights organization. Often described as the “law firm of the Latino
community,” MALDEF promotes social change through legislative and regulatory advocacy, community education, and high-impact
litigation in the areas of education, employment, voting rights, and immigrant rights. Our focus on immigrants’ rights includes advocacy
related to the increasing criminalization of immigrants and the direct and collateral consequences of criminal convictions for immigrants.

The Bureau solicited comments on the 2010 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations, and of those comments submitted that
related to prisoners, 96 percent advocated for counting of incarcerated individuals at their last known residence. The vast majority of those
comments argued that counting prisoners at the facility where they are held negatively affects prisoners’ home communities by inflating
the political power of communities where prisons are located and diminishing the political power of communities from which prisoners
come and where their families continue to reside. Yet, the Bureau has decided that in spite of overwhelming public comment asking the
Bureau to change the residency rule regarding incarcerated individuals for the purposes of the next decennial census, it will maintain the
status quo.

The Bureau argues that counting incarcerated individuals at the prison facility is consistent with the understanding of “usual residence”
under the Census Act of 1790. The rationale provided fails to take into consideration the variances in prison populations and sentences
received across the country and even within a state. Prisoners move within a state from facility to facility, while many other individuals
receive short sentences and subsequently return home to their communities.1 In New York State, the median sentence served is no more
than 7 months.

Counting prisoners at the place of incarceration allows room for political maneuvering, specifically in drawing electoral districts for the
purpose of redistricting in each state. Having a clear national rule, with Census data provided in support, would guard against this type of
political scheming, and the Bureau has the authority to make the necessary changes to protect the interests of incarcerated individuals.
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The issue is particularly concerning for African American and Latino populations, who are disproportionately represented in the prison
population.2 According to one study, the 2010 census revealed 20 counties in 10 states where the incarcerated Latino population was
greater than the non-incarcerated Latino population.3 This demonstrates the inconsistency in counting individuals in a location where they
have no familial or community ties and expecting their interests to be adequately represented. The effect is far reaching when one considers
that incarcerated individuals return home to live in communities that are underrepresented, and thus underprepared to provide necessary
social services for recently released individuals. That underrepresentation often also translates into communities that are under-resourced
and fail to capture their fair share of funding and services.

For purposes of drawing electoral districts, prisoners should be counted at their family or previous home because voters in that community,
including prisoners’ own family members, are far more likely to represent the interests of the prisoners when voting than voters who
surround a prison facility—many of whom are dependent on the prison for employment or business and therefore have an interest in
maintaining high prison populations. The Census Bureau’s current practice represents deliberate indifference to prisoners and the most
accurate representation of their long- and short-term interests.

Allowing prisoners to vote would be the option most consistent with democratic principles. However, in the absence of such an initiative,
ensuring that prisoners count in the communities where they lived or where family members live is the best method of representation for
non-voting prisoners. MALDEF strongly urges the Census Bureau to adopt a change in the residence rule for incarcerated persons, in order
to produce a more accurate count of communities across the county and ensure adequate representation of non-voting prisoners.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

! Kristin D. Levingston & Christopher Muller, “Home” in 2010: a Report in the Feasbility of Enumerating People in Prison at Their Home Addresses in
the Next Census 8, BRENNAN CENTER FOR JUSTICE (2006), available at

http://wwCw.brennancenter.org/sites/default/files/legacv/d/download file 36223 .pdf.

2 Criminal Justice Fact Sheet, NAACP, hitp://www.naacp.org/pages/criminal-justice-fact-sheet (last visited Sept. 1, 2016).

3 Peter Wagner & Daniel Kopf, The Racial Geography of Mass Incarceration, PRISON POLICY INITIATIVE (2015),

http.//www prisonpolicy.org/racialgeography/report.html,

c00501 The Drug Policy Alliance (DPA) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register
Notice regarding the “2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations.” We urge you to count
incarcerated individuals at their home address, rather than at the facility they are held at on Census
Day. A change in the “usual residence” rule is essential because the policy as currently applied is
perpetuating disproportionate harm to communities of color, while simultaneously contributing to

an unfair inflation of power within rural, prison districts.

DPA is the nation’s leading organization promoting drug policies that are grounded in science, compassion,
health and human rights. Our supporters are individuals who believe the war on drugs is doing more harm
than good. We work to ensure that our nation’s drug policies no longer arrest, incarcerate, disenfranchise and
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otherwise harm millions — particularly young people and people of color who are disproportionately affected
by the war on drugs.

When it was first implemented, the “usual residence” rule, when applied to incarcerated persons, had no
significant impact on political power and influence simply due to how small the incarcerated population was
relative to the heavily racialized, prison-industrial complex afflicted state we are currently in.

The presidency of Ronald Reagan marked the start of a long period of skyrocketing rates of incarceration,
largely thanks to his unprecedented expansion of the drug war. The number of people behind bars for
nonviolent drug law offenses increased from 50,000 in 1980 to over 400,000 by 1997. Today, the United
States has over 2.2 million individuals within the nation’s prisons and jails, a 500% increase over the last four
decades.

In upholding a prison cell as a residence, the Census Bureau inadvertently concentrated a population that is
overwhelmingly male, urban, African-American and Latinx, into 5,393 Census blocks that are far from the
actual homes and communities of said incarcerated persons. Outside of the sheer increase of the American
incarcerated population size, the racialized injustice of the inflation of political power in rural areas, where
prisons are disproportionately located, and in turn, the deflation of power within marginalized communities
most affected by crime, mass criminalization and incarceration, is troubling. Exemplified in Illinois, 60% of
incarcerated people have their home residences in Cook County (Chicago), yet the Bureau counted 99% of
them as if they resided outside Cook County.

This inaccurate and misleading data manifests in inequitable distortion of representation at both local and
state levels and false pictures of community populations which all affect research, funding, allocation of
government grants and voting power. Districts with large prisons send a representative to the state capitol on
their behalf without actually meeting the required number of residents, undermining the Supreme Court’s
requirement that political power and representation be based on population. In failing to acknowledge that
most incarcerated individuals will return to their home community, the unreliable data provided by the
Census Bureau directly and indirectly furthers systematic marginalization of the communities that these
individuals will ingvitably return to.

Though legislative redistricting is a responsibility of the states, the flawed data provided by the Census Bureau
has only been rectified in a few states through various ad hoc approaches — approaches that are neither efficient
nor universally implementable. In New York after the 2000 Census, for example, seven state senate

districts only met population requirements because the Census counted incarcerated people as if they were
upstate residents. For this reason, New York State passed legislation to adjust the population data afier the
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2010 Census to count incarcerated people at home for redistricting purposes. New York State is not the only
jurisdiction taking action. Three other states (California, Delaware, and Maryland) are taking a similar statewide
approach, and over 200 counties and municipalities all individually adjust population data to avoid

prison gerrymandering when drawing their local government districts.

However, most state constitutions and statutes explicitly establish that state incarceration does not change an
individual’s residence. The Massachusetts legislature, for example, concluded that the state constitution did
not allow it to pass similar legislation, so it sent the Bureau a resolution in 2014 urging the Bureau to tabulate
incarcerated persons at their home addresses.’

The Drug Policy Alliance is concerned that the inaccuracies of the Bureau’s current method of counting
incarcerated people benefits some, but greatly harms others along racial, class, and geographical lines. We
share the following two examples of specific inaccuracies flowing from the Bureau’s current method of
counting incarcerated persons, which both carry consequences that weigh heavily on race and class: Consider
a statistic from New York, where the upstate region has steadily been losing population: in the 2000 Census,
almost one-third of the persons credited as having “moved” into upstate New York during the previous
decade were persons sentenced to prison terms in upstate prisons. Such false migratory patterns can wreak
havoc on seemingly sound policy decisions and how government resources are distributed. In Texas, in two
legislative districts drawn after 2000, 12% of the population consisted of incarcerated persons.

This phenomenon shifts political clout and resources to prison districts at the expense of the African-
American, Latinx, and/or low-income communities that majority of incarcerated people are most likely to
return to. The Census Bureau currently elects to count boarding school students, individuals whom studies
have shown are less likely to return to their home community because almost all of them attend college upon
graduation, and even military personnel deployed overseas as residents of their home communities. We
mmplore you to consider the unfair implications this antiquated method of counting has on the marginalized.

We supported the passage of New York’s law ending prison gerrymandering. On the national front, we have
also previously called upon the Census Bureau to change its practice in a 2013 letter submitted along with 209
other organizations.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations. The Bureau
should strive to count all people accurately and in keeping with changes in society and population realities.
We urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

! See The Massachusetts General Court Resolution “Urging the Census Bureau to Provide Redistricting Data that Counts
Prisoners in a Manner Consistent with the Principles of 'One Person, One Vote” (Adopted by the Senate on July 31,
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2014 and the House of Representatives on August 14, 2014).

c00502 This comment submission contains graphics that cannot be displayed in this table. It is available as Appendix Attachment c00502.

These comments are submitted in response to the Public Notice, dated June 30, 2016,

regarding proposed criteria to be used to determine the “usual residence” of prisoners in the
upcoming 2020 Census.! Previously, undersigned counsel provided comments urging the
Census Bureau to modify the Residence Rule as it relates to those who are incarcerated (Rule 13)
and those in Juvenile Facilities (Rule 16). Despite the fact that 156 of the 162 comments
submitted in 2015 urged the Census Bureau to modify the rule to designate the “usual residence”
of those that are incarcerated as their home or pre-incarceration address, the Public Notice
determined that the “usual residence” of those who are incarcerated should be at the correctional
facility. This decision is flawed in two significant ways.

First, the Census Bureau incorrectly assumes that “the majority of people in prisons live

and sleep most of the time at the prison.”” In reaching this determination, the Census Bureau
impermissibly combines inmates of state or federal prisons with inmates of local jails® There is
a substantial difference between state and federal prisons on one hand, and local jails on the
other. As noted in Exhibit A, there were 2,224,400 incarcerated people in 2014, but 744,600 of
those that were incarcerated where held in local jails.* Inmates in prisons typically spend more
than one year in prison, whereas it is possible that inmates held in local jails end up being
incarcerated for less than 24 hours. Moreover, the number of unconvicted jail inmates is more
than 150% greater than those jail inmates that have been convicted.” Therefore, there is no
reasonable basis for the Census Bureau to determine that “the majority of people in prisons live
and sleep most of the time at the prison.”®

Second, there is significant churn within prisons and jails. As noted in Exhibit C, there

575,779 admissions in state prisons in 2014, and 50,865 admissions in federal prisons.

However, during that same year, there were 581,817 releases from state prisons and 54,529
releases from federal prisons.” The same analysis holds true for jails, where 58.1% of the jail
population turns over in one week!® Thus, the Census Bureau’s determination that “the majority
of people in prisons [including local jails] live and sleep most of the time at prison” is simply not
correct. Instead, both prison and jail inmates are constantly rotating through several stages of
incarceration (pre-trial, post-irial, parole, residential reentry centers) which make the proposed
one-size-fits-all definition for both prison and jail inmates illogical and legally unsustainable.

Therefore, the tentative conclusion that “counting prisoners anywhere other than the
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facility would violate the concept of usual residence” is simply incorrect and most likely is the
result of both (i) combining inmates in prisons and in jails into one group; and (i1) failing to
consider the enormous churn of inmates in both prisons and jails.

Moreover, there is no difference between inmates being held in local jails (33% of the

total inmates incarcerated in 2014) and military personnel who are deployed outside the United
States or juveniles in residential treatment centers. The Public Notice tentatively concluded that
deployments “are typically short in duration, and the deployed personnel will be returning to
their usual residence ...after their temporary deployment ends.”® A similar finding was made
with respect to “people in residential treatment centers for juveniles.”'® Both situations are
identical to inmates that (1) are held in jails, (i1) will be released after their short period of
incarceration, and (ii1) will return to their usual residence after their temporary detention ends.

Finally, incorporated by reference are the arguments previously presented in my July

2015 comments, which are separate justifications for modifying the census criteria!! In addition
to the fundamental problems with the Census Bureau’s proposed definition of inmates discussed
herein, there are significant public policy arguments that must be taken into consideration.
Adoption of the proposed criteria would provide a perverse incentive for the construction of
prisons and jails in rural arcas, which will significantly enhance the relative power of that area in
the determination of voting districts. Such actions will further exacerbate the very high
recidivism rate among inmates, which will significantly impact our society.

In light of all of these factors, the Census Bureau has a rare opportunity to contribute to

the growing movement to reform the criminal justice system, and encourage successful reentry
of inmates into their local communities by counting these inmates at their legal address, voting
residence or where they prefer to be counted.

Thank you this opportunity to provide comments on this very important criminal justice
matter.

! See Proposed 2020 Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations, 81 Fed. Reg. 42,577
(rel. June 30, 2016) (the “Public Notice”). The deadline for submitting comments was extended to
September 1, 2016.

2 Public Notice, 81 Fed. Reg. at 42,578,

S, nt. 2.

4 Correctional Populations in the United States, 2014, pg. 2.

5 See Exhibit B, Jail Inmates at Midyear 2014, pg. 3.
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¢ Public Notice, 81 Fed. Reg. at 42,578,

7 Prisoners in 2014, pg. 29.

8 See Exhibit B, Jail Inmates at Midyear 2014, pg. 8.
° Public Notice, 81 Fed. Reg. 42,579.

10 14,

1 A copy is attached hereto as Exhibit D.

c00503

The NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. (“LDF”)! submits this comment

letter in response to the Census Bureau’s (the “Bureau”) June 30, 2016 Federal Register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (“Residence Rule”). With
the Residence Rule, the Census Bureau proposes to continue its unacceptable practice of counting
the “usual residence” of more than two million incarcerated people, who are disproportionately
Black and Latino, as the location of the prisons where they are involuntarily confined on Census
Day. The Bureau plans to maintain the status quo with respect to the counting of incarcerated
individuals despite that:

» over a year ago, LDF, along with nearly 150 other stakeholders, opposed this approach

of counting mearcerated people and urged the Bureau, beginning with the 2020 Census,
to accurately count incarcerated people at their last known, pre-arrest home address
where, among many other reasons, they often remain residents under state law and
maintain “enduring tie[s]” to their home communities;? and

- with this Residence Rule, the Bureau proposes to change how it counts deployed

military personnel, a largely white groups of individuals, as “residents” of their home
communities, under the assumption that that is where they usually eat and sleep “most
of the time” even if they do not happen to be at their homes on Census Day.

Thus, that the Bureau proposes to treat the deployed military’s largely white population different
from the incarcerated population, who are largely Black and Latino, raises significant concerns
regarding the racial and other impacts of the Residence Rule.

LDF and various stakeholders have made the Bureau aware of the following multiple,
fundamental flaws with continuing to count incarcerated people as “residents” of prison facilities

where they are detained. We reiterate some of these concerns below.

The Bureau’s flawed count of incarcerated people negatively impacts racial minorities.
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First, there are more than two million people incarcerated nationwide who would be affected by the
proposed Residence Rule. This is nearly equivalent to the entire population of the state of New Mexico.?
Because of the failed “war on drugs,” and other laws, policies, and practices effectuating mass incarceration,
Black and Latino individuals are disproportionately represented in the incarcerated population. Nationwide,
Black people make up 13.3% of the general population, but 37.7% of the federal and state prison population
And Black men are more than six times as likely as white men to be incarcerated nationwide.’

Black and Latino people often are imprisoned in white, rural areas, even though they typically are from urban
communities of color® When imprisoned, incarcerated people do not freely reside there. Rather they are
segregated from the people living in the communities where prisons are located. They cannot attend the
community’s schools, use the parks and libraries, or freely seek gainful employment in those areas where
prisons are located. Most fundamentally, the population incarcerated for or with felony convictions, which

is disproportionately Black, cannot vote for the representatives of the areas where prisons are located.’

Felon disfranchisement laws collectively prevent 1.5 million Black males from voting, “stripp[ing] one in
every 13 black persons of the right to vote—a rate four times that of nonblacks nationally.”® In the few states
where imprisoned people can vote while incarcerated, like in Maine and Vermont, they do so by absentee
ballot in their home communities ®

Incarcerated people, thus, have no meaningful way to hold accountable the officials who purportedly

represent them as “residents” of prisons and constituents of districts containing prisons. And representatives

of the districts with prisons often do not consider themselves accountable to the imprisoned population'

Instead, incarcerated individuals are more accurately and fairly represented by leaders in the communities

of their pre-arrest home residence, where they are likely to return following incarceration and have meaningful
and longstanding ties.!' Thus, in many significant ways, imprisoned people are not “residents” of prison facilities
or constituents of the representatives that serve districts with prisons.

The inaccurate Census counting of incarcerated people results in redistricting that
diminishes racial minorities’ representational and voting power.

Second, states and local jurisdictions typically rely on the Bureau’s data to redistrict and apportion
representatives among districts, although they are not required to do so. While a few states and an increasing
number of local jurisdictions have attempted to reallocate incarcerated people to their home communities
during redistricting,' the overwhelming majority of state and local jurisdictions rely on the Bureau’s flawed
count of incarcerated people as “residents” of prisons. Because of the demographics of incarcerated people

and the locations of prisons, as discussed above, white rural communities with prisons, but few actual residents,
receive the same number of representatives as urban comimunities of color with more actual residents. Put
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another way, the populations of white rural communities are inflated by the bodies of imprisoned people,
weakening the voting and representational power of the communities where imprisoned people actually reside.

This practice, known as prison-based gerrymandering, which is made possible and is fostered by flawed Census
data, potentially violates the: (1) one-person, one-vote principle, which, in requiring roughly equal numbers

of people among legislative districts, ensures representational equality and prohibits vote dilution based on where
a person lives; " (2) the Voting Rights Act, which prohibits practices like prison based gerrymandering that dilute
the voting strength of the minority communities where incarcerated people are from;'* and (3) state constitutions,
which often provide that people do not lose their residence by virtue of being incarcerated. '

Given the transient and temporary nature of imprisonment, incarcerated people eat
and sleep in their home communities for most of the decennial period.

Third, the Bureau purports to count the “usuval residence” of incarcerated people at their prison facilities because
that is where they eat and sleep “most of the time.” Contrary to the Bureau’s rationale, it simply is not the case
that imprisoned people usually eat and sleep “most of the time” in their prison facilities. The Census Day count
has implications over the course of an entire decade, but typically state prison sentences are two to three years
and incarcerated people “are frequently shuffled between facilities at the discretion of [prison] administrators.
As of 2008 in New York, for example, the median time that an incarcerated individual remained at a particular
facility was only 7.1 months. 17 In Georgia, the average incarcerated individual has been transferred four times
and will stay at any one facility, on average, only nine months. !

9316

The experiences of imprisoned people also demonstrate the transitory nature of prison life. ,

for example, was incarcerated in federal prison for twenty years, and in that time, he “was incarcerated in over a
dozen different prisons in seven different states,” and “[a]ll of these sites were chosen by the prison system, not
[him]self.”!® Only one address remained consistent throughout incarceration: his home address?*

Given the involuntary and often temporary nature of incarceration, it is not surprising that “[u]pon release the vast
majority [of incarcerated people] return to the community in which they lived prior to incarceration” and will eat
and sleep there.”!

The Bureau’s proposed Residence Rule treats the disproportionately Black and Latino incarcerated population

differently from other groups of people, who are predominately white.

Like most incarcerated people, deployed military personnel are away from their homes temporarily on Census Day.
But, under the proposed Residence Rule, deployed military personnel would receive the benefits of being counted
by the Bureau as residents of their home address (rather than their temporary overseas address). Indeed, the Bureau

000622

BC-DOC-0000007405



proposes in this Residence Rule to change how it counts military deployed personnel, a majority-white population.?
One of its reasons for doing so is the Bureau’s concern for accurate data to support funding, planning, and services in
military communities

Incarcerated people, who are disproportionately Black and Latino, are entitled to similar consideration by the Burcau.
Inaccurately counting incarcerated individuals as “residents” of prisons negatively impacts their access to funding,
planning, services, and other critical resources and support systems. Representatives of districts with imprisoned
populations are incentivized to oppose criminal justice reforms, such as measures to end mass incarceration and felon
disfranchisement laws, or the provision of resources for drug treatment or other rehabilitation programs.*

In short, the Bureau’s disparate treatment of deployed military personnel, a largely white population, and of incarcerated
people, who are disproportionately racial minorities, even though both populations are temporarily away from their homes
on Census Day and share the same need for access to funding, planning, and services, is irrational and unwarranted.”

sk
For these and other reasons that LDF set forth in its June 2015 comment letter, we strongly urge you to interpret the

Residence Rule to count incarcerated people as residents of their last known, pre-arrest home address and treat them
like other groups of people who may be away from their homes on Census Day, but remain true residents of their communities.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Residence Rule. If you have any questions or concerns,
please do not hesitate to contact , Senior Counsel, at or me.

! LDF-—founded over 75 years ago under the direction of Thurgood Marshall-—is the nation’s first

civil rights and racial justice organization. An integral component of LDF’s mission continues to be the
attainment of unfettered participation in political and civic life for all Americans, including Black

Americans. As explained in this letter and previous communications with the Bureau, Black Americans’
political participation is impeded by redistricting and other policy decisions that are based on the Census
Bureau’s inaccurate count of the “usual residence” of incarcerated people.

2 Franklin v. Massachusetts, 505 U.S. 788, 804 (1992); see also, Letter from Leah C. Aden, Assistant

Counsel, LDF, to Karen Humes, Chief, Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, July 19, 2015,
http://'www.naacpldf.org/files/case_issue/NAACP%20LDF%20Re%20Residence%20Rule.pdf (LDF
incorporates its July 2015 comments herein); Prison Pol’y Initiative, 4 sample of the comment letters

submitted in 2015 to the Census Bureau calling for an end to prison gerrymandering,
http://'www.prisonersofthecensus.org/letters/FRN2015 htmlt (last visited Sept. 1, 2016). Notably, the demand
that the Bureau change the way that it counts incarcerated people did not begin only a year ago. For many years,
LDF and other stakeholders have advocated for a change to the Bureau’s residence criteria for incarcerated people
to no avail. See, e.g., Letter from Stakcholders to Thomas Mesenbourg, Acting Director, U.S. Census Bureau,
Feb. 14, 2013, http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/letters/feb2013 . html.
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3 See also Lauren E. Glaze & Danielle Kaeble, Burcau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Correctional

Populations in the United States, 2013 (Dec. 2014), http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdficpus13.pdf; U.S. Census Bureau,

Quick Facts, https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045215/35,00 (last visited Sept. 1, 2016).

4 U.S. Census Bureau, Quick Facts, hitps://www census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045215/00 (last visited Sept. 1, 2016);

Federal Burcau of Prisons, Inmate Race (last updated Feb. 21, 2015), http://www.bop.gov/about/statistics/statistics_inmate race.jsp.
Latino people, who are 17.6% of the U.S. population, are nearly twice as likely to be imprisoned as are white people.

U.S. Census Bureau, Quick Facts, https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045215/00 (last visited Sept. 1, 2016);

Leah Sakala, Breaking Down Mass Incarceration in the 2010 Census: State-by-State Incarceration Rates by Race/Ethnicity,

Prison Pol’y Initiative (May 28, 2014), http://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/rates.html.

5 Bruce Drake, Incarceration gap widens between whites and blacks, Pew Research Ctr. (Sept. 6, 2013),

bttp:/www . pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2013/09/06/incarceration-gap-between-whites-and-blackswidens.

¢ See Kenneth Johnson, Demographic Trends in Rural and Small Town America, Carsey Inst., Univ. of New Hampshire,

at 24, fig. 17 (2006), http://scholars.unh.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1004&context=carsey, (“[T]he proportion of

the rural population that is non-Hispanic white (82[%]) is higher than in metropolitan areas (66[%]).”); see also

David Hamsher, Comment, Counted Out Twice—Power, Representation, & the “Usual Residence Rule” in

the Enumeration of Prisoners. A State-Based Approach to Correcting Flawed Census Data, 96 J. Crim. L.

& Criminology 299, 311 (2005) (Between 1995 and 2005—during the heyday of the “war on drugs” and the era of

burgeoning mass incarceration—-a new rural prison ... opened on average every [15] days in the United States.”)

(“Counted Out Twice”); Dale E. Ho, Captive Constituents: Prison-Based Gerrymandering and the Current Redistricting

Cycle, 22 Stan. L. & Pol’y Rev. 355 (2011) (Only about 20% of the U.S. population resides in rural communities, yet

approximately 40% of incarcerated persons nationwide are imprisoned rurally) (“Captive Constituents™); Taren
Stinebrickner-Kauffman, Counting Matters: Prison Inmates, Population Bases, and “One Person, One Vote”,

11 Va. J. Soc. Pol’y & L. 229, 272 (2004) (similar).

7 LDF, Free the Vote: Unlocking Democracy in the Cells and on the Streets, hitp://www.naacpldf.org/files/publications/Free%20the%20Vote.pdf (last
visited Sept. 1, 2016).

& Brent Staples, The Racist Origins of Felon Disenfranchisement, N.Y . Times (Nov. 18, 2014),
http://'www.nytimes.com/2014/11/19/opinion/the-racist-origins-of-felon-disenfranchisement html;

Christopher Uggen, Sarah Shannon & Jeff Manza, State-Level Estimates of Felon Disenfranchisement in

the United States, 2010, The Sentencing Project, 1 (July 2012),
http://sentencingproject.org/doc/publications/fd_State Level Estimates of Felon Disen 2010.pdf.

° See Voting While Incarcerated: A Tool Kit for Advocates Seeking to Register, and Facilitate Voting by Eligible People

in Jail, Am. Civ. Liberties Union & Right to Vote (Sept. 2005), http://www.aclu.org/pdfs/votingrights/votingwhileincarc_20051123.pdf; The Sentencing
Project,), Fact Sheet: Felony Disenfranchisement Laws (2015), http://www sentencingproject.org/wpcontent/uploads/2015/12/Felony-
Disenfranchisement-Laws-in-the-US . pdf.

10 For example, a representative of a district with a prison population in Anamosa, lowa, when asked whether he considered
incarcerated people to be his constituents, said: ““They don’t vote, so, I guess, not really.”” Sam Roberts, Census Bureau’s

Counting of Prisoners Benefits Some Rural Voting Districts, N.Y . Times (Oct. 23, 2008), http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/24/us/politics/24census.html.
And, a New York legislator representing a district

containing thousands of incarcerated individuals asserted: “given a choice between the district’s cows and the district’s

prisoners, he would ‘take his chances’” with the cows, because ‘[t]hey would be more likely to vote for me.”” Letter from
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Justin Levitt, Professor, Loyola Law School, to Karen Humes, Chief, Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, at 4

(July 20, 2015), http://redistricting.lls.edu/other/2015%20census%20residence%20comment.pdf (“Levitt Letter”); see also

Todd A. Breitbart, Commment, 2020 Decennial Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations, Docket No. 150409353-5353-01, at 2 (July 18, 2015),
http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/letters/Todd_Breitbart comment letter.pdf (legislators “do not offer

the prisoners the ‘constituent services’ that they provide to permanent residents of their districts”).

" For example, virtually all of Maryland’s legislators reported that “they would be more likely to consider persons from

their district who are incarcerated elsewhere to be their constituents.” Representative-Inmate Survey, Senate Education,

Health, and Environmental Affairs Committee, Bill File: 2010 Md. S.B. 400, at 22-28; see also, Levitt Letter, supra n.10, at 4.

12 Fortunately, in recognition of the problems with how the Bureau counts incarcerated people, four states—California,

Delaware, New York, and Maryland—and over 200 local jurisdictions have adjusted the Bureau’s flawed data to prevent

prison-based gerrymandering. Local Governments That Avoid Prison-Based Gerrymandering, Prison Pol’y Initiative

(last updated May 13, 2016), http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/local/; Erika L. Wood, Implementing Reform: How

Maryland & New York Ended Prison Gerrymandering, Demos at 7 (2014), http://www.demos.org/publication/implementingreform-
how-maryland-new-york-ended-prison-gerrymandering. Fourteen other states—Arkansas, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,

Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Minnesota, New Jersey, Oregon, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin—have considered

legislation to end prison gerrymandering statewide, with some of those bills passing one chamber. See Prison Gerrymandering Project, Legislation,
Prison Pol’y Initiative, http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/legislation.html (listing the various bills).

13 The Equal Protection Clause of the U.S. Constitution is violated when the weight of a citizen’s vote and his access to

representation is “made to depend on where he lives.” Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 567 (1964). Indeed, the one-person,

one-vote principle is meant to “prevent debasement of voting power and diminution of access to elected representatives.”

Kirkpatrick v. Preisler, 394 U.S. 526, 531 (1969).

14 52 U.S.C. § 10301; see also Bartlett v. Strickland, 556 U.S. 1, 10-11 (2009).

5 See, e.g., Levitt Letter, supra n.10 (referencing 28 state laws, that “explicitly provid[e] that incarceration does not itself”

change legal or electoral residence).

16 Letter from Peter Wagner, Executive Director, Prison Policy Initiative, to Karen Humes, Chief, Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, at 3 (July
20, 2015), http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/letters/prison_policy fin census_july 20 2015.pdf.

17 Letter from Juan Cartagena, President & General Counsel, LatinoJustice PRLDEF, ef al., to Karen Humes,

Chief, Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau

(Aug.22,2016),http://preview latinojustice.org/briefing_room/press_releases/LatinoJustice PRLDEF Reply Comment

Letter_to US Census_Proposed 2020 Decennial Residence Rule and Residence Situations 81 Fed

Reg 42 577.pdf (“LIP Letter”).

18 Jd.; see also Letter from the Vera Institute of Justice to Karen Humes, Chief, Population Division,

U.S. Census Bureau (Aug. 31, 2016) (reporting for three other states—Washington, Oregon, and Nebraska—that, as of April 1, 2015, the median length
of stay for a person at a prison facility was 9 months and that, in 2013, the estimated national average length of jail stays was only 23 days).

9 Alison Walsh, “Over a dozen prisons in several different states : Letter to Census Bureau describes temporary nature of incarceration, Prison Pol’y
Initiative (Aug. 5, 2016), http://www prisonersofthecensus.org/news/2016/08/05/comment_15/.

2 Id.

2 Kenneth Prewitt, Forward, Accuracy Counts: Incarcerated People & The Census, Brennan Ctr. For Justice (April 8, 2004),

http://www brennancenter.org/sites/default/files/legacy/d/RV4_AccuracyCounts.pdf.

For a thorough review of the fact that most incarcerated people do not eat and sleep “most of the
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time” at the correctional facility where they happen to be on Census Day, see the Letter from Peter Wagner,
Executive Director, Prison Policy Initiative, and Brenda Wright, Demos, Vice President of Policy and Legal
Strategies, to Karen Humes, Chief, Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau (Sept. 1, 2016) (“Wagner &
Wright Letter”).

22 War and Sacrifice in the Post-9/11 Era: Chapter 6: A Profile of the Modern Military, Pew Rsearch Center: Social Demographic
Trends, Oct. 5, 2011, http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2011/10/05/chapter-6-a-profile-of-the-modern-military/ (reporting that
“Whites still comprise the bulk of America’s fighting forces”)

2 U.S. Census Bureau, 81 Fed. Reg. 42,577 at 42579 (proposed June 30, 2016), available at
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-06-30/pdf/2016-15372.pdf (referencing comments the Census
Bureau received on its proposed Residence Criteria for the military overseas).

2 Ho, Captive Constituents, supra 0.6, at 356 (Prison-based gerrymandering “incentiviz[es]

opposition to criminal justice reforms that would decrease reliance on mass incarceration™); id. at 364-64
(Since the political power of areas where prison facilities are located “depends in some measure on a
continuing influx of prisoners, legislators from prison districts have a strong incentive to oppose criminal
justice reforms that might decrease incarceration rates.”); Hamsher, Counted Out Twice, supra n.6, at 310
(Due to prison-based gerrymandering, “political power is shifted from those communities most afflicted by
crime to those communities most interested in gaining from incarceration—potentially at the expense of
any alternative means of retribution, crime prevention, drug treatment, or rehabilitation.”); Andréa L.
Maddan, Enslavement to Imprisonment: How the Usual Residence Rule Resurrects the Three-Fifths Clause
and Challenges the Fourteenth Amendment, 15 Rutgers Race & L. Rev. 310, 326 (2014) (“Since
apportionment is also about resources, the repercussions of moving money and power away from the
hometown of the prisoner means less resources to foster the societal re-integration that he or she deserves.”)
2 See supran.17. The LIP Letter (at 2-6) adeptly explain various other populations, like boarding

students and members of Congress—who are largely white and wealthy—whom the Burcau counts as
residents of their home communities, unlike its treatment of incarcerated people, despite that boarding
students and Congressional members choose to be away from their homes on Census Day. See also supra
n.21. The Wagner and Wright Letter, in addition to boarding students and Congressional members,
critically explains how the Bureau counts visitors, newborn babies, and truck drivers at their homes on
Census Day, despite that they, like incarcerated people, happen to be away temporarily on that day.

c00504 1 submit this comment in response to the Proposed Census 2020 Rules on Residence Criteria and Situations 81 Fed. Reg. 42,577. In order
to adhere to the constitutional purpose of the decennial census and to reduce the adverse consequences the current rule permits, [ urge the
Census Bureau revise its residence rules to count incarcerated individuals at their homes or previous addresses rather than at their
correctional facilities.

I send this comment as a private individual with well over a decade of relevant experience. 1 the University of Michigan Population
Studies Center, where I continue to use decennial census (including PL94-171, demographic profile, summary file 1, and summary file 2
data) and American Community Survey data daily. , a guide to the American Community Survey for the media
distributed by the Census Bureau. Currently, I also Georgetown University Law Center in Washington, D.C. Should you have any
questions related to this comment, please feel free to contact me at
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The Census Bureau’s proposed residence rule appears to rely on faulty reasons for its current proposed residence rules vis-a-vis
incarcerated individuals. The proposed residence rule intends to count inmates of prisons, jails, and other correctional facilities at their
institutions.! To explain its reasoning for adopting the rule, the Census Bureau has expressed that it relies on a guide originating from the
Census Act of 1790 to count individuals where they “sleep and live most of the time.” However, no such text exists in that Act.” As
written, the Act places some emphasis on an individual’s connection to a family.> Nothing is prescribed about counting where people
sleep. Instead, the guide that the Census Bureau relies on appears to simply be tradition and therefore more flexible to evolve.

In fact, although the Census Bureau has relied on this guide, the residence rules neither follow this guide absolutely nor should they. The
proposed residence rules already create exceptions such as for boarding school students and military members on deployment.* Neither
would this be the first time the Census Burean has made minor changes to whom they count and where for the purposes of apportionment
and representation. For decades the Census Bureau has varied its rules for the overseas military population.® The Census Bureau should
similarly extend such flexibility to the residence rules for the incarcerated population.

Additionally, the Census Bureau has counted the incarcerated population differently in previous censuses. Particularly noteworthy, shortly
before Census Day in 2010, Director Groves claimed for Census 2010 that the Census Bureau would count those in local jails awaiting trial
at their home addresses as opposed to the jails.® That is not an isolated anomaly. The census has defined inmates differently over time; for
several decades starting in 1850, the census treated inmates as family members under the head-of-household jailor.” Recognizing some of
the instant arguments, the 1900 Census specifically asked about the prisoners’ residences, acknowledging that “[M]any prisoners are
incarcerated in a state or county of which they are not permanent residents.”® Instructions for enumerators directed that “In every case,
therefore, enter the name of the county and state in which the prisoner is known, or claims to reside.””

As the Census Bureau has already created exceptions when applying its guide, the question of whether the Census Bureau can count the
incarcerated population at their homes or previous addresses has been answered. The question remains whether the Census Bureau should
create an exception to its guide for the incarcerated population. The Census Bureau may favor counting the incarcerated population at the
facilities to reduce administrative costs or to increase accuracy — two relevant goals that must be remembered when conducting the
decennial effort.

As the Census Bureau already works with several states to provide adjusted data counting the incarcerated population at their homes, the
costs do not appear to be prohibitive. Instead, counting the incarcerated population at their homes as the standard would remove
redundancies involved with preparing parallel sets of data for those states that request it. The willingness of the Census Bureau to provide
an alternative set of data invites a question of whether there really can be two correct location options to count the incarcerated population.
Upon some reflection, it seems clear that one of the options aligns much more closely with the purpose of the decennial census.

Since the first census of the United States in 1790, the federal government has administered the enumeration with parallel aims. Article I,
Section 2 of the U.S. Constitution expressly mandates the decennial census for the purpose of determining representation in Congress.'?
Although, seeing an opportunity to efficiently collect data to better administer government, James Madison urged Congress to include a
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question about occupation on the first census.!! Madison stated that the question would aid “know[ing] in what proportion to distribute the
benefits resulting from an efficient General Government.”!? The Census Bureau continues to collect such supplemental data today, and the
census remains an invaluable source of social and demographic data beyond serving its constitutional purpose of determining
representation. However, even in 1790, Madison highlighted the importance of conducting the census for its constitutional purpose while at
the same time dismissing probable complications respondents would encounter answering their occupations.'® Madison recognized that
accuracy in properly allocating representation should be prioritized well ahead of accuracy in the supplemental content. As the Census
Bureau considers the residence rules, it might gain from remembering Madison’s perspective.

The proposed residence rule counting incarcerated persons at their institutions will give an inaccurate count because the constitution
mandates the decennial census first for the purpose of establishing representation. Those politicians representing the districts where
inmates live and sleep most of time rarely represent the interests of inmates.'* Meanwhile, inmates retain an entitlement to vote in only two
states: Maine and Vermont.!” Representatives have incentives to respond and answer to voters. Those interests of inmates are often
represented best in the districts where inmates previously lived and will frequently return after serving their sentences. Inmates have more
social ties to those home districts, where family and friends are more likely to share interests. If an inmate requires assistance from an
elected official, any response is likely to be at the behest of a family member or friend who votes.!¢ Accordingly, counting inmates at their
homes would provide representation more aligned with the interests than under the current rule.

Additionally, those living in districts with prisons benefit from having a greater voice compared to those districts without a prison. As
pointed out in by the federal judge in Calvin v. Jefferson County Board of Commissioners, . . . the scheme gives the non-incarcerated
population of [a district with a prison] (whether they vote or not) an increased ability to access and influence their representatives and
increased opportunities to reap the benefits of that influence.”'” However, the proposed residence rule would continue this scheme placing
non-voting incarcerated populations in districts and magnifying the voice of voters in the district relative to the voice of voters in
neighboring districts without prisons.

Consequently, the proposed residence rules fail to adhere to the constitutional purpose for the decennial census. Instead, the proposed
census residence rules perpetuate absurd consequences to vote dilution and gerrymandering that have grown more pervasive in recent
decades. Other comments responding to the notice will no doubt describe some of these absurd consequences'® What remains clear is that
counting a densely populated prison population of thousands of disenfranchised individuals within the institution as opposed to at their
homes or previous addresses threatens fair and just legislative representation.

These consequences mean that the proposed residence rule, while potentially complying with the traditional interpretation of the “usual
residence,” will contravene both the constitutional purpose of the census and likely the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment to the Constitution. Furthermore, because the proposed residence rule likely violates the Equal Protection Clause and also
impacts minorities at much higher rates than whites, the proposed residence rule may also violate the Voting Rights Act of 1965. Although
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counting inmates at their facilities may lead to an accurate count for the purposes of supplemental questions, what benefit does such
accuracy provide to a count that is clearly wrong?

This comment joins many others urging the Census Bureau to revise the residence rule in order to count inmates at their home or previous
address. Making this change will ensure the residence rule remains faithful to the constitutional purpose of the census and remains
compliant with the protections afforded under the Constitution.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed residence rules. 1 ask the Census Bureau reconsider the residence rules to
count the incarcerated population at their homes and previous addresses.

! Proposed 2020 Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations, 81 Fed. Reg. 42,577 (U.S. Dep’t of Commerce June 30, 2016) [hereinafter
Proposed Rules].

2 The full text of the relevant section of the act reads as follows:

Be it enacted, That every person whose usual place of abode shall be in any family on the aforesaid first Monday in August next, shall be returned as of
such family; and the name of every person who shall be an inhabitant of any district, but without a settled place of residence, shall be inserted in the
column of the aforesaid schedule, which is allotted for the heads of families, in that division where he or she shall be on the said first Monday in August
next, and every person occasionally absent at the time of the enumerations, as belonging to that place in which he usually resides in the United States.
Census Act of 1790, § 5 (noted as “Rules for ascertaining residence.”).

3 Id

* Proposed Rules, supra note 1.

S See, e.g., 2010 Census: Counting Americans Overseas as Part of the Census Would Not Be Feasible: Hearing Before the H.S. Comm. on Tech., Info.,
Pol., Intergovernmental Relations and the Census, Comm. on Gov’t Reform., (testimony of Patricia A. Dalton, Director, Strategic Issues of the Gov’t
Accountability Office; report GAO-04-1077TT).

¢ Robert M. Groves, So, How Do You Handle Prisons?, U.S. CENSUS BUREAU: DIRECTOR’S BLOG (Mar. 1, 2010),
http://directorsblog.blogs.census.gov/2010/03/01/s0-how-do-you-handle-prisons/ (accessed Aug. 31, 2016).

7 PANEL ON RESIDENCE RULES IN THE DECENNIAL CENSUS, ONCE, ONLY ONCE, AND IN THE RIGHT PLACE: RESIDENCE RULES
IN THE DECENNIAL CENSUS 84, (Daniel L. Cork and Paul R. Voss eds., 2006).

8 Id

° Id

1078, CONST. Art. I, § 2, cl. 3 (originally the census also served to establish the tax liabilities of the states).

17 ANNALS OF CONG. 1145-47 (1790) (Joseph Gales e¢d. 1834).

21d at 1147.

B 1d. at 1145-46.

1 See, e.g., Sam Roberts, Census Bureau’s Counting of Prisoners Benefits Some Rural Voting Districts, N.Y. TIMES (Oct. 23, 2008),
http://'www.nytimes.com/2008/10/24/us/politics/24census. htrml (quoting a city councilman who stated that he did not consider the approximately 1,300
prisoners in his district as constituents because they could not vote even though the district had only 58 non-prisoners); Letter from Rep. Jeff Irwin,
Mich. H.R., to Karen Humes, Chief, Population Division, U.S. Census Burcau (July 14, 2015) (available from
http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/letters/Rep_Jeff Irwin FRIN_letter.pdf).
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B NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE LEGISLATURES: FELON VOTING RIGHTS, http://www.ncsl.org/research/clections -and-campaigns/felon-
voting-rights.aspx (last visited Jaly 27, 2016).

16 C.f., Davidson v. City of Cranston, C.A. No. 14-91L, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 67674, at *11-13 (May 24, 2016 D.R.1).

7 Calvin v. Jefferson Cty. Bd. of Comm’rs, No. 4:15CV131-MW/CAS, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 36121, at *3 (Mar. 19, 2016 N.D. Fla.) (finding that a
district with a prison composing a large share of a district’s population was unconstitutional).

18 See e.g., Davidson v. City of Cranston, C.A. No. 14-91L, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 67674, at *1-2 (May 24, 2016 D.R.1); Calvin v. Jefferson Cty. Bd. of
Comm’rs, No. 4:15CV131-MW/CAS, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 36121, at *3 (Mar. 19, 2016 N.D. Fla.); Matt Dixon, Republican Lawmaker Says Inmates
Key fo Defeating Corrine Brown, Politico, (Sept. 23, 2015), http://www.politico.com/states/florida/story/2015/09/republican-lawmaker-says-inmates-
key-to-defeating-corrine-brown-025870; Tia Mitchell, U.S. Rep. Corrine Brown Responds to Rep. Janet Adkins Remarks about Inmates in Her District,
FLORIDA TIMES-UNION: POLITIJAX (Sept. 24, 2015), http://jacksonville.com/opinion/blog/403455/tia-mitchell/2015-09-24/us-rep-corrine-brown-
responds-rep-janet-adkins-remarks#; Sam Roberts, Census Bureau’s Counting of Prisoners Benefits Some Rural Voting Districts, N.Y. TIMES (Oct. 23,
2008), http://www nytimes.com/2008/10/24/us/politics/24census. htinl.

c00505 Because of the possibility that persons in various areas of the country may be displaced by natural disasters or emergencies such as
hurricanes or earthquakes, there should be a category of persons described as "temporarily moved persons due to emergencies.” Such
persons should be counted as residing, for census purposes, in their normal prior residential locations, if they state the intention to live in
that normal location, if possible, following their move for emergency purposes. A reason for counting such temporarily moved persons in
their normal prior residence locations is that federal aid for rebuilding or infrastructure restoration may be based upon the number of
persons occuping a given location, and the location to which people intend to return and reside should be the place where they are counted
for determination of population for which infrastructure or restoration aid should be made. Hurricanes in the South, or earthquakes on the
West Coast may cause temporary dislocation of people, but their intended future residence should be allowed to be stated as their residence
before displacement by emergency.

c00506 The Pennsylvania Institutional Law Project (the “Project”), by and through its

undersigned counsel, submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register
notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 81 Fed. Reg. 42,577 (June 30,
2016); see also 81 Fed. Reg. 48,365 (July 25, 2016) (extending the deadline for public
comments).

The Project delivers civil legal services to the institutional population of Pennsylvania.
The Project was created and designed to meet the needs of low income residents of
Pennsylvania’s prisons, jails, state hospitals, and state centers. The goal of the Project is to
ensure equal access to justice for indigent institutionalized persons.

The Bureau’s proposal to continue counting incarcerated people at the particular facility

that they happen to be located at on Census Day ignores the transience of incarceration. If made
final, this proposal will mean another decade of decisions in many states based on a Census that
counts incarcerated people in the wrong place. The Bureau’s proposal also will jeopardize the
right of certain groups to equal participation in our democracy, and will promote distortion of
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districts for local, state, and federal elections. And as detailed below, the Bureau’s proposal is
inconsistent with Pennsylvania laws relating to redistricting and to voting by people incarcerated
for misdemeanors or while awaiting trial. For all of these reasons, the Project opposes this
proposal and requests that the Census Bureau reconsider its proposed Residence Rule.

An Incarcerated Person’s “Usual Residence” Is Not His Cell

The Census Bureau defines “usual residence” as the place where a person “eats and

sleeps most of the time,” but fails to follow that rule when counting incarcerated people. The
proposal’s comments explain that “counting prisoners anywhere other than the facility would
violate the concept of usual residence, since the majority of people in prisons live and sleep most
of the time at the prison.” This overlooks the fact that a large percentage of inmates are pretrial
detainees or misdemeanants who are incarcerated only for a matter of days or weeks. In
Pennsylvania’s jails, this category of inmates numbers about 38,000 on any given day, with an
expected average length of stay of 67 days.! Nationally, the period of incarceration for such
inmates is even shorter, averaging just 23 days? By lumping in these inmates with prisoners
serving long sentences, the proposal would unjustifiably treat them differently from “people who
travel seasonally between residences (for example, snowbirds),” whom the Bureau will count at
their primary residences. The Bureau’s failure to update its rules regarding incarcerated persons
is particularly misguided given that the Bureau decided that other populations — deployed
overseas military and juveniles staying in residential treatment centers — should be counted in
their home location even if they are sleeping elsewhere on Census Day.

Even as applied to inmates serving terms longer than a few weeks, counting incarcerated

people as if they were residents of the facility where they happen to be located on Census Day
does not reflect the reality of our communities. First, such inmates may be frequently and
involuntarily transferred from facility to facility, and thus do not have any one prison as their
‘“usual residence.” Second, the Bureau already counts students in boarding schools at their home

On a state level, the Bureau’s proposal is directly at odds with the Pennsylvania statute
regarding the “residence of electors.” The statute provides that “no individual who is confined in
a penal institution shall be deemed a resident of the election district where the institution is
located. The individual shall be deemed to reside where the individual was last registered before
being confined in the penal institution, or if there was no registration prior to confinement, the
individual shall be deemed to reside at the last known address before confinement.” 25 Pa. C.S.
§ 1302(3). Pennsylvania failed to make adjustments to the 2010 Census data to account for
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inmates’ residences as part of its most recent decennial redistricting, and if the Bureau makes
final its proposed rule, there is a risk that Pennsylvania will again rely on Census data that are
incompatible with this state statute. The proposed rule is also incompatible with Pennsylvania’s
clections laws insofar as Pennsylvanians incarcerated for misdemeanors or while awaiting trial
do not lose their right to vote; such inmates must register to vote at their home addresses and
vote in elections for their home districts.?

Counting Inmates As Residents Of Their Cells Promotes Illegal Gerrymandering

In addition to creating an inconsistency with Pennsylvania law, the Bureau’s failure to

update its residence rules is particularly disturbing because federal courts around the country
have begun to recognize that the Bureau’s prison count can result in constitutional violations of
one-person, one-vote requirements. Counting incarcerated people at the location of the facility
may violate equal representation requirements, and it will ensure Iegal challenges to the
constitutionality of redistricting plans at the state and local level. There have already been
successful federal constitutional challenges to prison gerrymandering in Jefferson County,
Florida and Cranston, Rhode Island. See Calvin v. Jefferson Cnty. Bd. of Comm rs, No. 4:15-cv-

131, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 36121 (N.D. Fla. Mar. 19, 2016); Davidson v. City of Cranston, No.

14-¢cv-91, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 67674 (D.R.1. May 24, 2016). In each case, the court found
that a county or city had violated the Fourteenth Amendment by treating inmates as residents of
their cells, resulting in a map in which a sizable percentage of the “constituents” of one district
consisted of inmates, thus exaggerating the district’s overall population in violation of the one-
person, one-vote requirement. The Bureau’s failure to change the way it counts incarcerated
populations will ensure that these constitutional challenges accelerate in the coming decade,
burdening taxpayers and injecting uncertainty into the redistricting process.

These challenges are being raised in no small part because the Bureau’s 2010 Census

practice of designating a prison cell as a residence concentrated a population that 1s
disproportionately male, urban, and black or Latino into just a few thousand Census blocks,
which typically are located far from the actual homes of the incarcerated individuals. For
example, 35.7% of Pennsylvania’s state prison population comes from just two counties:
Philadelphia County and Allegheny County (the core of the greater Pittsburgh area),* but these
prisoners are nearly all housed in rural areas of the state that are demographically very distinct
from these two large cities. When unadjusted Census data are used for redistricting, the resulting
maps illegally inflate the political power of the arcas where the prisons are located and dilute the
political power of all other urban, suburban, and rural areas without large prisons.
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American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the two centuries since
the first Census, and the Census has evolved in response to many of these

changes in order to continue to provide an accurate picture of the nation’s population. The
country’s exploding prison population requires the Bureau to adapt once again. As a result, what
made sense in 1790, or even 1950, no longer makes sense. Nationally, the incarcerated
population totaled less than 326,000 in 1970 but now is nearly 2 million. Pennsylvania’s rate of
incarceration has mirrored the national average: the number of state prisoners in Pennsylvania
grew from 8,112 in 1980 to 49,914 in 2015, more than a six-fold increase.

Because of this explosion in the incarcerated population, counting incarcerated people at

the location of the facility measurably distorts legislative representation on the basis of race and
ethnicity. In Pennsylvania, Hispanic and black residents make up 61% of the total incarcerated
population, but only 17% of the statewide population. Inversely, white residents make up 79%
of the total Pennsylvania population but account for only 39% of the incarcerated population.
Furthermore, state prison inmates are 48% black, 41% white, 11% Hispanic, and 1% other.” As
a result, the 2020 Census data, if not adjusted to comply with 25 Pa. C.S. § 1302(3), would lead
to distorted district maps for Pennsylvania at the federal, state, and local levels. Specifically,
such maps would include some rural districts with significantly fewer true residents than some
urban districts. This would not only present a classic violation of the one-person, one-vote
requirement, as in Calvin and Davidson, but would also result in racially distorted maps that give
overrepresentation to predominantly white constituencies.

Such a post-2020 map would repeat a persistent problem in Pennsylvania. For example,

after the 2010 Census, Pennsylvania’s Legislative Reapportionment Commission failed to adjust
Census data to account for inmates’ home addresses when it drew state legislative maps. As a
result, there are now three state House districts—House Districts 69, 76, and 123—in which over
6.5% of the population consists of inmates in state and federal prisons, virtually all of whom are
disenfranchised. The inflated representation for these districts has come at the expense of
representation for residents of other parts of the state, most notably in the Philadelphia and
Pittsburgh urban cores.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence
Situations as the Bureau strives to follow the residence rule and count everyone in the right
place. The Project believes that in order to produce an accurate and legally compliant 2020
Census, the Bureau must count incarcerated people at their homes.
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VU.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Census of Jails: Population Changes, 1999-2013, at 15,

available at http://www.bis.gov/content/pub/pdficipe9913 pdf.

2Id

3 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of State, Voting Rights of Convicted Felons, Convicted Misdemeanants and Pretrial Detainees, available
at http://www . votespa.com/en-us/Documents/Convicted felon brochure. pdf.

4 Inmate Statistics, available at htip://www.cor.pa.gov/About%20Us/Statistics/Docaments/Year%20End%20-
%20Calendar%20-%20Inmate%20Statistics.pdf.

S Id

c00507 (Apropos Krista Brewer's opinion piece in the Guardian: https://www theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/aug/25/prison-
gerrymandering-voting-incarceration) (and pertaining to "1. Comments on Prisoners"), I strongly ask the Census to reconsider its policy on
counting prisoners as residents in their areas of incarceration as opposed to home communities. A number of people maintain residency in
their home states despite living and working elsewhere. I cannot add anything beyond what has already been summarized in the 160+
comments received.

c00508 It is imperative that people in prison not be counted as residents of the location of the prison but rather from the cities and towns in which
they lived prior to their incarceration. Otherwise the numbers are inaccurate, skewed and the necessary resources are allotted to the wrong
locales. Thank you for understanding this and making the necessary adjustments for this census period.

c00509 Common Cause/PA submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Proposed 2020 Census
Residence Criteria and Residence Situations, 81 FR 42577 (June 30, 2016). Our organization strongly urges you to begin counting
incarcerated individuals at their home addresses, rather than at the particular facility at which they happen to be located on Census Day.

For over four decades Common Cause/PA has been working to ensure that every citizen of our state who is entitled to vote has the
opportunity to do so — and that every vote is counted as cast. However, voters also must believe their votes are meaningful if they are
going to participate in elections, and have the opportunity to hold their elected officials accountable. That means we must have
competitive elections and every voter’s vote must have nearly equal value. When incarcerated individuals — who cannot vote in
Pennsylvania — are counted by the census at their penal facility residence instead of their pre-incarceration home address, that translates
mto inflated populations for penal institution municipalities, and hence the respective congressional and legislative districts. This skews the
redistricting process. To ensure that every citizen’s vote carries relatively equal weight when legislative and congressional districts are
designed, incarcerated persons must be counted at their pre-sentencing addresses.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 226 years since the first Census, and the
Census has evolved in response to many of these changes in order to continue to provide an accurate picture of the nation. Today, the
growth in the prison population requires the Census to update its methodology again.

The need for change in the “usual residence” rule, as it relates to incarcerated persons, has been growing over the last few decades. As
recently as the 1980s, the incarcerated population in the U.S. totaled less than half a million. But since then, the number of incarcerated
people has more than quadrupled, to over two million people behind bars. The manner in which this population is counted now has huge
implications for the accuracy of the Census, and ultimately on the fairness of redistricting.
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By designating a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau concentrated a population that is disproportionately
male, urban, and African-American or Latino into just 5,393 Census blocks that are located far from the actual homes of incarcerated
people. In Pennsylvania, this has resulted in significant skewing of legislative and congressional districts — especially in its more rural
counties. Pennsylvania has 18 congressional districts with average populations of 710,401 residents. Over 61,000 inmates are incarcerated
in 26 state and 8 federal prisons which are dispersed across twelve of those congressional districts (six districts have no state prisons),
according to the PA Dept. of Corrections and Federal Bureau of Prisons. Five congressional districts have one state prison; four have two
state prisons; two have three state prisons; and the very large rural 5% Congressional District has seven state prisons. The problem
becomes even more severe when it is applied to the much smaller state senate and legislative districts which respectively average 254,048
and 62,573 residents.

In June of 2016, research conducted for Common Cause/PA provided the following mformation about the impact prison populations have
on representation in the state legislature and Congress.

8 federal correctional institutions house 12,676 inmates

26 state correction institutions house 48,393 inmates

Average PA Congressional district population is 710,401

Average PA State Senate District population is 254,048

Average PA House District population is 62,573

Smallest Congressional District population is 694,973

Smallest State Senate District population is 243,946

Smallest State House District population is 60,110

Without their prison populations 11 PA State House districts would be smaller than the smallest current district (House districts 8, 19,
50,63, 84, 87,117,123, 146, 159, 175,)

Without their prison populations seven PA State Senate districts would be smaller than the smallest current district (Senate districts 20, 23,
24, 34,41, 49, 50)

Without their prison populations four Congressional districts would be smaller than the smallest current district (5, 9, 10, 11)

NOTE: These data do not include any information about county or municipal detention centers.
Currently, four states (California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York) are taking a state-wide approach to adjust the Census’ population
totals to count incarcerated people at home, and over 200 counties and municipalities all individually adjust population data to avoid prison

gerrymandering when drawing their local government districts.

But this ad hoc approach is neither efficient nor universally implementable. The Massachusetts legislature concluded that its state
constitution did not allow it to pass similar legislation, so it sent the Bureau a resolution in 2014 urging the Bureau to tabulate incarcerated
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persons at their home addresses. See The Massachusetts General Court Resolution “Urging the Census Bureau to Provide Redistricting
Data that Counts Prisoners in a Manner Consistent with the Principles of 'One Person, One Vote" (Adopted by the Senate on July 31, 2014
and the House of Representatives on August 14, 2014). Pennsylvania Election Code (25 Pa. C.S. §1302(3)), states "[N]o individual who is
confined in a penal institution shall be deemed a resident of the election district where the institution is located. The individual shall be
deemed to reside where the individual was last registered before being confined in the penal institution, or if there was no registration prior
to confinement, the individual shall be deemed to reside at the last known address before confinement." However, Common Cause/PA was
informed that for redistricting purposes inmates are counted at their place of incarceration.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to count everyone in the
right place in keeping with changes in society and population realities. Because Common Cause/PA believes in a population count that
accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

Sources

Population Data for Legislative and Senatorial Districts: hitp://www redistricting state pa.us/Maps/index.cfm

Population Data for Congressional Districts: hitp:/www.census.gov/myed/

Population Data for State Prisons: http://www.cor.pa.gov/About%20Us/Statistics/Documents/current%s 2 0monthiv%20population. pdf
Population Data for Federal Prisons: https://www.bop.gov/locations/list.jsp

Legislative and Senatorial District Finder (used for determining the State House and Senate Districts in which certain prisons are
located): hitp://www . legis state.pa.us/cidocs/legis/home/findyourlegislator/

Congressional Districts (used for determining Congressional District in which prisons are

located): http://www.house.gov/representatives/find/

c00510 Counting incarcerated people as if they were residents of the correctional facility makes the Census less accurate for everyone: rural and
urban communities; incarcerated persons and their families; governmental authorities trying to draw accurate redistricting plans;
researchers trying to understand the demographics of local communities. The pre-incarceration residence should be used instead.

c00511 This is an outdated and antiquated way to misrepresent the actual census. Prisoners should not be counted in the prisons they are held in. It
has disenfranchised minority communities and caused the much needed funding for programs to be decreased.

The prisoners play no part or have no political input in the counties of the prisons the are housed and continue to be used as a source of
revenue for those towns and states. It is Criminal and unjust for this process to continue.

c00512 People who are incarcerated should be allowed to use their residence prior to incarceration when completing the census. The US census as
it now operaltes is a flawed process. It redirects voting power and resources from the people who need it most; large impoverished cities.
Prisons are located miles away from the area where prisoners live and while their addresses are listed as though they reside in these towns
they will be returning to those big cities (in most cases) long afier the census has been completed. It's an unfair process and needs to be
revamped and calculated appropriately to reflect where people live.

c00513 Hello, I believe in the importance of the census and its power as a tool for various agencies.
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That is why I would like to end the practice of counting prison populations as part of the local community and instead count them based on
where they come from. In short stop prison gerrymandering.

c00514 On behalf of the NAACP, our nation’s oldest, largest and most widely-recognized grassroots-based civil rights organization, [ write to
express our deep disappointment in the decision by the U.S. Census Bureau (“the Bureau”), made public on June 30 of this year to count
incarcerated people at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day. As I clearly stated in my letter of July 20,
2015, the NAACP strongly supports the Census Bureau’s counting incarcerated people at their most recent residence prior to incarceration.

By designating a prison cell as a residence, the Bureau will concentrate a population that is disproportionately male, urban, and African-
American or Latino into just 5,393 Census blocks that are located far from the actual homes of the incarcerated people. When this data is
used for redistricting and other purposes, prisons artificially inflate the political power of the areas where the prisons are located and
deflate the political power, and too often the very real needs, of American communities which are disproportionately urban, low income,
and heavily populated by racial and ethnic minorities.

The need for change in the “usuval residence” rule, as it relates to incarcerated persons, has been growing dramatically as the prison
population has ballooned over the last few decades, and the time to update this rule is now. As recently as the 1980s, the incarcerated
population in the U.S. totaled less than half a million people. But since then, the nation’s incarcerated population has more than quadrupled
to over two million people. The manner in which this population is counted now has huge implications for the accuracy of the Census.

The Bureau defines “usual residence” as the place where a person “eats and sleeps most of the time”, but fails to follow that rule when
counting incarcerated people. The majority of people incarcerated in Rhode Island, for example, spend less than 100 days in the state’s
correctional facilities. If the same people were instead spending 100 days in their summer residence, the Bureau would count them at their
regular home address. Even students in boarding schools get counted at their home address whether or not they eat and sleep there most of
the time. The Bureau continues to carve out an exception for incarcerated people and count them in the wrong place.

The Bureau’s failure to update its rules regarding incarcerated persons is particularly troubling given that the Bureau decided that other
populations — deployed overseas military, and juveniles staying in residential treatment centers — should be counted in their home location
even if they are sleeping elsewhere on Census Day. It made these changes even though there were far fewer public comments identifying
these issues as causing the magnitude of problems that the public commentary on the prison miscount highlighted.

As was described in its seminal 2015 report “The Racial Geography of Mass Incarceration,” the Prison Policy Initiative found that stark
racial and ethnic disparities exist between incarcerated people and the people in the county outside the prison's walls.! The report found
that the transfer of African American and Latino incarcerated people to communities very different than their own is a national problem not
confined to select states. As a result, hundreds of counties have a 10-to-1 “ratio of over-representation” between incarcerated African
Americans and African Americans in the surrounding county — meaning that the portion of the prison that is African American is at least
10 times larger than the portion of the surrounding county.” The report concludes by saying that “this large-scale transfer of (African
American) and Latino people to areas demographically very different than their homes has even larger effects thanks to a unique quirk in

000637

BC-DOC-0000007420



the federal Census that counts incarcerated people as if they were willing residents of the county that contains the correctional facility for
redistricting purposes.®”

As the Bureau strives to count everyone in their right place in keeping with changes in society and population realities, it is imperative that
the changes proposed to the Residence Rule be updated. Because the NAACP believes in a population count that most accurately
represents communities, and because it so acutely impacts the people and we serve and represent, we urge you to count incarcerated people
as residents of their most recent home address.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Census Bureau’s Proposed Residence Rule. Should you have any questions or
comments on the NAACP position, please feel free to contact me at

! The Racial Geography of Mass Incarceration, July 2015, by Peter Wagner and Daniel Kopf, Prison Policy Initiative. Found at
http://www.prisonpolicy.org/racialgeography/report.html

2 Ibid

5 Ihid.

c00515 The Census Bureau is wrong to consider incarcerated people as residents of the correctional facility because prisons are disproportionately
built in rural areas while most incarcerated people call urban areas home. Counting prisoners in the wrong place results in a systematic
transfer of population and political clout from urban to rural arcas.

When this data is used to draw legislative districts, the impact is startling: many prison districts have a significant percentage of their
"residents" behind bars.

Consider:

-60% of lllinois' prisoners are from Cook County (Chicago), yet 99% of them are counted outside the county.

-In Texas, one rural districts population is almost 12% prisoners. Eighty-cight residents from that district, then, are represented in the State
House as if they were 100 residents from urban Houston or Dallas.

-Prison-based gerrymandering helped the New York State Senate add an extra district in the upstate region. Without using prison
populations as padding, seven state senate districts would have to be redrawn, causing line changes throughout the state.

This injustice in our democracy cannot stand.

c00516 I'write to express my dissent from the U.S. Census Bureau decision to count incarcerated persons at the site of their incarceration and not
their home residences. This decision is based on a statute from the year 1790 that does not accurately reflect Americas modern criminal
justice system or advances in voting and civil rights over the last two centuries.

The rise of mass incarceration over the last three decades has greatly altered the impact this policy decision has on certain communities and
populations. Due to the disproportionate rate at which African-American American men are incarcerated, the net result of this decision is
that 1 in 15 African American men are counted away from their homes, families, and communities. This impact is particularly evident at
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the local level. Here in lllinois, African-Americans represent 15% of the general population but 56% of our prisoners. While 60% of
prisoners in our state are from Cook County, 99% of them are counted elsewhere. In the neighborhood in Chicago (where I work),
mass incarceration has taken a particularly devastating toll. In 2001, 2,442 residents were sentenced to the [linois Department of
Corrections. This represented 8% of adult population and 12% of the Departments entire prison intake population for that year. The
decision to count these incarcerated citizens in a different community has impacted the allocation of public funds for housing, healthcare,
educationl, job training, and other public services. If allocated to , these public services would benefit prisoners upon their return to
the community and reduce the rate at which they return to prison (currently 52%). Instead, this money has been allocated to downstate
communities in which the prisons are located. As a result, non-incarcerated residents of communities which host prisons are allocated more
dollars per person than non-incarcerated residents in places like Chicago.

Changes by the U.S. Census Bureau have recognized this decision as one which results in unfair gerrymandering of certain populations.
For example, the Bureau already recognizes which areas contain quarters such as correctional facilities and make this data available to state
and county governments to more effectively guide their local districting and political representation allocations. I applaud this effort to
improve the fairness of political representation at the local level. Yet, this action primarily affects communities that are overwhelmingly
rural and overwhelmingly white. While these decisions result in a more fair allocation of political power and resources for non-incarcerated
residents within the community that hosts the prison, they do nothing to correct the imbalance in counting millions of incarcerated persons
there and the subsequent drain of public resources away from their home communities.

The decision to count residents at the location of their incarceration is merely one of a lengthy history of policy decisions made by the
United States government (including the drafting of the United States Constitution itself) which have disenfranchised, discounted, and
disinvested in Black Americans. The U.S. Census Bureau cites section A.1 of the Census Act of 1790 as the rationale for defining usual
residence as the location of incarceration. Much has changed in residency patterns (not to mention civil rights) since 1790. I believe justice
requires us to update the Census policy to reflect the current millennium and count incarcerated persons in their true homes, not the site of
their incarceration.

c00517 The Brennan Center for Justice is writing to comment on the proposed 2020 Census Residence Criteria and Residence Situations published
earlier this summer. We appreciate this opportunity to provide supplemental comments and applaud the Census Bureau for its continued
careful consideration of the residence rules. However, we must ask you to reconsider the decision to continue the current practice of
counting incarcerated persons at the facility they are located at on Census Day. Rather than continue the current practice, which has a
distortive effect on representation, we urge the Bureau to adopt a rule that would count those people at their pre-incarceration addresses. In
this regard, we wish to bring to your attention two matters that the Bureau may not have had before it when it drafted the proposed rule.

The Limited Reach of the Propased Voluntary Census Product
First, the proposed voluntary reallocation of incarcerated persons to their pre-incarceration addresses at the discretion of states will not

work for the simple reason that the option is not viable in every state. While the Bureau has offered to provide a data product that would
allow states, if they wish, to reallocate incarcerated individuals to their pre-incarcerated addresses, the ability of states to take advantage of
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this option is limited in a meaningful number of cases because state constitutions either explicitly require use of Census data during the
reapportionment and redistricting or have untested language that may require use of such data.

This reality means that the well-intentioned actions taken by the Bureau to provide datasets to allow states to reallocate prison populations
would be for naught in a number of cases. Without a change to the proposed rule, these states, even if they wanted to, would be unable to
reallocate individuals to their pre-incarceration addresses, absent going through the process of amending their state constitutions. The
Massachusetts constitution, for example, specifically requires the use of Census data in its legislative re-apportionments, providing that:

All. CXVIL Section 1.

The federal census shall be the basis for determining the representative districts for the ten year period beginning with the first
Wednesday in the [fifth] January following the taking of said census'!

Section II.

Said federal census shall likewise be the basis for determining the senatorial districts and also the councilor districts for the ten year
period beginning with the first Wednesday in the [fifth] January following the taking of such census?

This constitutional limitation is why the Massachusetts House and Senate passed a joint resolution that called on the Census Bureau to
change the way incarcerated persons are counted.’

Four other states -Arkansas, Missouri, South Dakota, and West Virginia-have similar constitutional language mandating use of Census data
for reapportionment. Six other states- Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Rhode Island, and Utah-specifically tie reapportionment
and redistricting to the conducting of the Census, at least implying a constitutional obligation to use Census data. We have included other
state constitutions' restrictive language in the attached appendices.

Given these constitutional restrictions, the interests of consistency also weigh in favor of a change to the rule. As you may be aware,
several states have already reallocate their incarcerated population to pre-incarceration addresses, and it is likely that more will plan to do
so for the redistricting that will take place after the 2020 Census. To allow for uniform treatment of the nation's prison population, the
residence rule should be changed to count incarcerated persons at their pre-incarceration address.

Census Bureau Precedents Supporting a Rule Change
The Bureau's own precedents also support a change to the residence rule as applied to incarcerated persons. Although the Bureau has said

in the proposed rule that it believes that people who are incarcerated should be counted at the place where they live and sleep most of the
time, we draw the Bureau's attention to its prior position in litigation before the United States Supreme Court.
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In a 1992 Supreme Court case, Franklin v. Massachusetts, 505 U.S. 788, 795 (1992), the state of Massachusetts challenged the Bureau's
decision to treat federal personnel deployed overseas as residents of their "home of record” (i.e., in their home states) during the 1990
census. As a result, over 900,000 overseas federal employees were counted at their "home of record” and led to a loss of a Congressional
seat in Massachusetts. The federal district court agreed with Massachusetts' argument that using "home of record” to apportion
Congressional seats was arbitrary under the Administrative Procedure Act. However, in the Bureau 's appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court,
the Court agreed with the Bureau' s position and held that using "home of record" information was consistent with the Census Bureau's
historic standard and reflected a "more enduring tie of usual residence."* The Court further explained that usual residence, much as we urge
here, means more than mere physical presence. It has been used broadly enough to include some component of allegiance or enduring tie to
a place. "The first enumeration Act itself provided that 'every person occasionally absent at the time of the enumeration [shall be counted]
as belonging to the place in which he usually residents in the United States.” * The Act placed no limit on the duration of the absence."

A change in the residence rule would be consistent with the Bureau' s prior position. People in prisons are absent from their homes, in the
vast majority of instances, for a comparatively short and temporary amount of time. Depending on the crime committed, many average
sentence lengths for federal prisoners can be about the same duration as an overseas deployment for military or U.S. civilian employees.’
Overall, offenders released in 2009 spent an average of only 2.9 years in custody.® Their residence, in their mind, similar to military
personnel and civilians, is where they have enduring personal and legal ties. States such as Nebraska have been able to capture this
sentiment in a comprehensive definition of residence: "residence shall mean that place in which a person is actually domiciled, which is the
residence of an individual or family, with which a person has a settled connection for the determination of his or her civil status or

other legal purposes because it is actually or legally his or her permanent and principal home, and to which, whenever he or she is absent,
he or she has the intention of returning."®

As stated in our initial comment, an incarcerated person's pre-incarceration address is considered to be one of the most robust predictors for
where people in prison will return to upon release. People who are incarcerated not only have a demonstrated connection to their home
communities, but they also have legal ties to their residence. It is for a similar reason that home of record is used to account for military
personnel and civilian employees during Census Day, since it is expected that upon return from deployment, these individuals will return to
their home address. A similar rationale should be used for people who are incarcerated.

Conclusion

The Census is a complex and immense undertaking and should be consistent across all 50 states. This can be resolved by treating
incarcerated individuals the same way the new residence rule would treat juveniles in treatment facilities or U.S. military personnel
deployed overseas. Both of these groups will now be counted at their home addresses, recognizing the temporary nature of their location on
Census Day. Modifying the residence criteria for incarcerated people will help prevent discrepancies and increase the accuracy in state
population data, and address fair and just representation. For these reasons, we ask you to revisit the Bureau' s decision about where to
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count incarcerated persons mentioned in the letter and consider adopting a new rule to count incarnated individuals at their pre-
incarceration addresses.

! MASS CONST. art. CXVII, § I-11, amended by MASS CONST. amen. CXIX § 1-2.

I

3 8. Res. 309/H.R. Res. 3185, 1881 Gen. Court (Mass. 20 13-20 14) ("Resolutions urging the Census Bureau to

provide redistricting data that counts prisoners in a manner consistent with the principle s of "One Person, One Vote."")

4 Brief for the Appellants at 17, Franklin v. Massachusetts, 505 U.S. 788, 795 (1992).

3 1790 Census Act. CENSUS BUREAU. (last visited Aug. 29, 20 16), available at

https://www.census. gov/historv/pdf/l 790CensusAct.pdf.

¢ Kirsten D. Levingston and Christopher Muller, "Home” in 2010: 4 Report on the Feasibility of Enumerating People in Prison at their Home
Addresses in the Next Census, BRENNAN CENTER FOR JUSTICE AT NYU SCHOOL OF LAW (Feb. 15, 2006), available at
https:// www. brennancenter.org/sites/default/ files/legacy/d/downloadfile36223.pdf

" Prison Time Surges for Federal Inmates. THE PEW CHARITABLE TRUSTS. (NOV. 18, 2015),
http://www.pewirusts.on/en/research-and-analvsis/issue-bricfs/2015/I1/prison-time-surges-for-federal-inmates

8 Time Served: The High Cost, Low Return of Longer Prison Terms. THE PEW CENTER ON TH E STATES. {JUNE 2012),

http ://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/legacy/up loadedfiles/wwwpewtrustsorg/reports/sentencingandconections/prisont imeservedpdf.pdf
° NEB. REV. STAT. § 32. 116 {1994).

c00518 This comment submission contains graphics that cannot be displayed in this table. It is available as Appendix Attachment c00518.

I write to express my dissent from the U.S. Census Bureau decision to count incarcerated persons at the site of their incarceration and not
their home residences. This decision is based on a statute from the year 1790 that does not accurately reflect Americas modern criminal
justice system or advances in voting and civil rights over the last two centuries.

The rise of mass incarceration over the last three decades has greatly altered the impact this policy decision has on certain communities and
populations. Due to the disproportionate rate at which African-American American men are incarcerated, the net result of this decision is
that 1 in 15 African American men are counted away from their homes, families, and communities. This impact is particularly evident at
the local level. Here in Illinois, African-Americans represent 15% of the general population but 56% of our prisoners. While 60% of
prisoners in our state are from Cook County, 99% of them are counted elsewhere. In the neighborhood in Chicago (where I work),
mass incarceration has taken a particularly devastating toll. In 2001, 2,442 residents were sentenced to the Hlinois Department of
Corrections. This represented 8% of adult population and 12% of the Departments entire prison intake population for that year.
Recent data indicate this has changed little in the last 15 years: From 2005 2009, had a conviction rate of 142 per 1,000 residents,
one of the highest in the County.

The decision to count these incarcerated citizens in a different community has impacted the allocation of public funds for housing,
healthcare, education, job training, and other public services. If allocated to , these public services would benefit prisoners upon
their return to the community and reduce the rate at which they return to prison (currently 52%). Instead, this money has been allocated to
downstate communities in which the prisons are located where they do not directly benefit those currently incarcerated. As a result, non-
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incarcerated residents of communities which host prisons are allocated more dollars per person than non-incarcerated residents in places
like Chicago.

Changes by the U.S. Census Bureau have recognized this decision as one which results in unfair gerrymandering in some areas. For
example, the Bureau already recognizes which areas contain group quarters such as correctional facilities and make these data available to
state and county governments to more effectively guide their local districting and political representation allocations. I applaud this effort
to improve the fairness of political representation at the local level. Yet, this action primarily affects communities that are overwhelmingly
rural and overwhelmingly white. Additionally, while these decisions result in a more fair allocation of political power and resources for
residents within the community that hosts the prison, they do not offset the imbalance created by the inaccurate counting of millions of
incarcerated persons and the subsequent drain of public resources away from their home communities.

The decision to count residents at the location of their incarceration is merely one of a lengthy history of policy decisions made by the
United States government (including the drafting of the United States Constitution itself) which have disenfranchised, discounted, and
disinvested in Black Americans. The U.S. Census Bureau cites section A.1 of the Census Act of 1790 as the rationale for defining usual
residence as the location of incarceration. Much has changed in residency patterns (not to mention civil rights) since 1790. I believe justice
requires us to update the Census policy to reflect the current millennium and count incarcerated persons in their true homes, not the site of
their incarceration.
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c00519

after reading about the outdated practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the
prison location instead of their home communities [ am very concerned. I'm writing to ask that
the Census Bureau end this practice as 1 feel it robs the communities that the prisoners live in
with their fair share of government funding while rewarding the communities where prisons are
located with more federal dollars. Dollars that are disproportionately sent to these -often white
rural communities- rather than the inmate's often minority urban community.

Please end prison gerrymandering

It's because we are America.

c00520

My hope 1s that you'll do what's best for all of your citizens by counting inmates as part of their
home communities rather than where they are incarcerated.

There should at least be a way for the Census to record how inmates' home communities are
affected by their loss to the prison system. These inmates didn't just relocate; they still exist in
their communities as absences. There i1s a vacuum in their place where there once was a father,
an income, a caretaker, a son, a friend.

It should be the Census's job to track the impact prisons have on these communities.

Thank you for reading my letter. Please consider my words.

c00521

This is a response to the call for philanthropy community feedback on the
current method of the U.S. Census Department counting people living in jails
or prisons as residents of the prison rather than residents of their home
communities from which they came and/or will be returning.

We greatly object to this methodology because it siphons federal resources
away from communities that can least afford disinvestment.

Please consider a change to this methodology.
Prayers for careful discernment during this process.

c00522

I 'am concerned about the proposed "2020 Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations.”
Counting incarcerated persons where they are confined, rather than their permanent address
would lead to an inaccurate 2020 Census -- distorting democracy and hindering equal
representation.
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Counting prisoners in a district where they may only be for a few months of the year is totally at
odds with how you count other similarly situated persons, such as someone who spends the
summer at a vacation home and lives elsewhere full-time.

c00523

I'm writing to express my concern over the proposal to continue inaccurately counting
incarcerated people at their temporary place of incarceration, rather than their permanent home
address.

By miscounting people at prisons, political representation is being removed from the
incarcerated person's permanent home community and transferred to a community they do not
represent, interact with, or live in.

Please end this inaccurate and wrong practice so that communities have accurate
representation.

c00524

Our democratic voting processes and procedures are slowly being whittled away by nicks and
cuts. There is more noise and less signal.

I question the difference the Census has made between the transient nature of incarcerated
persons and other, similarly positioned population such as deployed overseas military or

juveniles staying in residential treatment centers. It seems to be a distinction without a

difference.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00525

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
m the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.
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c00526

Prison inmates are barred from voting in most states, but they are still typically counted as
"residents" of the district where they are being imprisoned which artificially inflates the political
power of what are mostly rural white districts and diminishes the power of the mainly urban,
Black and Latino districts that most inmates call home.

I strongly urge yoiyat the Census Bureau to count imprisoned persons in their home districts and
end prison-based gerrymandering nationally.

c00527

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

1 hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

Prisoners are moved from prison to prison while locked up. Please make their permanent
address their address not the prison. This does not make our census true.

c00528

The census can end the misrepresentation of incarcerated people by counting prisoners at their
permanent home address--where they will return after their time is served to live with their
families and community.

By counting prisoners outside of their permanent address, the Census is wrongly allowing
misrepresentation to influence political power. Please end this practice and count incarcerated
people at their permanent address.

c00529

As the US has one of the highest per capita prison populations, and that most prisoners move
more often than once a year, these citizens, are, I believe, incorrectly counted wherever they
happen to be, based on current prison population at a specific day, rather than where they
citizens would live out of jail.

One serves a sentence in jail, one does not _live 1n jail. Once released, inmates RETURN
HOME. Which is where they should be counted.
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After all, the Census Bureau counts soldiers based on their home address, not where they are
stationed. And that goes for a wide range of temporarily located citizens.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00530

Please end the inaccurate process of counting incarcerated people at prisons for the 2020
Census.

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address--this is where they'll return
after incarceration to rejoin their family and community.

By not counting them there, the Census Bureau is aiding a transfer of political power from the
prisoners home community to a community they do not belong to or interact with.

The current procedure often results in shifting political representation from communities of color,
to rural white areas to the detriment of all involved. The Census Bureau should change this
practice. As the policy now stands, you are purposely helping shift power to one party, the GOP
in a very unfair manner. Please reverse this policy for the 2020 Census, thank vou.

c00531

1 urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
facility where they are incarcerated on Census day.

Incarcerated persons are often moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not
permanent. Many inmates are transferred between facilities multiple times a year.

While an incarcerated person is shuffled throughout a number of facilities over the course of their
incarceration, they will ultimately return to their home communities. These permanent residences
-- where they are part of the community -- are where they should be counted.

I question the difference the Census has made between the transient nature of incarcerated
persons and other, similarly positioned population such as deployed overseas military or
juveniles staying in residential treatment centers. It seems to be a distinction without a
difference.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00532

1 live in Florida and have been made aware of the practice of prison gerrymandering caused by
counting prisoners where they are incarcerated instead of where there home is.
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This can misrepresentation can be ensued by counting prisoners at their permanent home

address--where they will return after their time is served to live with their families and community.

By counting prisoners outside of their permanent address, the Census is wrongly allowing
misrepresentation to influence political power. Please end this practice and count incarcerated
people at their permanent address.

c00533

It's ime to change the way the Census counts incarcerated people--they should be counted at
their permanent address, not the prison they are temporarily located in.

Being in prison is a temporary situation and prisoners often move around. The place they
happen to be in when the census 1s done is not the place where they will be even a few months
later. However, throughout this process, they have a permanent address -- a place they live and
work and vote -- and that is where they should be counted.

Please do the right thing--count prisoners at their permanent addresses and give communities
the representation they deserve.

c00534

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

We all understand that except for a very few, prisons and jails are not permanent residences.
People who are housed in correctional facilities have no autonomy, are often moved between
facilities, thus making their stay temporary, not permanent.

But incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities
reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

I'urge you to consider that it is their home residence, not their temporary one, that these
incarcerated persons should be counted.

c00535

Prisoners should be counted the way out-of-town visitors are counted.

c00536

I am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

Counting incarcerated people at their temporary location inflates the political power of people
who live near prisons. As those counts are used to draw electoral districts, this practice has a
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serious impact on representational democracy.

The best data for redistricting requires the Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home
addresses.

A strong democracy depends on a population count that accurately represents all communities.
Please count prisoners at their permanent home location.

c00537

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

1 hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00538

The U.S. Census exists to help determine representation in Congress. Continuing to assign the
results where the counting takes place is wrong. Counting convicts where they are incarcerated
rather than at their permanent address defeats the intent of the Constitution. Please eliminate
prison-based gerrymandering this procedure results in.

c00539

I'm very concerned about the proposal to continue inaccurately counting incarcerated people
where they are incarcerated rather than cach individual's permanent home address.

When an incarcerated person's "home" is incorrectly listed as his or her temporary residence in
prison, that miscounted person's community loses a political voice which properly belongs in that
freely-chosen home community while a community with which they have no actual contact --
where they have never lived, whose citizens they have never interacted with, and with whose
community they are completely unfamiliar -- receives credit for their "residence.”

Please end this inaccurate way of counting prisons as actual residences and allow prisoners to
be represented in their home communities, with whose issues they are familiar and about which
they care.

c00540

I believe that anyone incarcerated should not be counted at all. They committed a crime and,
therefore, are not eligible to vote. This is not racist, for if everyone in prison is not counted, it
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does not discriminate against anyone.

c00541

I am writing today to urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent
home address.

When state and local governments use Census data to draw legislative districts. But if the
Census counts prisoners in the wrong location, then the data is incorrect and it distorts
representative democracy.

Prison-based gerrymandering violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote.”
The Supreme Court requires districts to be based on equal population in order to give each
resident the same access to government. Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the
prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t a part of the surrounding community,
negatively impacts democracy.

c00542

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

I hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00543

1 am writing today to urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent
home address.

If the Census counts prisoners in the wrong location, then the data is incorrect and it distorts
representative democracy.

Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the prison location, even though they can’t vote
and aren’t a part of the surrounding community, negatively impacts democracy.

c00544

The practice of using the place of prisoners' detainment at the time of the census, rather than
their permanent address causes a distortion of political representation. It is patently unfair
disproportionately to people of color.

c00545

Please revise the proposed residence rules for the 2020 Census in regard to prison inmates.
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It is a clear fact that a person in prison is not their of his’her own choice. It is not in any way his
home or permanent residence. It is a temporary, forced residence that could change at any time,
as prisoners are often transferred, again, against their will.

Just as college students give their actual home as their voting address, not their college dorm
address, so should prisoners in jails be allowed to state their true home address, the
communities from whence they came, and to which they will return when released.

Counting inmates as residents in the legislative district of their current prison falsely inflates the
representation in that district, and falsely deflates representation in their true home district.

Please make the home residence of prison inmates where they are counted for their true
legislative district.

c00546

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. The people who are housed in correctional
facilities are done so against their will and with no autonomy. Incarcerated persons are often
moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00547

From your website “the U.S. Census is important for the purposes of distributing funds to the
public. Taking a count of the people in the country helps the Federal government decide what
areas of the population are in need of what services such as: welfare, housing projects, parks
and other things mandated by the federal government.

Current practice is for Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at the prisons where they
reside. This results in a transfer of political power and federal dollars from the parts of the state
where the incarcerated people lived before incarceration and where they will live afterwards.
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This overwhelmingly shifis political representation and federal spending from poorer urban
communities of color to wealthy rural white areas. The net result of this practice is further urban
decline which ultimately leads to more incarceration in the very areas that are discriminated
against.

The Census Bureau should live up to its federal mandate and constitutional responsibility and
change this practice for the 2020 census and beyond.

c00548

Sickened vet again by a deliberate ploy to thwart our democratic laws by counting prisoners
where they are incarcerated instead of by where they actually live when not incarcerated. Yes
once again our democracy is trampled by men and women with little care for the morality behind
our laws, the intent of our laws, the morality behind our laws.

This practice is rigged against equal representation. It’s skewed to make sure the minority vote is
rendered null. This practice is at odds with our constitution. You know it, I know it, lots of people
know it. Will it continue? That’s up to you and your sense of law, morality and justice. May God
be with you.

c00549

I am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

Counting incarcerated people at the location of their temporary incarceration rather than their
home addresses distorts representative democracy by inflating the political clout of areas near
prisons. As electoral district boundaries are drawn on the basis of census counts, incarcerated
non-voter numbers in effect artificially multiply the political power of voters in districts near
prisons; there is a converse, political-power-reducing effect on voters in areas that include
prisoners' home addresses.

To make the vitally important political process fair and representational, incarcerated people
should be counted at their permanent home addresses.

For our democracy to be strong, population counts should accurately represent all communities.
Please count prisoners at the locations of their permanent homes.

c00550

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census. Gerrymandering is just another political tool being abused by those in power. Please do
not allow prison gerrymandering to become another political win, that disenfranchises more
voters.

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. The people who are housed in correctional
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facilities do not choose their place of incarceration and have no autonomy. It's also important to
note that incarcerated persons are often moved between facilities, making their residencies
temporary.

It 1s most likely that once released, these people will return to their communities and that is
where they should be counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district
deprives their home area of proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary
area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00551

It's bad enough that our answer to every social problem is more prisons but to use those prison
to distort political will through over representation of rural voters is a national joke. Please count
prisoners at their legal home address, not at the prison.

c00552

Please count incarcerated people at their permanent address beginning with the 2020 census.

The current procedure often results in shifting political representation from communities of color,
to rural white areas to the detriment of all involved.

c00553

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice and require the
inmate's stated permanent home address be used for their personal census data rather than the
address of their prison.

c00554

[ am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as incarcerated people at their temporary location inflates the political power of people who
live near prisons

Prisoners should be counted in the census as residents of their home communities not at the
address of their incarceration.

Please correct this unfair practice.

c00555

T urge you to change the way you count incarcerated people and to count them at their
permanent addresses, not the prisons where they are temporarily housed.

The Census Bureau can be a leader in this societal shift to restore the rights and correct the
injustices brought on by the rise of mass incarceration.
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By counting incarcerated people at their permanent address, you will give the communities most
affected by mass incarceration their proper political representation.

Please count prisoners at their permanent addresses and give communities the representation
they deserve.

c00556

obama is a war criminal.

c00557

I'wish to express my deep concern as a citizen that all our citizens are properly counted at their
place of permanent residence. I am told that the current method inaccurately counts incarcerated
people at their temporary place of incarceration, rather than their permanent home address.

This is an extreme falsification of population in the areas of a prison, giving those communities
mvalid representation over the rest of us.

By miscounting people at prisons, political representation is being given to a community that
does not represent them or their family.

End this inaccurate theft of representation from the rest of us!! We deserve a government that
correctly represents our wishes pursuant to the Constitution.

c00558

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Prisoners ought to be counted at their permanent residence. By counting them at their place of
incarceration dilutes the votes of the actual residents of those counties.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
m the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

000654

BC-DOC-0000007437



c00559

lamsure you by now have read the arguments for ending gerrymandering due to the process of
counting incarcerated people at prisons in the Census, so I will now other bore nor annoy you by
repeating them now.

What I will say is that this is but one more example of our democracy being manipulated by
those who man it's levers.

It is SHAMEFUL and unbecoming for our beloved Oregon to not root out and compost all such
mechanisms of power grabbing.

END THIS PRACTICE IMMEDIATELY, and don't stop theire!

c00560

1 do not understand why a census does not include the residence of incarcerated people.
I believe that the USA is a democracy in which all Americans have the right to vote. By
disregarding the residence of some Americans, they are being deprived of their constitutional

c00561

It is already sufficient affront to our democracy that incarcerated individuals are denied the
fundamental right to vote (to have any voice whatsoever in the government that is imprisoning
them).

Please do not add to this injustice with the absolute farce of having those ineligible voters
counted in the census as "residing"” in their place of imprisonment. This entirely distorts our
electoral process by falsely adding to the official population tally for municipalities and districts
that have prisons (typically rural areas) and under-counting the actual population of the cities
and districts those prisoners actually call home (typically urban areas). When those people are
released from prison and have their voting rights restored, they will be back in those places they
call home, they will most certainly NOT remain in the isolated community where they were
imprisoned.

Please make sure that all prisoners in all census counts are counted as residing in their actual
place of residence (where they lived before they were imprisoned, or where they state an
intention to live after their release if that differs), and NOT their place of imprisonment.

This 1s a critically important decision that affects the basic fairness of our democracy (one
person, one vote). Please do NOT apply the "proposed residence rule” that will skew the
apportionment of local, state, and congressional districts, unfairly giving some Americans more
of a voice in government than others.
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c00562

I am upset at the Census Bureau's suggested residence rule for incarcerated people.

Our representative democracy is ingrained with the idea that equal numbers of people should
have equal influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering uses
unsubstantiated numbers when counting the entire population & interferes with the basic
process. It caused electoral power to move away from urban communities of color & towards
rural white communities.

Some states - California- & municipalities - Calhoun County, GA - have already taken steps to
prohibit this dangerous practice.

The Census Bureau should take the required steps to permanently end prison-based
gerrymandering & make it the national method of practical procedure.

c00563

I implore the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at
the facility where they are incarcerated on Census day.

Why would you count people who can't vote among the population of a representative district?
That can't possibly lead to a fair distribution of voting districts.
At least think about it.

c00564

While prison inmates are barred from voting in most states, they are still typically counted as
"residents” of the district where they are being incarcerated.

This practice artificially inflates the political power of what are mostly rural white districts and
diminishes the power of the mainly urban, Black and Latino districts that most inmates call home.

I strongly urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons in their home districts and end
prison-based gerrymandering nationally.

c00565

I urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
facility where they are incarcerated on Census day.

Incarcerated persons are often moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not
permanent. Many inmates are transferred between facilities multiple times a year.

While an incarcerated person is shuffled throughout a number of facilities over the course of their
incarceration, they will ultimately return to their home communities. These permanent residences
-~ where they are part of the community -- are where they should be counted.
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I question the difference the Census has made between the transient nature of incarcerated
persons and other, similarly positioned population such as deployed overseas military or
juveniles staying in residential treatment centers. It seems to be a distinction without a
difference.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00566

Please count prisoners at their home, not prison, addresses.

They are not allowed to vote while in prison, so they should not be counted there, thus artificially
increasing the population of counties and states in which the prisons are located.

This is reminiscent of counting "3/5s of a man" in the U. S. Constitution, artificially increasing the
franchise of states in which slavery was legal.

Thanks very much for a more equitable method of counting prisoners.

c00567

1 am writing today to urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent
home address. It is inaccurate, and it distorts representative democracy.

Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the prison location, even though they can’t vote
and aren’t a part of the surrounding community, resonates horribly with slaves counted as partial
people, giving more weight to the vote of the land holders.

c00568

I've learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated practice of
counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their home
communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
in the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

Please climinate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00569

While I have never been in prison and no no one who has, I am concerned about social justice.
Your proposal voids the interests of primarily low-income and minority communities. I am getting
sick and tired of the country being run by and for the wealthy. Stop this please.

c00570

I'm writing to express my disagreement with inaccurately counting of incarcerated people at their
temporary place of incarceration, rather than their permanent home address.
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Counting people at prisons, undermines representation.

Please end this inaccurate and wrong practice so that communities have accurate
representation.

c00571

Counting prisoners where they are imprisoned is as senseless as counting me as living in my
summer-home when I am there. I am NOT a permanent resident there, cannot vote there, and
am counted where my permanent home is. The same should hold true with prisoners: count
them at their permanent homes, not their prisons.

c00572

Prisoners should be counted as residing at their permanent address, not the prison they are
located in. Thier interests lie in their permanent address - not wherever the prison is that they are
assigned to.

c00573

[ am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. Incarcerated persons are often moved between
facilities, making their stay temporary, not permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities
reside. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00574

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census. As the rules stand now, they sadly compromise our democracy by counting prisoners
as residents of the community where their prisons are located, instead of as resident of the
neighborhoods they will return to on their release.

Prisons are usually located in sparsely populated rural areas. Counting inmates as residents of

these areas artificially inflates their population, and thus their representation. Meanwhile, prisoners
home districts' populations are artificially deprived of representation.

Prisoners generally do not vote. But they are counted as voters in the census, filling prison

districts with a phantom population of constituents. Therefore, the vote of an American who

simply resides next to a prison is proportionally more powerful than the vote of an American who

is counting the days until her son, husband or dad returns home from prison. This causes rural
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districts' interests to be disproportionately weighted over the interests of the (largely urban)
communities which prisoners call home.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00575

I'm writing to express my concern over the proposal to continue inaccurately counting
incarcerated people at their temporary place of incarceration, rather than their permanent home
address. Please end this inaccurate and wrong practice so that communities have accurate
representation.

c00576

Please be fair. Count all residents in the census. Everyone is of equal value.

c00577

It's a violation of equal representation, plain and simple.

c00578

It's ime to change the way the Census counts incarcerated people--they should be counted at
their permanent address, not the prison they are temporarily located in.

While their locations change often, incarcerated people are always required to report a
permanent address. This is where they should be counted--much the way temporary residents
are counted.

The Census Bureau can be a leader in this societal shift to restore the rights and correct the
injustices brought on by the rise of mass incarceration.

The Census Bureau can count incarcerated people at their permanent address to give the
communities most affected by mass incarceration their proper political representation.

Please do the right thing--count prisoners at their permanent addresses and give communities
the representation they deserve.

c00579

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate. It skews population concentrations into patterns which do not reflect our true
population distribution. When I was in the Army (1949-52) it was considered accurate to count
we soldiers at our home addresses. That practice should guide the Census count of prisoners
only temporarily at prison addresses.

c00580

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.
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Inmates do not live permanently in prisons and jails. They are housed in correctional facilities
against their will and without autonomy. Incarcerated persons are often moved between facilities,
making their stay temporary, not permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities
reside. It is in those communities, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that
they should be counted by census takers. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative
district deprives their home area of proper representation and inflates representation in that
temporary area.

The home residences, not temporary jail or prison addresses are where incarcerated persons
should be counted.

Democracy demands that you count them as residents in their home communities.

c00581

I urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
facility where they are incarcerated on Census day.

Incarcerated persons are often moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not
permanent. Many inmates are transferred between facilities multiple times a year.

While an incarcerated person is shuffled throughout a number of facilities over the course of their
incarceration, they will ultimately return to their home communities. These permanent residences
-- where they are part of the community -- are where they should be counted.

I question the difference the Census has made between the transient nature of incarcerated
persons and other, similarly positioned population such as deployed overseas military or

juveniles staying in residential treatment centers. It seems to be a distinction without a

difference.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00582

Mass incarceration - especially in privately owned prisons- has resulted in a torrent of problems.
One such problem is the practice of prison gerrymandering. This questionable practice has at its
best misrepresented incarcerated citizens and at its worst, has caused citizens to cease to exist
for all practical purposes.

The census can end this problem by counting prisoners at their permanent home address--
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where they will return after their time is served to live with their families and community.

By not counting prisoners at their permanent address, the Census wrongly allows
misrepresentation to influence political power. Please end this practice and count incarcerated
people at their permanent address.

c00583

I am writing to ask you to change the practice of counting detainees for Census purposes at their
prisons. As I understand it, the purpose of the Census is to provide useful data for the purposes
of allocating federal money, building roads, hospitals, schools and other infrastructure, and these
projects can take many years to complete. During those years, many inmates will have
completed their sentences, and returned to their permanent places of residence. It's important
that their numbers be counted at the places where they will ultimately live.

It 1s also important because apportionment of representatives will be based on an accurate count
of people who actually live there and utilize the governmental entities in place there.

With the recent announcement regarding the closing of prisons for hire, it's fair to assume that
the areas where these prisons reside (mostly white and rural) will see large decreases in
populations very soon, and we will find that these areas have been given a surplus of funds and
services based on a body count that is false and fleeting.

There is no reason why this cannot be addressed adequately before the 2020 census, and I
sincerely hope you will make this change, in the interest of fairness and appropriate
apportionment.

c00584

1 urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
facility where they are incarcerated on Census day.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00585

I would like to express my concern over the illogical practice of counting incarcerated people at
their place of incarceration instead of at their permanent home address.

This practice removes political representation from the incarcerated person's permanent home
community and transferrs it to a community they do not represent, interact with, or live in.

1 urge you to put an end this insane practice . Communities should have accurate representation

c00586

I urge you to count incarcerated persons at their permanent home address, not at their place of
incarceration.
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c00587

1 am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

Counting incarcerated people at their temporary location inflates the political power of people
who live near prisons. As those counts are used to draw electoral districts, this practice has a
serious impact on representational democracy.

The best data for redistricting requires the Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home
addresses.

A strong democracy depends on a population count that accurately represents all communities.
Please count prisoners at their permanent home location.

c00588

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents” of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

Counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census data about
communities of color and skews data in predominantly white, rural communities. Because
African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people
in the wrong location is particularly bad for proper representation of African-American and Latino
communities. It shifts representation away from urban, African-American and Latino communities
towards white, rural communities.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and inaccurate methods for
counting. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00589

I am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

Continuing the current way of counting incarcerated people unfortunately includes people with
serious mental illness who are held all too frequently in our prisons and gaols, thus further
misrepresenting residency.

c00590

I worked as an enumerator for the 2016 US census and took my job very seriously. I understood
the importance of collecting accurate data so that resources could be properly allocated to
communities according to need and to assign voting district boundaries. I did not realize that
prisoners were counted where they were imprisoned, rather than at their home addresses, as |
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was assigned to collect data in residential areas .

Counting prisoners where they will not be voting makes no sense. Counting prisoners where
they are incarcerated seems antithetical to the entire purpose of the census. It

reduces the accuracy of Census data about communities of color and skews data in
predominantly white, rural communities.

[ have recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist and makes no sense. Indeed, 1t invalidates all the data we census workers collected and
makes the money spent on the data collection another case of wasted taxpayer dollars.

Please remedy this senseless, inaccurate practice. The whole purpose of the census is
corrupted by it as is our Democracy!

c00591

Gerrymandering in any form destroys the idea of democracy. When people are not properly
counted in their homes, they lose political power and democracy is damaged. People who are in
prison must be counted where they live when not in prison. To do otherwise is a form of
gerrymandering, and unacceptable to the idea of democracy. Stop prison gerrymandering
immediately.

c00592

[ am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. The people who are housed in correctional
facilities are done so against their will and with no autonomy. Incarcerated persons are often
moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00593

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
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home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice, if for no other
reason than counting inmates where they are incarcerated reduces the accuracy of Census
data.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue an inaccurate method for counting. Please
eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c005%4

I am writing about the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states have already taken steps to outlaw this harmful practice. The Census Bureau
should take the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally
and permanently.

Democracy and electoral fairness and justice should never be compromised.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter,

c00595

Please end the woefully inaccurate process of counting incarcerated people at prisons for the
2020 Census.

PRISON IS NOT HOME, WHERE THE PRISONER NEEDS TO BE COUNTED.

By not counting them there, the Census Bureau is aiding a transfer of political power from the
prisoners home community to a community they do not belong to or interact with.

c00596

Many years ago when I was just a school boy my teacher told me that the United States was a
democratic republic. She said this meant that we have a representative form of government. But
how can that be true when I read daily about how districts are gerrymandered and people of
color are disenfranchised from voting? Now 1 learn that there is a whole new way to stack the
deck against our citizens.

Incarcerated citizens should be counted in the census according to where their interests and
their ties are. Not whatever location they find themselves forced to live temporarily.

The map found at the link below shows not even Russia, a post-Soviet country known for locking
people up and throwing away the key, is in the same league as the U.S. when it comes to its
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incarceration rate. A census that counts those people in an area that profits and finds
employment in keeping them locked up rather than in fixing economic issues in the areas they
came from helps to perpetuate the problem.

http://www . businessinsider.com/world-map-of-incarceration-rates-2014-1

Please take this opportunity to help restore real representative government in America.

c00597

I am writing today to urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent
home address.

When state and local governments use Census data to draw legislative districts. But if the
Census counts prisoners in the wrong location, then the data is incorrect and it distorts
representative democracy.

Prison-based gerrymandering violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote.”
The Supreme Court requires districts to be based on equal population in order to give each
resident the same access to government. Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the
prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t a part of the surrounding community,
negatively impacts democracy.

c00598

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. The people who are housed in correctional
facilities are done so against their will and with no autonomy. Incarcerated persons are ofien
moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return afier serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00599

1 urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
facility where they are incarcerated on Census day.
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Incarcerated persons are often moved frequently between facilities, making their stays
temporary, not permanent. In fact, many inmates are transferred between facilities several times
a year.

While an incarcerated person is usually shuffled through a number of facilities during their
incarceration, they will likely return to their home communities. These permanent residences --
where they are part of the community -- are where they should be counted.

I question the distinction the Census has made between the transient nature of incarcerated
persons and other, similarly positioned population such as deployed overseas military or

juveniles staying in residential treatment centers. It seems to be a distinction without a

difference.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their place of home address.

c00600

I am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Representative democracy is rooted in the idea that equal numbers of people should have equal
influence over the legislative process. Prison-based gerrymandering distorts the process and
moves electoral power away from urban communities of color towards rural white communities.

Some states, such as California, and municipalities like Calhoun County, GA have already taken
steps to outlaw this harmful practice, creating an absurd dynamic where equal representation is
only extended to those lucky enough to live in certain locations. The Census Bureau should take
the steps necessary to end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and
permanently.

c00601

With few exceptions, incarcerated people identify with the place they came from and intend to
return to. They rarely have any ties to the place they happen to be imprisoned at, and should not
be counted by the census as living there. Their home, the permanent address that follows them
from prison to prison, should be their census home.

c00602

When people are counted for the purpose of allocating congressional seats or other things
determined by population then the permanent address of an incarcerated person should be used
to determine where the incarcerated person is counted.

c00603

I worked for the 2000 census in ,CA as . I know that in addition to
"homeless” other citizens were under-represented. Some elligible voters were over-looked and
not included in the 2000 census - especially non- felons.

c00604

Gerrymandering of any kind is anti-democracy and therefore anti-American. The people,
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conservatives and progressives are sick of the crap politicians keep pulling. Gerrymandering is

just one of many immoral abuses the parties inflict on the people of this country. The census is

used for representation and should be fair and accurate. Therefore, prisoners should be counted

in their home towns and to the prison facility. They can't vote in prison and when they get out

they will most likely go home where some of htem can vote and virtually ALL will need some kind
of help to stay out of prison. That help is much cheaper and better for our country than

encouraging recidivism.

So do the American thing and do the census fairly. Stop prison population gerrymandering,

c006035

[ am writing to encourage you to change rules that count prisoners as residing in their place of
incarceration for the purposes of assigning representation in our political process. The census
serves many purposes and one that is important is the allocation of political representation.
Prisons represent large populations of involuntarily displaced persons and some allowance
should be made for those who want to be represented in their own home district to retain that
privilege. Please change the rules so that prisoners can stay politically connected to their home
communities.

c00606

I am writing today to urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent
home address.

Prison-based gerrymandering violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote.”
Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the prison location, even though they can’t vote
and aren’t a part of the surrounding community, negatively impacts democracy.

c00607

Please count imprisoned people at their home address, rather than at the facility where they are
incarcerated on Census day.

It 1s only fair to the community they come from.

c00608

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. The people who are housed in correctional
facilities are there against their will and with no autonomy. Incarcerated persons are often moved
between facilities, making their stay temporary, not permanent. Furthermore, most incarcerated
people are not serving life sentences, or even 10 year sentences, so it makes no sense to count
people as residents of districts they may not inhabit for more than a few months.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

000667

BC-DOC-0000007450



reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return afier serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in the temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00609

why 1t this policy in place? could it have something to do with the privatized prisons? Always
follow the money on things as this. Change this to reflect the permanent residence, not those
held in prisons.

c00610

Incarcerated people need to be counted at their permanent address, where they will return after
their period of temporary incarceration to rejoin their family and community. You don't count
people on vacation or away at school as residing in those temporary locations, you ask them for
their PERMANENT addresses.

The current procedure allows inaccurate representation. The Census Bureau should change this
practice.

c00611

How does it make sense to endow locations with prison populations not normally part of the local
community with unwarranted representation?

c00612

While prison inmates are barred from voting in most states and even after they are released,
they are still typically counted as "residents"” of the district where they are being incarcerated. In
many states, such as Virginia, prisons are located near very small communities. Counting
inmates as residents give those towns so small they don't even have a traffic light as much
representation as larger communities. At the same time inmates' home communities are under
represented.

This practice perpetuates a distribution of political power that does not truly reflect the population
of the country.

I strongly urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons in their home districts and end
prison-based gerrymandering nationally.

c00613

Please count prisoners as residents in their home districts, not in the places where they're
imprisoned. The reasons are obvious in the realm of representation and electoral fairness.

c00614

Please consider counting prisoners at their permanent address rather than in the district of the
prison. The current practice is being used for political purposes to undermine fair elections.

c00615

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences.
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The people who are housed in correctional facilities are done so against their will and with no
autonomy.

Incarcerated persons are often moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not
permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities
reside.

It 1s there, where they are most likely to return afier serving time, that they should be counted.
Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of proper
representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00616

I urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their permanent address rather than at
the facility where they are incarcerated on Census day. That is they should be counted as a part
of their own communities not as a part of the communities that are imprisoning them.

Doing otherwise encourages false arrests and incarcerations. Some communities where prisons
are located will encourage prison over community based restitution if it gives them political
power. Some communities will support the drug war when they might not otherwise if that will
merease their political power. In addition, this decision may also decrease voting in communities
where prisons are located. This seems to the be the case for communities in Colorado.

I question the difference the Census has made between the transient nature of incarcerated
persons and other, similarly positioned population such as deployed overseas military or
juveniles staying in residential treatment centers. It seems to be a distinction without a
difference.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their permanent address.

c00617

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. The people who are housed in correctional
facilities are there against their will and with no autonomy. Incarcerated persons are often moved
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between facilities, making their stay temporary, not permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00618

I believe the practice of counting prisoners at their place of incarceration, rather than the homes
to which they will return, to be counterproductive: such a practice yields inaccurate counts for
voting districts. [ strongly encourage you to discontinue this practice for the 2020 Census.

Our prison population in the US has ballooned to over two million people. The vast majority of
these will ultimately return to their home communities, which are typically far from where they
were incarcerated. How this population is counted has huge implications for representational
government - to such an extent that the "gerrymandering” label seems fair.

Please change the proposed plan and move towards a mode] that better serves communities.

c00619

I urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent home address.

If the Census counts prisoners in the wrong location, then the data is incorrect and it distorts
representative democracy. State and local governments use Census data to draw legislative
districts.

Prison-based gerrymandering violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote.”
The Supreme Court requires districts to be based on equal population in order to give each
resident the same access to government. Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the
prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t a part of the surrounding community is
wrong.

c00620

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

Incarcerated people are often housed in prisons and jails temporarily and moved around often.
Most people in prison are serving short sentences--many less than three years spread across
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multiple facilities. In New York state, the median time served in a facility is less than seven
months. In Georgia, the average person has been transferred four times and the median time
spent at the current facility is nine months. While their locations change often, incarcerated
people are always required to report a permanent address. This is where they should be
counted--much the way temporary residents are counted.

The Census Bureau should change the prison gerrymandering plan and move towards a model
that better serves communities.

c00621

The GOP dominated legislative branch of the US federal and state governments are working
overtime on two things and two things only: 1. making women second class citizens and 2.
Rigging the ¢lectoral process to disenfranchise anyone who might possibly disagree with their
shitty agenda.

Prisoners should have never been counted as citizens of the communities where they're serving
their time. End this ridiculous practice immediately and do right by the communities that will
benefit.

It has been made very clear that the GOP has no intention of addressing their terrible behavior
on their own. So just as POTUS has been forced to use his executive power to help
disenfranchised citizens, so must your agency.

c00622

Please end the woefully inaccurate process of counting incarcerated people at prisons for the
2020 Census.

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address. This is where they will return
after their period of temporary incarceration to rejoin their family and community.

By not counting them there, the Census Bureau is aiding a transfer of political power from the
prisoners home community to a community they do not belong to or interact with.

The current procedure often results in shifting political representation from communities of color,
to rural white areas to the detriment of all involved. The Census Bureau should change this
practice.

c00623

As a psychologist who works with kids in the foster care system, I see firsthand the devastation
that is wrought by mass incarceration. This is compounded by the policy of counting prisoners
such that they are represented by communities that have a vested interest in keeping them

there, rather than by the communities and families they come from that so desperately need
support. I implore you to change this unjust policy so that impoverished communities can receive
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the representation they rightfully deserve.

c00624

I'm writing to express my disagreement with the proposal to continue counting incarcerated
people at their place of incarceration, rather than their permanent home address.

By miscounting people at prisons, political representation is being removed from the
incarcerated person's permanent home community and transferred to a community that does not
represent nor interact with them.

Please end this inaccurate and wrong practice so that communities have accurate
representation.

c00625

It's ime to change the way the Census counts incarcerated people--they should be counted at
their permanent address, not the prison they are temporarily located in.

Please do the right thing--count prisoners at their permanent addresses and give communities
the representation they deserve.

c00626

It is unfair, particularly to communities of color, to count prisoners outside their homes. Please
reform this practice by counting prisoners based on where they are from.

c00627

I write to ask that the Census Bureau consider incarcerated people as counted at their
permanent residences, rather than their prison address.

The Census Bureau can count incarcerated people at their permanent address to give the
communities most affected by mass incarceration their proper political representation.

Please do the right thing--count prisoners at their permanent addresses and give communities
the representation they deserve.

c00628

[ am concerned with the Census Bureau's proposed residence rule for incarcerated people.

Please end prison-based gerrymandering as a practice nationally and permanently.

c00629

I'm writing to express my concern over the proposal to continue inaccurately counting jail and
prison populations as part of the district where the prison is located, rather than at the proper
residence address of the incarcerated people.

This leads to substantial inaccuracy in the counting of district populations, which directly affects
the political representation of those districts. It increases massively the districts where the prison
is located, and it suppresses the districts of the incarcerated. Prisoners, by very definition, are

not a part of the community where they are incarcerated. They do not work there, go to school or
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worship there, participate there. They are not represented by the community outside the walls
and they do not represent that community.

As you are undoubtedly aware, prison populations are disproportionately composed of
minorities. This means that that counting prisoners in the district of the prison instead of at their
real, permanent, residence address effectively suppresses the votes of minority communities.
This creates, in its turn, a significant civil rights problem.

Please end this inaccurate and wrong practice so that communities have accurate
representation.

c00630

I am writing today to urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent
home of record, in the same way you count deployed service members.

State and local governments rely upon census data to draw legislative districts, however, should
the prisoners be counted as if they resided at their prison location the population data will be
incorrect as most inmates will, eventually, be sent back to their home of record. This method of
reporting distorts representative democracy.

Prison-based gerrymandering violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote.”
The Supreme Court requires districts to be based on equal population in order to give each
resident the same access to government. Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the
prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t a part of the surrounding community,
negatively impacts democracy.

c00631

In 1789, bizarrely, slaves were counted as 3/5 of a person, to artificially inflate the representation
of the masters who in no way represented their interests. In 2016, communities of color are
systematically stripped of power, which instead inflates the representation of their jailers.

As an American, I'm ashamed.

c00632

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. The inmates cannot vote, and so counting them
at their detention site rather than their actual residences violates the principle of One Person,
One Vote!
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Incarcerated persons are often moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not
permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00633

I am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

Counting incarcerated people at their temporary location inflates the political power of people
who live near prisons. As those counts are used to draw electoral districts, this practice has a
serious impact on representational democracy.

The best data for redistricting requires the Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home
addresses.

A strong democracy depends on a population count that accurately represents all communities.
Please count prisoners at their permanent home location.

c00634

1 urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people in the census as they will ultimately
return to their home communities. These permanent residences -- where they are part of the
community -- are where they should be counted.

I question the difference the Census has made between the transient nature of incarcerated
persons and other, similarly positioned population such as deployed overseas military or
juveniles staying in residential treatment centers. It seems to be a distinction without a
difference.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00635

This residency rule was wrong from the very beginning and should have been changed a long
time ago. Now is that time.

c00636

Current Census practices count incarcerated people at their temporary detainment address,
rather than their permanent address.
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1 urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their permanent address. This will
enable communities most affected by mass incarceration to have their proper political
representation.

c00637

Our son 1s incarcerated in Ontario, Oregon, about 440 miles from home. When the federal
census occurs, he will be counted as a resident there. But he won't be voting there; he won't
vote at all until he's completed his sentence (and post-prison years.)

This problem inflates the political power of a rural, mostly white Congressional district.

We urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons in their home districts. It is right to
end prison-based gerrymandering,

c00638

***The proposal to count incarcerated people in the district of their incarceraton, and not their
original district of residency, is profoundly unjust. This counting location would multiply the social,
economic, and political inequalities of the US criminal justice system and violate the principle of
equal representation.

Incarcerated people leave a gaping economic and social void in the community from which they
are taken, often leaving behind family members and other dependents, as well as the marginal
municipal and county costs of infrastructure that do not decline when individuals vanish.
Conversely, the district to which the incarcerated person is transferred does not incur any
marginal costs, and in fact often enjoys (and lobbies for) the payroll, vendor, and other revenues
associated with prisons. Transferring the effective, Census-counted location of an incarcerated
person exacerbates this economic and social injustice.

Moreover, the political preferences and interests of the districts with the highest rate of arrest
and incarceration are often diametrically opposed to those of districts with prisons. Therefore,
counting the incarcerated persons in the prison's district unjustly transfers political power to the
latter district. The injustice is magnified by the inability of the incarcerated person to actually
vote, an arrangement that recalls the sordid original counting arrangements of American
democracy, in which non-voters could be counted for the political benefit of their owners. ***

It's time to change the way the Census counts incarcerated people--they should be counted at
their permanent address, not the prison they are temporarily located in.

With the recent announcement that the Department of Justice will no longer use private prisons,
we see that the government and society are beginning to look at the problems of mass
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incarceration in a different light.

The Census Bureau can be a leader in this societal shift to restore the rights and correct the
injustices brought on by the rise of mass incarceration.

The Census Bureau can count incarcerated people at their permanent address to give the
communities most affected by mass incarceration their proper political representation.

Please do the right thing--count prisoners at their permanent addresses and give communities
the representation they deserve.

c00639

I am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

I wholeheartedly support Counting incarcerated people at their address where they lived before incarceration.

A strong democracy depends on a population count that accurately represents all communities.
Please count prisoners at their permanent home location.

c00640

1 am writing today to urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent
home address.

When state and local governments use Census data to draw legislative districts, it's not a fair
count of those incarcerated, because they are a part of the community they left. But if the
Census counts prisoners in the wrong location, then the data is incorrect and it distorts
representative democracy.

Prison-based gerrymandering violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote.”
The Supreme Court requires districts to be based on equal population in order to give each
resident the same access to government. Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the
prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t a part of the surrounding community,
negatively impacts democracy.

c00641

Prison inmates typically are counted as "residents" of the district where they are being
incarcerated.

I strongly urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons in their home districts and end
prison-based gerrymandering nationally.

c00642

African Americans comprise a disproportionate percentage of the jail and prison population.
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Often they are incarcerated in correctional facilities that are not located in the communities of
their former residence. The permanent residence of incarcerated individuals should be utilized
by the Census Bureau during the census instead of the address of the correctional facilities. This
is the most accurate approach since many incarcerated individuals will return to their community
of permanent residence once released and may spend a relatively short period of time within a
particular jail or prison. This change will help correct the political imbalance that results from so
many correctional facilities existing in rural or suburban areas when so many of the incarcerated
come from impoverished urban districts.

I strongly urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons in their home districts and end
prison-based gerrymandering nationally.

c00643

Incarcerated people cannot vote. Counting them as “voters” in the district in which the prison is
located is devious and dishonest. The nation has a serious problem of gerrymandering. This
aspect of it should be easy to stop, and I urge you to do so.

c00644

I am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

Prison populations are rarely representative of the communities where the prisons are hosted.
To give those communities the power to vote for the representatives of prisoners is to create
disparities in the principle of one person - one vote. While prisoners must be counted in the
census, there is a community better suited to vote on behalf of a prisoner: namely, their
permanent home community. Please count prisoners at their permanent home location for
purposes of determining representation.

c00645

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.

The incarcerated population in the U.S. has more than quadrupled since the 1980s -- to now
over two million people. The vast majority of inmates will ultimately return to their home
communities, which are likely nowhere near where they were incarcerated. How this population
is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

I hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00646

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address. 350!

c00647

[ am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.
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Prisons and jails are not permanent residences. The people who are housed in correctional
facilities have not made an intentional career or educational move. Also, incarcerated persons
are often moved between facilities, reinforcing that the stay is temporary, not permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not a temporary cell, is where incarcerated persons should be counted.

c00648

Although prison inmates are barred from voting in most states, they are being counted as
"residents” of the district where they are incarcerated.

This practice artificially inflates the political power of rural white districts and diminishes the
power of the urban, Black and Latino districts in which most inmates lived prior to incarceration.

1 urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons in their home districts and end prisonbased

gerrymandering.

c00649

Please end the process of counting incarcerated people at prisons for the 2020 Census. I firmly
believe incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address instead.

Permanent address records are maintained for each inmate, and indicate their usual residence.
It is where they will return after their period of temporary incarceration to rejoin their family and
community.

By not counting them there, the Census Bureau is aiding a transfer of political power from the
prisoners home community to a community they may not belong to or interact with.

Given the disproportionate incarceration rates present in communities of color, the current
procedure often results in shifting political representation away from these areas. The Census
Bureau should change this practice to ensure the decennial census data is as accurate as
possible,

c00650

I am writing today to express my concern over the proposed residence rules for the 2020
Census.

Just as soldiers who are away from home can still "vote" in their real home residence, so should
incarcerated people be able to do that as well.
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Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00651

Before we go further, this is NOT a form letter. The following paragraph is part of a form letter
and I left it due to being something I would have said any way.

I've recently learned that the Census Bureau plans to continue the inaccurate and outdated
practice of counting incarcerated persons as "residents" of the prison location instead of their
home communities. I'm writing to ask that the Census Bureau end this practice as it is inherently
racist.

I have to wonder why this was created it the first place. I work as a social worker and have
assisted with counting the homeless, people in poor area who are not very trusting of the
government as well as senior citizens.

Why would you assume people who are in a local, county, state or federal prison will be there for
life? Incarnation in no way shows that a prisoner will stay in that area. In fact, statistics show
when released they go to the area they last lived. You also have no idea if a prisoner will leave
that afternoon, the next week or a month later.

The impact of the Census is too great to continue using outdated and unfair practices that wont
help the prisoners or their hometown and only gives an unfair count, as well as funding to prison
towns. Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00652

I think that counting prisoners in each particular prison that they are incarcerated in would not be
a relevant count for the purposes of an accurate census. Evidently that has been agreed upon

by several states which are currently working to change this. Representation cannot be correct
when the temporarily incarcerated are used to inflate the census of an area that is not their
permanent residence. It is time to address this mis-representation and correct our census

system to truthfully reflect the populace in each designated zone.

c00653

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. I believe this proposal to be outdated
and inaccurate and encourage you to not continue this practice for the 2020 Census.
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How this population is counted has enormous implications for representational government.

I hope the Census Bureau changes the proposed plan to continue prison-based gerrymandering
and moves towards a model that better serves communities.

c00654

It seems absurd for the Census Bureau to count people in jail rather than their permanent
residence. The people who are incarcerated may be going home the next day. People often get
moved around in the court system. If they are exonerated or complete their time in prison they
will return home. They do not vote in prison. Don't continue to punish these people who have
paid restitution for their crime. They are free. They are Americans. They should be given rights of
citizenship.

T urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
facility where they are incarcerated on Census day.

Restore the rights of these people.

Please count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c00655

The Census Bureau must count incarcerated persons at their permanent home address. This
policy should be changed because it is unconstitutional and undemocratic.

State and local governments use Census data to draw legislative districts, but if the Census
counts prisoners in the wrong location, then the data used is incorrect and it distorts
representative democracy.

Prison-based gerrymandering violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote.”
The Supreme Court requires districts to be based on equal population in order to give each
resident the same access to government. Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the
prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t a part of the surrounding community,
negatively impacts democracy.

This distorts the count of minority populations and leads to more misrepresentation and racism.
This method of census also likely gives white rural districts with the prisons more distorted power
and influence even though the prisoners can't vote. Districts drawn must reflect true person
counts, and therefore the current policy must be changed immediately.

c00656

I am writing today to urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their permanent
home address.

If the Census counts prisoners in the wrong location, then the data is incorrect and it distorts
representative democracy.
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Prison-based gerrymandering violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote.”
The Supreme Court requires districts to be based on equal population in order to give each
resident the same access to government. Counting incarcerated persons as residents of the
prison location, when they cannot participate in the civic responsibilities of that community and
when they can’t vote there and aren’t a part of the surrounding community, negatively impacts
democracy.

c00657

I am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

Counting incarcerated people at their temporary location inflates the political power of people
who live near prisons. As those counts are used to draw electoral districts, this practice has a
serious impact on representational democracy.

The best data for redistricting requires the Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home
addresses.

A strong democracy depends on a population count that accurately represents all communities.
Please count prisoners at their permanent home location.

c00658

Please end the woefully inaccurate process of counting incarcerated people at prisons for the
2020 Census.

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address. This is where they will return
after their period of temporary incarceration to rejoin their family and community.

By not counting them there, the Census Bureau is aiding a transfer of political power from the
prisoners home community to a community they do not belong to or interact with.

The current procedure often results in shifting political representation from communities of color,
to rural white areas to the detriment of all involved. The Census Bureau should change this
practice.

c00659

I am writing to oppose the proposed plan to count inmates at their confinement facility rather
than their permanent address. This is not efficient, given the fluidity of inmate populations, nor is
it a fair representation of population, especially in areas with high incarceration rates, which
means especially for communities of color.

The number of incarcerated individuals in the U.S. has increased dramatically over the past 50
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years, so this isn't a minimal impact. You have on file a permanent address for each inmate, and
over 95% will ultimately return to their home communities. This decision has enormous
implications for representational government. Given the penchant for gerrymandering, it also
creates an undesirable incentive for locating prisons and transferring inmates.

Please reconsider the proposed plan to continue prison-based residence assignment.

c00660

This message is about the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their confinement
facility rather than their permanent address. This produces faulty census results by artificially
hiking up the population of areas that have lots of prisons. There is no reason for those arcas to
be over-represented.

Please correct the problem by using every inmate's real home address--using their prison
address is dehumanizing and inaccurate.

c00661

U.S. Census Bureau: please discontinue the inaccurate practice of counting Prisoners as
"residents" of the district where they are in prison. They are not voting there anyway. Counting
this way skews the voting districts in unfair and incorrect ways. The results often disempower
racial or ethnic communities. The census bureau should act to reduce any semblance of racism
in its policies.

Please eliminate prison-based gerrymandering for the 2020 Census and beyond.

c00662

Please count prisoners at their permanent addresses and give communities the representation
they deserve. There is no logic at all to counting people in the wrong place.

c00663

[ am writing to express my concern over the proposal to continue inaccurately counting
incarcerated people at their temporary place of incarceration, rather than their permanent home
address.

By miscounting people at prisons, political representation is being removed from the
incarcerated person's permanent home community, and it's transferred to a community they do
not represent, interact with, or live in.

Please end this inaccurate and wrong practice so that communities have accurate
representation.

c00664

I'wish to add my voice to this conversation. My father was in the
military, I learned love of Country. I went to public schools twas
in school I learned Civics - my duty to my country, my state and

neighbors. | was very proud to be an American. I am an... Please end the woefully inaccurate process of counting incarcerated people at
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prisons for the 2020 Census.

Incarcerated people should be counted at their permanent address. This is where they will return
after their period of temporary incarceration to rejoin their family and community.

By not counting them there, the Census Bureau is aiding a transfer of political power from the
prisoners home community to a community they do not belong to or interact with.

The current procedure often results in shifting political representation from communities of color,
to rural white areas to the detriment of all involved. The Census Bureau should change this
practice.

c00665

1 am concerned about the proposed residence rules for the 2020 Census as they apply to
inmates.

A prison or jail is not a permanent residence. Inmates housed in correctional facilities are there
involuntarily and have no autonomy. Incarcerated persons are often moved between facilities,
making their stay temporary, not permanent.

But the incarcerated *do* have permanent residences where their families reside, in their
communities. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should
be counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home
area of proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.

Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00666

Our country was founded on the idea of representative government. As an agency of the federal
government, the Census Bureau has a responibili

c00667

Our coud jails are not permanent residences. The people who are housed in correctional
facilities are done so against their will and with no autonomy. Incarcerated persons are often
moved between facilities, making their stay temporary, not permanent.

Incarcerated people do have permanent residences where their families and communities

reside. It is there, where they are most likely to return after serving time, that they should be
counted. Counting inmates as residents in another legislative district deprives their home area of
proper representation and inflates representation in that temporary area.
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Their home residence, not their temporary one, is where incarcerated persons should be
counted.

c00668

When it comes to the Census, I strongly believe that one of its core missions is to quantify as
precisely as possible the demographic realities that ultimately comprise the societal
responsibilities and burdens of each of America's many communities. Inmates, though bad
actors, are members of our communities equally with those who are responsible and good, and
despite their incarceration in facilities that are often distant from their homes, they are part and
parcel of the fabric of the cities and towns in which they resided and to which they are ultimately
likely to rejoin once their sentences are completed. Unless you can document otherwise with
proof that these inmates are not returning to their prior communities, I urge you to retain their
pre-incarceration origins as the appropriate point of census. Thank you.

c00669

I am asking the Census Bureau to change their current practice and henceforth count
incarcerated people at their permanent home address. It is clearly unfair to their home districts
for these folks to be counted where they temporarily reside. Furthermore this practice gives
unfair advantage to the district where the facility is located, giving them inflated population
figures and therefore increased , undeserved representation.

It is my understanding that many inmates are transferred frequently which would clearly indicate
that they are not permanent residents of the district in which they are temporarily incarcerated.
These inmates do have a permanent address on record, a home to which they will ultimately
return. This community is where they should be counted.

The Census makes a significant and unreasonable difference between temporarily incarcerated
people and others who are temporarily away from their home communities, such as members of
the military stationed overseas and youths in residential treatment centers.

I urge you to please change your current practice and count incarcerated people as residents of
their home address community.

c00670

I am writing in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule as applied to incarcerated persons.

Counting incarcerated people at their temporary location inflates the political power of people
who live near prisons (falsely, since those prisoners won't be voting while they're incarcerated).
As those counts are used to draw electoral districts, this practice has a serious impact on
representational democracy.
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The best data for redistricting requires the Bureau to count incarcerated people at their home
addresses.

A strong democracy depends on a population count that accurately represents all communities.
Please count prisoners at their permanent home location.

c00671

This message is in regards to the Census Bureau's proposed plan to count inmates at their
confinement facility rather than their permanent address. Incarcerated people are being counted
in the wrong places--the place of their detainment at the time of the census, rather than their
permanent address. This is just one of many injustices caused by the rise in mass incarceration
which causes a distortion of political representation.

This practice, known as prison gerrymandering is a problem for a number of reasons. Prison
gerrymandering robs home districts, typically urban centers, and neighborhoods with a large
population of people of color, of vital representation and gives areas where prisons are housed,
typically rural and white, disproportionate representation. Please change this discriminatory
policy.

c00672

People serving time shoul