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retain the proposad residence situation
guidance for overseas military parsonnal
[{Sections C.4.a~b and C.13.5-g), This
guidance makes 2 distinction betwsen
personnst whe are deployed overseas
and those who are stafioned or assigned
overseas. Deploymonts are typloally
short in duration, and the deployed
personnal will be retuming to their
usual residence whers they are
stationod or assigned in the United
States sfier thelr tamporary deployment
ends. Personnel stationed or assignad
overseas generally remaln overseas for
longor periods of time and often do not
return to the previous siatesids lecation
from which they left. Therefore,
counting deployed personnel at their
usual residence in the Uniied States
follows the standard interpretation of
the residence eriteria to count paople at
their usual residence if thay are
temporarily away for work purposes.

The Census Bureau will use
adminisirative data from the
Department of Defenss to count
deployed personnel at their ususl
rasidonce in the United States for
apportionment purposss and for
inclusion in the resident populstion
counts. The Census Burean will count
military and civilian employess of the
115, government who are stationsd oy
assigned oulside the United States, and
thair dependeants living with them. in
their home siate, for apportionmont
purposes only, using administrative
dats provided by the Department of
Diefense and the other foderal agencies
that cmploy thom,

The Census Bureau has been
communicating with stakeholders from
various military communities and plans
o work closely with military
stakeholders to plan and carry out the
grmmeration of militery porsonnel, As
the planning process moves forward,
thers will be continued tssting of our
process for integrating DOD dats on
deploved personnel into the resident
population counts,

3. Commaents on Health Core Focilities

Four comments were related to health
cars facilities. One commenter shnply
stated that they agree with the Census
Bureau's proposal regarding how to
gount people in health care facilities,
(o commonior sugeested that the
Census Bureau add residence guidance
spacifically regarding memory care
centers as a separate calegory from
nursing facilities because the nature of
Alzheimar's disoase and Dementia
necessitates that these patienis be
anumarated through administrative
racords in order o ensurs the accuracy
of the data. One comumenter suggested
that people in psychiatric facilities

should be counted at the residence
whera they were lving hefore they
entersd the facility because they will
most likely refurs to their prier
communily, which is where they would
normally vote. This commenter also
stated that these people should be
counted in their prior communitios in
order 1o ensurs that those communities
raceive the proper allocation of
representatives and resources.

One commenter similarly suggssted
that people living in psychiatric
hospitals on Consus Day should be
sounied al the residence whers thay
sizep most of the time, and only
counted at the facility if they do nut
have a usupl home clzsewhere. Thoy
stated that the Census Bursau
misunderstands the functioning of state
and private psychistric hospitals, which
today provide primarily acute and short
erm treatment {e.g.. less than two
weeks, in most casesh. They also stated
that most patients in these facilities are
likely to have a permanent residence
slsewhere. The same commenter also
stated that the Census Buregu's proposal
for how to court people in nursing/
skillad-nursing facilities does nol best
capture the experience of people with
disabilities who are in the prouess of
rransitioning from group housing to
more indepandent housing. Therofors,
the commenter suggestad that the
Cansus Buresu should alter the
proposcd guidanes in order 1o allow
paople in nursing/skilled-nursing
facilities to be counted at a residence to
which they are actively preparing to
transition.

Census Burean Response: For the
202¢ Census, the Consus Bureau will
raiain the proposed residence situation

- guidance for health care facilities

{Section C.11). Separate residence
guidance was not added for memory
care centers bacauss these types of
facilities would bo considered
subcategeries of assisted living facilities
and nursing facilities/skilled nursing
facilities {Section .11}, and the
guidance provided for these types of
facilities is sufficient. Patients in mental
{psychiatric) hospitals and psychiatric
units in other hospitals (where the
primary function is for long-term nen-
acute cara] will be counted st the
facility bacauss the facilities or unils
within the facilities are primarily

- serving long-term non-acule patients

who live and sleep at the keility most
of time. Becauss people must be
counied af their current usual residence,
rather than s future usual residence, the
residence guidance for patisnis in
nursing/skillad-nursing facilities will
not be revisad 1o allow some people to
be counted st a vesidenne to which they

ars actively preparing o iransition.
Comments on health care facilities not
addressed in this section wers
considered out of scope for this
donument,

4, Commenis on Foreign Cilizens in the
United States

Three comments were related to
foreign citizens in the United States.
Oine commanter simply stated that they
agres with the Census Bureau’s proposal
regarding how foreign citizens are
counted. One commenter suppested that
the Consus Bureau should add wording
i clarify whether forsign “snowbirds”
[ie., foreipgn citizens who stay ina
seasenal residonce in the United States
for multiple months} ars considerad (o
be “living” in the United States or only
“vigiting” the United States. In orderto
mare accuratoly reflect tho impact of
foreign snowhirds on local jurisdictions
in the United States, this commenter
suggested defining those whe are
“living" in the United States as thoss
who are “living or staying in the United
States for an extended period of time
excesding _ months.” One
commenter expressed concern shoul the
impact of including undecumentad
people in the population counts for
redistricting because thess people
cannol veis, and they stated that this
practice sncourages porrymandering.
This commenter suggested collacting
duta 1o identify the citizen voting age
population {ICVAP), so that the dala
could be used to prevent
gorrymandering lu galoway
communities during the redistricting
DIOCOSS.

Census Burecu Response: For the
2020 Census, the Consus Bureau will
retain the proposed residence situation
guidance for foreign citizens in the
Unsited States {Section C.3). Foreign
citizens are considered to be “living” in
tho United Stales i, at the tme of the
census, they are Hving and sleeping
mast of tha time at 2 residence in the
United Siates. Saction £.3 provides
sufficient guidanecs for foreign citizens
gither living in or visiting the United
States. Section C.5 provides addiionsl
guidancs regarding “snowbirds.”
Comments on forelgn cltizens in the
Linited States not addressed in this
section wers considered oul of scope for
this document.

3. Commenis on Juvenile Focilities

Three comments were related o
juvenile facilities. One commenter
simply stated that they agree with the
Consus Burcaw's proposal regarding
how to count juveniles in non-
corractional rasidential weatment
centers, Ona commenier stated that
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fuvaniles in all three types of juvenile
facilities (e, correctional facilities,
non-corrsctional group homes, and non-
gorrectional residential freatment
conters) should be countad at their
usual residence. One commenter
similarly stated that people in juvenile
facilitiss should be counted at their
usual residence outside the facility, but
the context of the comment showed that
this commuontor was referring mostly to
correctional facilities for juveniles
{rather than non-correctional group
homes and non-correctional residential
ireatmont contors),

Censups Bursau Response: For the
2020 Consus, the Consus Burpay will
relain the proposed residoncs situation
guidance for juvenile facilities (Section
£.17}. People in correctional facilities
for juvenilos and non-correctional group
homaes for juveniles will be counted at
the facility because the majority of
puople in these types of facilities live
and sleep there most of the time, People
in non-correctional residential reatment
centers for juveniles will be counted at
the residence where they live and sleep

maost of the time (or 5t the facility ifthey

do not have a usus! home elsewhers)
because these people typically stay at
the facility tomporarily and often have
a usual home elsewhere 1o return to
after trentment is completed,

8. Comments on People in Shelters and
People Experiencing Homelassnass

Three comments ware related to
peaple in shelters and peopls
axperiencing homelessness. One
expressed agresment with the Census
Buroau's proposal regarding how to
count people in all of the subcatsgories
of this residences situation except for the
subeategory of people in domestic
vielonoo shelters, This commuanter
suggesied that people in domestic
violence shelters should be allowed 1o
be counted at their last residence
address prior 1o the shelter, dus o the
temporary nature of their stay and the
confidentiality of that shelier’s location.
One commenter suggested that the
Census Bureau add residence guidance
specifically regarding “temporarily
moved persons due o emergencies”
{e.g., displaced from thelr home by a
hurricane or carthquake). This
commanier stated thal thess poopls
should bs counted “in thelr normal
prior residential Incations™ {if they stats
the intention to return to thal prior
location afisr their home is repaired/
rebuilt) so that accurate decisions can be
made regarding funding for rebuilding
and infrastructure restoration in thoss
locations. One commenisr requested
that the Census Burean publish national
and/or state level population counts for

tha subcaisgory of people in smergency
and transitional shelters with sleaping
facilities for people experiencing
homelessness, This commenter stated
that these data are important o both
housing advocates trying 1o assess the
housing needs of people with
disabilities, and to legal advocates
waorking to enforcs the community
integration mandates of the Americans
with Disabilities Aok

. Census Bureau Rasponss: For the
24320 Census, the Consus Bureay will
rotain the proposed residence situation
guidance for people in sheliers and
people experiencing homelessnass
{Ssction €21}

The proposed residence guidanes
alraady allows people who are
temporarily displaced by natural
disasters to be countad at thelr usual
residence to which they intend 10
return. People in temporary group living
guarters established for victims of
natural disasters will be counted where
thay live and sleep most of the tme (or
at the facility f they do not report a
ususl home elspwhers). In addition,
people who are temporarily displaced or
experisncing homelessness, and are
staying in a residence for a short or
indefinite period of time, will be
counled ai the residonce where they live
and sleep most of the time. I{ they
cannut determine a place whare thay
live most of the time, they will be
counted where they are staying on
Cansus Day.

7, Cominents on College Students and
Boarding School Students

Two commenis were related to
boarding school studants, and two
comments wers related to college
students. One comemantar simply stated
that they agree with the Census Bureau's
proposal regarding how to count
boarding school students and college
studenis, One commentior suggestod that
they agres with counting collegs
students at their collsge residence
because that would better ensure that all
collage studants are counted in the
cansus, One commenter sugpested that
boarding school students should be
countad at the school bacauss that is
where they Hve and sleep most of the
time, and they participate in (and
consume the resources of} the
community whers the school is located.
This commenter also stated that
counting boarding school students at
their parental home s inconsistent with
the fact that college students are
counted at their colloge residonce,
considering that collego students aro
often just as dependent on their parenis
as boarding school students. -

Llensus Bureau Hesponss: For the
2620 Consus, the Consus Buroau will
reiain the proposed residence situation
guidance for collepe students {Saction
£.10.a~2) and boarding school studants
{Soction 09,81 The Consus Buroaw has
historically counted boarding school
students at their parental home, and
will continue doing so because of the
studenis’ age and dependency on their
parents, and the likelihood that they
will return to their parenis’ residence
when they are not altending their
boarding school {e.g., woekends,
summer/winter breaks, and when thay
stop attending the schoall.

8, Comments on Non-Correctional Adalt
Group Homes and Residential
Treaiment Centers

Two comments wars related 1o adult
group homes and residential reatment
centers. One commenier suggested that
all psopla in adult group homes and
adult residential reatment conters
should be counted af thelr usual
residonce othor than the facility,
bacauss counting them at the facility is
not consistent with their state's
dofinition of residence. One commentser
stated that the Consus Bureaw’s proposal
for how to count people in adult group
homes does not best capture the
experiznce of people with disabilities
who are in the process of ransitioning
from group housing o more
independent housing. Therefors, the
comneiter suggested that the Census
Hureau should alter the proposed
guidance in order to allow peopla in
adult group homes o be counted at 2
rosidence to which they aro sctively
preparing io transition. The same
commentar also requested that the
Census Burean publish national and/or
state fovel population counts for the
subcategories of people in adult group
homes and adult restdential trestment
centers, This commenter stated that
those data are Important to both housing
atdvocates rving 1o assess the housing
nesds of people with disabilities, and to
legal advocates working o enforcs the
community integration mandates of the
Amsricens with Disabilities Act,

Census Bureau Response: For the
2020 Census, the Census Hureau will
retain the proposed residence situation
guidance for people in non-correctional
adult proup homes and residential
treatment ceniers {Section €.16). People
in non-correctional group homes for
adults will be counted at the facility
becanse the majority of people in thess
types of facilities live and sleep thers
most of the time, People in non-
correctional residential reatment
centers for adults will be counted at the
rosidence whore they live and sleep
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most of the tims {or at the fecility if they
do not have a ususl home elsewhere}
because thess people typically stay at
the facility tesaporarily and ofien have

a usual home slsewhers (o retum to
after treatment is completed,

Tha residence goidance for people in
adult group homes will not be revised
to allow some people to be counted at
a residence o which they are actively
praparing to transition because people
must be counted at their current usual
residence, rather than a future usual
residence, Commenis on non-
correctional adult group homes and
residential reatment centers not
addroased in this section were
considerad out of scope for this
document,

9. Comments on Transitory Locations

Two comments were related to
transitory lecations, One commenter
simply stated that they agree with the
Census Bursau's proposal regarding
how to count people in transitory
lncations, One commonter stated that
the proposed residence guidance for
transitory locations is sccepiable
becauss i is consistent with the concept
of usual residence, Howoevar, they were
concerned that the procedures used in
the 2010 Census may have caused
certain bypes of people to not be
sounted in the census because these
paopls typically move seasonally from
one iransitory location {e.g., RV park} to
another throughout the year, but the
focation where they are siaying on
Census Day may not be the location
where thay spend most of the year. This
commenior stated that, during the 2010
{ansus, if the ransitory location whars
a person was staying on Census Day was
not whare they stayed most of the time,
then they wero not enwmerated at that
focation because the assumplion was
thai they would be snumerated at their
usual residence. Thersfore, the
commentisr was concerned that people
who stayed in one RV park for a few
months around Consus Day wore not
counted at thal BV park i they
indicated that they usually lived
alzawhsers {g.g., ancther RV park}, and
thay would also not have bean counied
at that other RV park when they are
there later that year {after the census
snumeration period ends]. The
commentar suggestad that we add
procedures to account for people who
spend mest of their time ina
combination of multiple transitory
locations.

Census Bureou Responss: For the
2020 Census, the Census Bursau will
retain the proposed residence situation
guidance for peopls In transitory
locations {Section C.18), Sufficient

guidancs for peopls in transitory
locations, including those living in
recesational vehicles, is provided in

 Ssction £.18. Comments on transitory

Iovations not addressed in this section
ware considersd out of scops for this
document.

16, Commants on Visitors on Census
Day

Two comments ware related to
visitors on Census Day. One commenter
simply stated that they agree with the
Census Bureau's proposal regarding
how 1o count visitors on Census Day.
One commenter asked whether the
Consus Bureau would count all
vacationers in a specific state as
rosidonts of that state.

Census Bureon Besponse: For the
2028 Census, the Census Bureau will
rotain the proposed residence situation
guidance for visitors on Census Day
{Section £.2). People who ars
temporarily visiting a location on
Census Day will bo counted whore thoy
tive and sleop most of the time. If they
do not havea usual residence 1o relurn
i, they will be counted whars they are
staying on Census Day.

11, Comments on People Who Live or
Stay in More Than One Place

Two comments wars rolated to people
who live or stay in more than obe place.
One commeniar simply siated thai they
agres with the Census Buresu’s proposal
regarding how to count people who live
or stay in more than one place, Ons
commeniser suggested that the Census
Bureau add more clarification to the
residence guidance regurding whare
“suowhirds” {i.e., seasonal residents)
are counted. - .

Census Burean Response: For the
2028 Consus, the Census Bursau will
ratain the proposed residence situation
guidance for people who Hve or stay in
more than one place {Section C.8).
Paopls who travel seasonally betwesn
rasidences {e.g., snowbirds) will be
eounted at the rosidence whore they Hve
and sloap most of the time, If they
canno determine a place whers they
live most of the time, they will he
sounted whars they are staying on
Census Day,

12. Comments on Merchant Marine
P&rsonnef

Two commants wers related 1o
marchani maring persennsl, and both
commentars simply stated that thay
agree with the Census Bursau's proposal
regarding how to count merchant
marine personnel.

Censues Bursou Besponse: For the
026 Census, the Census Bursan will
ratain the proposed residence situation

guidance for merchant marine personnel
{Section C.14}

13. Comments on Religious Group
Quuariers

Two comments were ralated lo
roligious group quartsrs. Ope
commenier simply staled thal they agroee
with the Census Boreaw's proposal
ragarding how to count peopls in
rafigious group quariars. One
commantar expressed agresmant with
the proposal because most religious
group guarters are long-{erm residencas
that align with the concept of usual
residence.

Census Bureau Hesponse: For the
2628 Consus, the Census Bursau will
retain the proposed residence situation
guidance for religious group quarters
{Section C.20).

14, Comuments on Other Residencs
Situations

Thers was one letter that included a
comment on every residence situation,
and each of those topic-specific
commeants was included as appropriate
among the comments regarding the
corresponding residence situations
discussed above. Howovaer, for sach of
the othor residenco situations not
abready discussed above, the commenter
stated that they agreed with how the
Cansus Buresy propesad to gcount
people in the following residence
situations.

# Paople away fom their usual
residence on Census Day {e.g., on
vacation or business trip} {Section .11

= Paople living cutside the Unitad
Siates {Ssction C.4).

# Paople moving into oront of a
residence around Census Day {Ssction
.8}

= Paople who are born or who die
around Census Day (Section C7)

& Rslatives and nonrelatives {Section
(.8}

+ Rosidential schools for people with
disabilities {Section C.9.b-c},

» Housing for older adults {Ssction
£.12.

» Stateside military personnel
{Section C.13.8-a).

* Waorkors' residential facilitios
{Section C.19) ’

Census Bursou Besponse: For the
#tr26 Census, the Census Burean will
retain the proposed guidance for the
residonco situations listed in this
soction {8.14).

15, Lomments on the Concept of Usual
Ragidencs or the Gansrof Residence
Criteria

Thers was one comment on the
conoept of usual rosidence, in which the
commentor expressed agrooment with
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the definition of “usual residence” as
being the place whore a person lives and
slenps most of the time. :

There were seven comments on the
general residence criteria. One
comumenter simply supported the entire
restdence criteria and residence
sttuations decumentation. Two
commaentars stated that they specifivally
agree with the thres main principles of
the residence eriteria. One comimonter
disagrood with “this mothod of iallying
the (1.5, population,” but did not refer
o any specific residence sttuation. One
commanisr siaied thal avery rasident
should bs counted in the census. One
commenter stated that avery citizen
should be counted in the census. One
commanier suggested that the Census
Bureau count people who are away from
their home at the tme of the cehsus
using a eode to indicate the reason why
thay are away {e.g., travel, work,
incarceration, sic.).

Census Bureou Response: For the
2020 Census, the Consus Bursau will
vetain the three main principles of the
residenco critoria {soo introduction
partion of section T}, The goal of the
decennial census is 1o count all people
who are living in tha United Slates on
Census Day at their usual residencs.
Commants on the concept of usual
residence or genersl residence oriteria
not addressed in this ssction were
considered out of scope for this
document.

16. (ther Comments

There were 18 comments that 4id not
directly address the residence oriteria or
any particular residence situation.

Census Bureou Response: Comments
that did not directly addross the
residence crileria or any particular
regidance situgtion ars out of scops for
this document.

C. The Final 2020 Consus Besidence
Criteria and Residence Situations

The Residence Criteria aro used o
determine where people are counted
during the 2020 Census. The Criteria
58y

s Couni people at their usual
residence, which iz the place whers
thay tive and sleep most of the tima,

= People in certaln types of group
facilities on Census Day are counted at
ihe group facility.

e People who do not bave a ususl
rasidonce, or who cannot determing a
usual residence, are counted where they
are on Census Day.

The following sactions describs how
the Residence Criteria apply to certalp
living situations for which people
commenly requast clarification.

1. Peaple Away From Their Usual
Residence on Census Day

People gway from their usual
residence on Census Day, such ason ¢
vacation or g business frip, visiting,
traveling outside the Uniled States, or
werking slsewhers without o usual
residence there {for exampls, as o lruck
driver or traveling salesperson j—
Counied at the residonce whero they
tive and slesp most of the time.

2. Visitors on Census Day

Visitors on Census Day—Countad at
the residence where they live and sleep
most of tha time. {f they do not have s
usual residence to return to, they are
counted whero thay are staying on
Consus Day.

3. Foreign Cilizens in the Uniled Stales

{a} Citizens of forsign countriss lving
in the United Stales—{Counted st the
1L5. residence where they live and slesp
maost of the time,

{b} Citizens of forsign countries living
in the United States who are fnembers
of the diplomatic community—Countad
at the smbassy, consulate, United
Mations® facility, or other residences
where diplomats live.

{c} Citizens of forsign couniries
visiting the Uniled Blates, suchasona
vacution or business fripg—Not counted
in the consus. '

4. People Living Quiside the United
Slatos

{2} Peepls deployed outside the
United States® on Consus Day {while
stationed or assigned in the United
Ztalos} who aro military or civilian
smployees of the U.S, government—
Countad st the 1.8, residence whers
thay Yiva and sleap most of the tims,
using adminisirative data providad by
faderal apenciss.’®

9y this document, "Cutside the Unlied States”
sud “foraign pert” ars defined as being anywhaera
pulside the geographical svea of the 50 United
States sand the District of Columbie. Therefors, the
Commaonweslih of Puarin Rles, the ULS. Viegin
Islands, tho Pacific Island Areas {Amorican Samoa,
Guam, and the Commenwaoalth of the Nerthom
Mariana Islands], snd ol} foreign countriss are
considorad 1o be "outside the Unlied Slates”
Conversaly, “stateside.” “UL.S. bomepan,” and
"5, port” are defined as being enywhaere in the
50 United States and the Disteict of Columbia.

@ pdifitary and civilian smployess of the U8,
governmsni whe ara deployed or siationad/assignad
sutside the United States {and thelr depsndents
tiving with them sutsida the Usnited Slates] are
counied using adminisirative data provided by the
Depariment of Dofanse and the other fedeml
agsneies that employ them, I they aro daployad
putside the United Stetes [while staticnsd/assigusd
in the Unitad Siates), tha adminisieative dala are
used o count them at their usual residence in the
United States. Othorwise, if they see slationed/
assignad ouiside the United States, the
adminisizative deta are used o count thom {and

{b} People stationed or pssigned
cutside the United States on Census Day
wheo are militery or civilion employess
of the 1.5, government, as well as their
dependents living with them pulsids the
IInited Stotes—Counted as part of the
118, foderally affiliated overscas
population, using administrative data
provided by federal agenciss.

{c} People living oulside the United
States on Census Day who are not
military or oivilion employess of the
U.5. government and are not
dependents living with military or
civilion emplovess of the U5,
government—DNot counted in the
stateside consus.

5. People Who Live or Stay in More
Than One Place

{a} Peaple living away mos! of the
time while working, such s people who
live af o residence close to where they
waork and refurn regularly to another
residence-—Counted at the residence
where thay live and sleep most of the
time. If they cannot detormine 2 place
whara thay live most of the tima, thay
are counted where they are staying on
Census Day.

b} P&ap}ye whe Hve or sioy at two or
more residences {during the week,
month, or year), such os people wha
travel seasonally betwesn residences
{for example, snowbirds}—Countad at
the residence where they Hye and sleep
most of the time, If they cannot
detarmins a place where thay live most
of the time, thay are counted whers they
are staying on Census Day.

{c} Children in shored custody or
other arrangements who live af more
than one residence—Counted gt the
residence where they live and slssp
most of tha time. If they cannot
determine a place where they live most
of the time, thoy are counied where they
gra staving on Census Day.

&. People Moving Into or Onf of ¢
Residence Around Census Day

{a) People who move inio a new
residence on or befors Census Doyv—
Countad at the new residence whars
they are living on Census Day.

{é} People whe move oui of o
residence on Census Doy and do not
maove into o new residence until after
Census Day—Counted at the old
rosidence where they wers living on
Consus Day.

{&} P&f}p};} who move oul of g
residence before Census Day and do not
move info o new residence unfil affer
Census Day—Counted at the residonce
where they are staying on Census Day.

their dependents living with them outside the
Linfted States) in thelr homa stas for
spporionmoent purposss only.
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7. People Whe Are Born or Who Die
Around Cansus Doy

{a} Babies horn on or before Census
Doy{ountad at the residence whare
they will live and sleep most of the
time, even if they are still in a hospital
on Consus Day.

(b Babiss born after Census Doy—Not
counted in the census.

fcl People who die before Census
Pay-—Not counted in the census,

{d} People who die on or after Census
Day-~Counted at the residence whers
they were living and sleeping most of
tho time as of Census Day.

8. Relntives and Nonrelotives

{a} Babiss and children of all ages, -
including binlogical, step, and adopted
children, as well as grandehildren—
Counted at the residence where they
live and sleap most of the time. If they
cannot determine a place whers they
live most of the time, they are counted
where they are staying on Census Day.
{Only count bables born on or before
Coansus Day.)

{b} Foster children—{ountad at the
residence where they live and slesp
mast of the time. I they cannot
determineg a place whers they live most
of the time, they are counted whaore they
arn staying on Census Day.

{c} Spouses and close relatives, such
as porents or siblings——Countad at the
residence where they live and sloep
most of the time, I they cannot
determine a place whers they live maost
of the thne, thoy are countod where they
aro staying on Census Day.

{d} Extended relfatives, such as
grandparents, nieces/nephews, aunis/
unclss, cousins, or inYlows—Counted at
the residence where they live and sleep
most of the time. If they cannot
determineg a place where they Bve most
of the time, they are counted where they
are staving on Census Day.

{0} Unmarried parinerss—Countod at
the rosidence where thoy lve and sleop
most of the tima, I they cannot
detarmine a place whaere they Hvs most
of the time, they are countad whare thay
are staying on Census Day.

i} Housemales or roommales—
Counted st the rasidence where they
live and sleep most of the time, If they
cannot determineg a place where they -
live most of the time, they are counted
whare they are staying on Census Day.

{z} Hoomers or boarders--Countad at
the residence whers they live and sleap
most of the time, i they cannot
dotormine a place whore they live most
of the time, they are countad whers ihey
are staying on Census Lay.

{h} Live-in employees, such as
carsgivers or domestic worketsm—

Counted at the residence whers they
Hive and sleep most of the time. I they
cannot doterming 2 place whare they
tive most of the time, they are countod
where they are slaying on Census Day,

(i} Other nonrelatives, such as
friends—Counted at the residence
where they live and sleep most of the
time. If they canoot determine a place
where they live most of the time, they
ars counted where they are staying on
Census Day.

9. Peaple in Residenticl Schonl-Relnted
Facilities

{8) Boarding school students living
away from their parents’ or guardions’
home while attending boarding school
below the college level, including
Bureau of Indian Affairs boarding
schools--Crunted at their parents’ or
guardians’ home.

{b} Studenis in residentiol sohools for
people with disabilities on Census
j)z?#-—-Cﬁunmai at the schook,

) Staff members living af boarding
schools or residentiaf schools for psoples
with disabilities on Census Day—
Counted at the residence where they
live and slesp most of the time. 1 they
do not have a usual home slsowhers,
they ars counted a8 the schonl,

18, College Students fand Smff Living in

- Lollege Housing} -

{a} College students living at their
parents’ or guardians’ home while
attending college in the United Stolgge—
Counted at their parenis’ or guardiang’
home.

{b} College students living away from
their parents’ or guardions’ home while

" attending college in the United Stafes

{living sither on-campus or off-
compusp--Counted st the on-campus or
off-campus restidence where they Hve
and sleep most of the time. If they are
Hving in collegefuniversity student
housing {such as dormitories or
residence halls) on Census Day, they are
countad at the college/univorsity
student housing,

{c} College students living away from
their parents’ or guordians” home while
attending coflege in the Unjted Stofes
{living sither on-compus or off-campus}
but staying at their parenis’ or
guardians’ home while on bregk or
vocation--Counted at the on-Campus or
off-campus residence where they live
and sleep most of the time. If they are
living in college/university student
housing {such as dormitorios or
residence halls) on Census Day, they are
counted af the collegsfuniversity
studant housing,

{4} College students who are 1.8,
citizans living outside the United States
while attending college outside the

United States—Not counted in the
stataside census.

{8} College students who are foreign
citizens lving in the United Stntes whils
attending coliege in the United Slafes
{living sither on-compus or off-
campusk-Lounted st the sp-campus or
off-campus U.8. residence where they
live and sleep most of the time, If they
are living in collegefuniversity student
housing {such as dormitoriss or
rasidence halls) on Census Day, they are
sountad at the collega/university
student housing

{1} Seaff mem %ers Hving in college/
university student housing {such as
darmitories er residence halls} on
Census Day—Countted at the residence
where they live and sleep most of the
time, I they do not have a usual home
elsowhere, they are counted at the
eotlege/university student housing,

11, People in Flealth Care Facilities

{a} People in gensral or Veterans
Affairs hospitols {except psychiniric
wndts} on {ensus Doy, including
newhorn babies still in the hospital on
Census Dov—Counted at the residence
whera they live and sleep most of the
time, Newhorn babies are countod at the
residonce where thoy will live and sloop
most of the time. If pationis or staff
members do not have a usual home
alsnwhern, thay are counted at the
hospital.

i) People in mentel {psychiatric}
hospitals and psychiatric units in other
hospitals {whers the primary funclion is
for long-term nop-goufe care} on Census
Day—Patients are counted at the
facility. Staff mombers are counted at
the residonos where they Hvo and slesp
maost of ths time. If staff members do not
have a usual homs slsewhere, they ars
counted at the faeility.

{c} People in ossisted living
focilities 7 whare care is provided for
individuals who nesd help with the
activities of daily living but do not nead
the skilled medical care that is provided
in a nursing home—Residents and staff
mambers are countad at the residence
whare they live and sleep most of the
time.

(4} People in nursing focilities/skilled-
nursing focilities {which provide long-
term non-goute curel on Census Daye—

3% pursbng fecilities/skilled-mursing facilities, in-
patiant hospice facilities, assisted living fecilitiss,
snd housing intended for older adults may couxist
within the same entity or crganization in some
cases. For axampls, sn assisted living facility may
have a skilled-nursing fioor or wing that meets the
nursing facility crlieria, which means that specific
fleot or wing is counted aceording 1o the guidelines
for nursing facilities/skilled nursing facilities, whils
the vest of the Heving quertars in thal feoility are
countesd sconrding in tho guidalines for assisted
tiving faciiitios.
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Patients are counted al the facility. Staff
members ars counted at the residence
where they live and sleep most of the
tima. If staff members do not have a
usual home elsewhere, they are counted
at the facility.

(=} People staving af in-potient
hospice focilities on Census Doy—
Counted at the residence where they
live and slesp most of tha time. If
patients or staff members do not havea
usual homs elsswhere, they are counted
at the facility.

12. People in Housing for Older Adulls

Paople in housing intended for older
adults, such oz aotive adult
communities, independant living, senior
apartments, er refirement
communities—Residents and staff
membars are counted at the residence
where they live and slesp most of the
thms,

13. U.5. Milftary Personnel

{a} IL5, military personns! assigned to
military barracksidormitorias in the
United Btates on Census Doy—{Counted
at the military barracks/dormitories.

{b} U.5. military personnsi {and
dependents Hving with them} iving in
the United Stotes (living either on base
or off hase} who are not gssigned 1o
barracks/dormitories on Census Day——
Counted at the residence whoers they
tive and sleep most of the time,

(e} .8, mulitary personnel assigred to
U.5. militory vesssls with a U.S.
homeport on Censes Doy—Counted at
the onshore 1.5, residence where they
live and sleop most of the tme. If they
have no onshore 1.5, residence, they are
counted at their vessel’s homeport,

{d} People who are active duty
prtients assigned (o & military frealment
focility in the United Sintes on Census
Day—Patients ara counted at the
facility. Staff mambers are counted at
the residence where thoy live and sleep
most of the time. If staff members do not
have a usual home elsewhere, they are
gounted at the facility.

(e} People in military disciplinary
barracks and joils in the United Slales
on Census Dav—Prisoners are countad
at the facility. Stalf members are
countad at the rasidence whers thay live
angd slesp most of the Ume. If staff
mambers do not have a usual homs
alsewhers, they are counted at the
Bacility.

{5} 7.8, military personne! who are
deployed cutside the Uniled Stoles
{while stationed in the Uniled States}
and gre lving on or off o milflory

fnztaliation oufside the United Siates on

Censys Day—{ounted at the US,
residance where they live and sleap
maost of the {ims, using administrative

data provided by the Department of
Diefense,

{g} LL.5. military personnel who ore
stationed outside the United Stotes amd
are living on or off a military
instalfation outside the United Stutes on
Census Day, s well os their dependeais
fiving with them ouigids the United
States—Counted as part of the U.S,
fedeorally affilisted overseas population,
using adminisirative data providod by
the Depariment of Defense.

{h} U5, military persennel assigned to
1.8, military vessels with @ homeport
oufside the United Stotes on Census
Bay-—ounted as part of the 1.8,
faderally affiliatod overseas population,
using administrative data providod by
tho Dopartment of Defonse,

14. Merchant Marine Personnelon U5,
Flag Muoritime/Merchant Vessels

{a} Craws of U.8. flog maritime/
merchant vessels docked in o UL, port.
sailing from one U.5. port lo another
1.8, post, seiling froma U.S, portilo g
Joreign pori, or sailing from a forsign
port fo g U8, port on Census Doy
Counted at the onshore U8, residence
whare they live and slasp most of the
time. If they have no onshore U5,
residence, they are counted at their
vessel. If the vessel is docked in g US.
port, sailing from s U.S. port to 2 forelgn
part, or sailing from 2 foreign portioa
LLE, port, crowmombers with no
enshore U.8. residence are counted at
the .3, port, if the vessel is sailing from
ona UL, port io anothar U.8, port,
crewmembers with no onshore 15,
residance are counted ai the port of
departura.

E)} Crews of U5, flog maritime/
merchant vessels engaged in U8, infond
walerway {rensporiafion on Census
Bay—Counied st the onshors 1.5,
rasidence whers they live and sleep
most of the tmse,

{2} Crews of L5, flog maritime/
merchani véssels docked in a forsign
port or sailing from one foreign port lo
anpther foreign port on Census Daye—
Mot countad in the siateside cansus,

15. Peaple in Correctional Focilities for
Adults

{a} People in federal and state prisons
on Census Joy—Prisoners are counted
at the facility. Staff members are
counted at the residence whars they live
and slesp most of the tims, I stafl
members do not have 2 usus! home
slsewhers, they are counted at the
facility.

(b} People in local jails and other
munivips! confinement focilities on
Census Doy—Prisonsrs ars counted at
the facility. Staff members are counted
at the residence where they Hve and

sloap most of the time. 1f staff members
do not have 2 ususl home slsewhere,
thay are counted at the facility,

{c} People in federal detention centers
on Census Day, such us Mefropolitan
Correctional Centers, Metropeliton
Detention Centers, Bureay of Indian
Affoirs Betention Centers, Immigration
and Customs Enforcement (ICE] Service
Processing Centers, and JICE contract
detention fucililies—Prisoners are
counted st the facility. Staff members
are counted at the residence where they
live and sleep most of the time. I staff
members do not have 2 usual home
sisewhere, they are counted at the
facility.

{d} People In correctionod residential
frcilities on Census Day, such as
halfway houses, restifution centers, and
prerefease, work releass, and study
senlers--Rosidonts are counted st the
facility. Staff members are counted at
the rasidence whare they lvs and sleep
muost of the time. If staff members do not
have a usual home elsewhere, they ars
counted at the facility.

18. People in Group Homes and
Residentiol Trentment Centers for
Adulls

{a} People in group homes infendad
for adults {non-correctional} on Census
Day—Residents are counted at the
facility. Staff members are counied at
the rasidence where they live and sleep
most of the tima. If staff membsrs do not
have a usual home elsewhers, they are
counted at the facility.

{b} People in residentinl treatment
centers for adulis {non-correctional} on
Census Doy—Counted at the residence
where thay live and sleep most of the
time. if residents or staff members do
not have a usual home slsewhere, they
are counted al the facility.

17. People in Juvenile Facilities

{a} People in correctional focilities
intended for juveniles on Censos Day—
Tuvenile residonts are counted at the
facility. Siaff members are counted at
the rasidence whera they liva and slasp
most of the time. I stall members do not
have a usual boms slsewhare, thay are
counted at the facility.

{b} People in group homes for
juveniles (non-correctional} on Census
Day—]Juvenile residents ars counted at
the facility. Siaff members sre counted
st the residenca whers thay live and
sleep most of the tme, i stall members
do not have 3 nsual home elsewhers,
they are counted al the facility,

{c} People in residenticl treatment
centers for juveniles {non-correctional}
on Census Dav—Cpunted at the
rasidonon where they Hye and sleep
most of the tme. If juvenile rasidants or
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staff members do not have a usual home
slsewhere, they ars counted at the
facility.

18. People in Transitory Locations

People ot transitory locations such as
recraational vehicle (RV} porks,
campgrounds, hotels and motels,
hostels, morings, raceiracks, circuses, or
rarnivals—Anyons, including staff
mambers, siaying at the transitory
location is counted at the residence
whera thay live and sleap most of the
time, If they do not bave a usus! home
alsewhers, or they cannof delermine g
placs where they live most of the time,
they ars counted at the ansitory
location,

18. People in Workers’” Residential
Focilities

Prople in workers' group living
guariars and fob Corps Cenlers on
Census Day—Counted al the residence
whara they live and slaap most o tha
time. I rasidents or staff members do
not have 2 usual home elsswhars, they
ars counted at the facility,

20. People in Religious-Belated
Residentin] Facilities

People in religious group guariers,
such us convents snd monasteries, on
Census Day—Countod at the facility.

21. Peaple in Sheilers and People
Experiencing Homelessness

{8} People in demestic viclence
shelters on Census Doy—Poople staying
at the shelter [who are not siaff} are
counted af the shelter. Staff memboers
sre counted 3t the residence where they
live and sleep most of the time, 1f staff
members do not have a usval home
elsewhers, they are counted at the
shaltar,

{b} People whe, on Census Day, ave in
temporary group Hiving quariers
established for victims of notural
dizsasters—Anyons, including staff
mombers, staying ol the facility is
counted at the residence where they live
and sleap most of the tme. If they do
not have a usual home elsewhere, they
are counted at the facility,

{c} People who, on Gensus Day, are in
emergency and transifiona] shelters with
sleaping focilities for people
experiencing homelessness—People
staying at the shelier {who are not staff}
arc counted at the shelior, Staff
members are counted at the residence
whare thay live and slesp most of the
time, If staff membaers do not have s
uzual homs alsewhere, they ara afmniad
at the sheltar.

{4} People who, on Censusg E‘ay, are af
soup kilchens and repulorly scheduled
mehile food vans that provide food to

paople experiencing homelessness—
Counted at the residence whers they
tive and slesp most of the tme. f thay
do net have & usual boms alsewhare,
thay ars counted st the soup kitchen or
mobile food van location whers they ars
on Usnsus Day.

{e} People who, on Census Day, are ot
targeted non-gheltered putdoor locations
where peopls experiencing
homelessness stoy without poying——
Counted at the cutdoor location whare
they are on Census Day.

{£) People who, on Census Day are
temporarily disploced or experiencing
homelessness ond are staying ing
sesidence for a short or indefinite period
of time=—Counted at the residence
where thay live and slaop most of the
tima. If they cannot determine a place
whars they live most of the time, they
ars counted where they ars staying on
Census Day,

Dated: February 1, 2018,
Ron 8. Jarmin,
Associate Dircetor jor BEconomin Programs,
Porforming the Non-Exclusive Functions and
Butios af the Director, Bursou of the Census.
iFR Doc. 201802378 Filed 2-7-18; 845 sm}
BHRLING DODE 3810-07-

DBEFARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Navy

3z CFF Pant 708

{erlifications and Exemptions Under
the internations! Regulations for
Freveniing Collisions gt Sea; 1872

AGENCY: Department of the Navy, Dol
ACTION: Final ruls,

summany: The Department of the Mavy
{DoN} is amending iis certifications and
exemptions under the International
Regulations for Preventing Collisions at
Bes, 1872 {72 COLREGSE), o reflect that
the Deputy Assistant judge Advocale
General (DAJAG) (Admiralty and
Maritime Law! has determined that USS
THOMAS HUDNER (DDG 1156) s a
vessel of the Navy which, due to its
special construction and purposs,

- cannot fully comply with certain

provisions of the 72 COLREGS without
intorforing with its sporial function as a
naval ship . The intended sffect of this
rule is i warn mariners in waters whera
72 COLREGS apply.

DATES: This rule Is effective February 8,
2018 and is applicable hegmmng
January 28, 2018, .

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT!
Lisutenant Commander Kyls Fralick,
{Admiralty and Maritime Law}, Office of

the judgs Advocats General, Department
of the Mavy, 1322 Patterson Ave. SE,
Suite 3000, Washington Navy Yard, RO
203745066, telophone 202-885-5040,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to the authority granted in 33 US.C
1608, the Dol amends 32 CFR part 706,

This amendment provides notice that
the DAJAG {Admiralty and Maritims
Law}, under guthority delapsted by the
speretary of the Mavy, has certified that
USSE THOMAS HUDBNER {DDG 1168} s a
voessal of the Navy which, dusito its
spacial construction and purposs,
cannot fully comply with the ollowing
specific provisions of 72 COLREGS
without interforing with Uz special
function as a naval ship: Annex [,
paragraph 2{f){i}. pertaining to the
placement of the masthead Hghtor
lights above and clear of all other lighis
and obstructions; Annex I, paragraph
2{F} {8), portaining to the vertical
placsment of task lights; Rule 234}, the
raquirement to display a forward and aft
masthead light underway, and Annex I,
paragraph 3z}, portaining to the
incation of the forward masthead light
in the forward guarter of the ship, and
the horizontal distance between the
forward and afler masthead lights; and
Anneox |, paragraph 3ic}, perisining o
placement of task lights not less than
two meters fom the fore and aft
centerline of the ship in the athwartship
dirasction. The DAJAG {Admiralty and
Maritime Law] has also certified thal the
lights involved are located in closest
possible complisnce with the applicabls
72 COLREGS requirsments,

hMorsover, i has been detormined, in
sccordancs with 32 CFR parts 266 and
761, that publication of this amendment
for public comment prior io adoption is
impracticable, unnecessary, and
contrary to public inlerest since it is
hased on technica! fndings that the
placoment of lights on this vessel ina
manner differently fom that prescribed
horein will adversely affect the vessel's
ability to perform its military functions.

List of Subiecls in 32 CFE Parl 7086

Marine safety, Mavigation {water},
Vassels.

For the reasons sof forth in the
preambis, the DoN amends part 706 of
title 32 of the Code of Fodaral
Regulations as follows:

PARY 705—LERTIFICATIONS AND
EXEMPTIONS UNDER THE
INTERNATIONAL REGULATIONS FOR
PREVENTING COLLISIONS AT BEA,
1972

8 1. The authority citation for parl 708
continuas (o mad:

Autherity: 33 U.5.C. 1608,
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Buresu of the Cansyus
{Docket Number 1504083583-5383-01]

2020 Decennial Census Hesidencs -
Rule and Raesidence Sustions

aGENGY: Bureau of the Census,
Department of Commerce.
acmion: Notics and Reguest for
Commant.

SUMMARY: The Burean of the Cansus
{11.8. Canzus Hovean) requests public
comnent on the 2010 Cansus Residence
Rule and Residence Shtuations. The
Rasidence Ruls is applisd to living
situations to determine where people
should be countsd during the decennisl
Lensus. Specific Residence Situations
hava been included with the Residence
Rule to illustrate how the Rule s
applied, The Census Bureau is currently
reviewing the 2010 Residence Rule and
Rasidence Situations, to determine if
changss should be made to the Rule
and/or if the situations should be
updated for the 2020 Consus. The
Cansus Bureau anticipates publishing
the final 2020 Census Residense Rule
and Residencs Situations in lats 2017,
DATES: To ensure considerstion during
the decision-making process, comments
must be received by July 20, 2015, The
Consus Bureau anticipates publishing a
summary of commanls received in
response to this Federal Register notics
in late 2015, The Cansus Bureau will
ihen publish the final 2020 Cansus
Rasidence Rule and Residence
SHuations in late 2017,

ADDRESSES: Direct all writlen commenis
rogarding the 20610 Consus Hesidenes
Rulo and Rosidence Situations o Karen
Humes, Chief, Population Division, U5,
Consus Bursau, Boom 5H174,
Washinglen, BC 26233; or Emall

[POP 2020 Residence Rule@rensus. gov).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATIOR CONTAQT:
Population and Housing Programs
Branch, 1.8, Census Bureau, 8M1485,
Washington, DO 20233, ieiep&mm& {501}
763-2381; or Ermail

[POP 2020 Aesidence B aiecensus,gav},

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORBATION:

A. Background

The Census Borsau is committed o
counting avery parson in the 2620
Cansus. Just a5 bmportant, howaever, is
the Cansus Bureauw's commitment 1o
counting every person in the correct
place. The fundamental reason that the
dacennial census is conduciad iz to
fuslfill the Constitutional requirement
{Article , Section 2} to apportion the
seats in the U.5. House of

Rapresentatives among the states, Thus,
for a fair and squitable apportionment,
it is crucisl that people sre counted in
the right place during the 2020 Census,

The Consus Act of 1720 establishad
the concept.of “usual residence” a3 the
main principle in delermining where
people are to be counted. This concept
has been followed in all subsequent
censuses. Usual residence has been
defined as the place whers 2 person
lives and sleeps most of the time. This
place is not necessarily the same as the
person’s voting residence or legal
residence.

Every decade the Census Bursau
undertakes a review of the decennial
residence rule guidancs {o ensure that
the concopt of usual residence is
intarproted snd applied in the doconnial
census as intended, and that these
interpretations are in keeping with the
intent of law, which directs the Census
Bursau o snumerate peopls at their
usual residence, This raview also sarvas
as an opportunity to identify new or
changing Hving situstions resulting from
sogietal change, and create or revise the
rasidence rule guidance where those
situations are concerned.

Determining usual residence Is
straightinrward for most peopla.
However, given our Nation's wide
diversity in types of living
arrangements, the usual residence for
some people ks not as apparent. A few
uxamnples ave people experiuncing
homelessness, people with a seasonal/
second residence, people in prisons,
poople in the process of moving, poople
in hospials, children in shared custody
arrangements, collags students, Hve-in
smployess, military personnel, and
paupls who live in workers’
dermitories, For thess “residence
situations,” the Census Bureau has
providad guidance on how to interpret
the usual residence concept to
determine where to count those people,

The Census Bursau is requesting
public comment on the 2010 Residence
Rule {section “B”} and on the 2010
Raosidence Situations {section “B,”
numbers 1-21, including all sub-
paragraphs under sach numbered
section] to determine if changes should
be made to the Ruls and/or if the
situations should be updated for the
202¢ Census, The 2018 Residence Rule
and Residonce Situations are doscribed
in the noxt sections of this Federal
Register notics.

B. The Residence Rule and Residence
Situations for the 2010 Census of the
United States

The Residence Rule was used 1o
datermine whera people should be

counted during the 2010 Census. The
Rule said:

s Count peopie at their usual
rasidencs, which is the place where
thay live and slesp most of the timae,

+ Peopls in certain types of facilities
or shelters {{.e., places where groups of
peopls live mgether} on Census Day
should be counted at the facility or
shelter.

# Paople who do not have a usual
residence, or cannot dolerming a usual
rgsidones, should bo counted whero
they are on Cenzus Day.

The following sections describe how
the Residence Rule applisd for peopls
in various living situations.

1. People Away From Their Usual
Residence on Census Day

a} People away from their usual
residence on Thursday, April 1, 2010
{Cenzus Day), such as on a vacation or
a business trip, visiting, troveling
auiside the 1.8, or working elsewhaere
without o usual residence there {for
sxampie, as o truck driver or traveling
selespersonf--Cpunted at the rasidence
whara thaey live and slesp most of the
timae,

2. Visitors on Census Doy

a} Visitors on Thursday, Aprif 1, 20160
{Census Day), who will return to their
usual residence—~Counted at the
residence where they Hve and slesp
most of the time.

b} Citizens of forsign vouniries who
arg visiting the U.8. on Thursday, April
1, 2018 {Census Doyl suchasona
varation or o busginess trip—Not
countad in the census,

3. People Who Live in More Than One
Piace

{a} People living oway most of the
time while working, such as people who
five at o residence close fo where they
work and return regularly to onother
residence—{ounted af the residence
where they live and sleep most of the
time, If there is no residence whare they
live and slesp most of the time, thay are
counted where they live and sleep more
than anywhere else. If time is egually
divided, or if usual residenco cannot be
deisrmined, they are counted at the
residence where they are staying on
Thursday, April 1, 2018 {Cansus Dayl,

{b} People who iﬁfe at hwo or more
residences {during the week, month, or
year), such os people who travel
sgasonally befween residences {for
example, snowbirds}-Counted at the
residence whers they live and sleep
most of the time. I thes is no residence
where they live and slesp most of the
time, they are counted where they lvs
and slesp more than anywhere else. If
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time is squally divided, or if usual
rasidance cannot be determined, they
are counted at the residence where they
are staying on Thursday, April 1, 2010
{Consus Dayl 3
{c} Children in shared custody or
other arrangements who live at more
than one residence—Counted at the
rosidence whore thoy live and slesp
most of tha time. I lime is egually
divided, thay are countad a{ the
residence whare they are slaying on
Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census Dayl.

4. People Without o Usual Besidence

{o} People who cannot determine o
usual residence-Counted whers they
are staying on Thursday, April 1, 2010
{Census Dayl

{&} Prople ot soup kilchens and
regularly scheduled mobile food vans—
Counied 2t the residence where they
tive and sleap most of the time. If they
do not have 2 place they live and slssp
most of the time, they are counted at the
soup kitchen or mobile food van
location whare they are on Thursday,
April 1, 2610 {Census Day).

{r} People at targeted non-sheltered
sutdoor focutions—Counted at the
putdoor location where people
gxperiencing homelessness stay without
paying.

5. Btudents

fo} Boarding scheool students living
-away from their parentel home while
attending boarding school below the
codlage level, including Buresu of Indion
Affairs boarding schools—{ounted at
their parental home rather then af the
bowrding school.

{b} Cotlege students living of their
pareptal home while altending collage.
Countod at thelr parental home,

{o} College students living away from
their parental home while attending
college in the U.B. {living either on-
compus or off-campush-Counted at the
on-campus or off-campus residence
whare thay live and sleap most of the
time.

{d} Callege students living away from
their parental home while allending
college in the U.8. {living either on-
campus or off-campus} but staying ot
their parenial home while on break or
vacation—ounted at the on-campus or
off-campus residance where they live
and sleap most of the time,

fe} U.5. college students living outside
the U.5. while attending college outside
the I8 --Not counted in the census.

{f} Foreign students living in the [1.8,
while attending college in the U8,
{living either on-compus or off-
campusk-Counted at the on-campus or
off-campus residence whore they lve
and sleap most of the time,

&, Movers on Census Day

fu} People who move info g residence
an Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census
Day), who have not been listed on o
guestionnaire for any residencge—
Counted at the residance they move into
on Csnsus Day.

{&} People who move out of o
residence on Thursday, April 1, 2010
{Census Doy, and hove not moved into
a new residence on Thursday, April 1,
2018, and who have not been listed on
a guestionnoire for any residence—
Counted gl the residence from which
they moved.

fc} People who move out of o
residence or move inte o residence on
Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census Day),
who have already been listed on a
guestionnaire for any residence—if they
have already been listed on ons
guestionnaire, do not lst them on any
other questionnaire.

7. People Who Are Born or Die on
Census Doy

fn} Bubies born on or before 11:59:59
pan. on Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census
Dayp--Counted at the residence whaere
they will live and sleep most of the
time, even if they ure still in the hospital
o April 1, 2018 {Census Dayl.

{b} Babies born affer 11.58:58 p.m. on
Thursday, April 1, 2016 {Census Dayl—
Not counted in the census,

(e} People who dis before Thursday,
Aprit1, 2010 [Census Doyl—Not
counted in the census,

{di People who die on Thursday, April
1, 2018 {Census Dayl—Counted in the
census if they are alive at any thne on
April 1, 2016

8. Nonrelgtives of the Householder

fa} Boomers or boorders—Counted at
the residence whers they live and sleep
mast of the time,

{h} Housemates or roomimalgge
Counted at the residence where they
Hve and sleep most of the tme,

fe} Unmarried partners—{ounted at
the residence where they lve and slesp
mast of the time, :

{d} Foster children or foster adulise—
Counted at the residence whero thay
Hye and sleop most of the time,

{e} Live-in employess, such as
caregivers or domestic workers—
Counted at the residence where they
live and slesp most of the time.

. 1.5, Militory Personnal

{o} U.S. military personnsl living in
mifitary barracks in the U.S.—Counted
at the military barracks.

{b} U.8. military personnel living in
the [1.5. (living either on base or off
hase} but not in barracks—Counted at

tha residance where they live and slsep
most of the time,

{ol V.5, military personnel on U.S.
military vessels with ¢ 11.5. homeporf—
Counted at the onshors U5, residence
where they live and sleap most of the
time. If they have no onshore U8,
residence, they are countad at thelr
vessel's homeport,

{d} People in military disciplinary
barracks and jails in the U8 ~Counind
at the facility.

fe} People in military treatment
facilitios with assigned active duty
patients in the U.S~—{Couniad ai the
facility if they are assigned thers.

{f1 .8, militory parsonnel living on or
eff o military installation oulside the
£1.8., including dependents living with
them--Counted as part of the U.S.
overseas popilation. They should not be
included on any U.5. census
guestionnairs,

fg} U.5. military personnel on U.S.
military vessels with o homeport outside
the {18 ~Counted as part of the U5,
overseas population. They should not be
included on any U.S. consus
guestionnaire.

310, Merchant Moring Personnel on 1.5
Filag Moritime/Merchant Vessels

fa} Crews of 1.5, flog marilime/
merchant vessels dovked in o U5, pod
or sailing from ong U5, port to another
L8, port on Thursday, April 3, 2010
{Census Dayl~Counted at the onshore
1.8, restdence whers they live and slesp
most of the lime, If they have no
oushors U.8, residence, they ars
counted at thelr vessel, if the vessel is
docked in 2 U.S. port, crew members
with no anshore 1.5, residence are
counted at the port. If the vessel is
sailing from one UK. port to another
L8, port, crew members with no
onshore U5, residence are counted at
tha port of departura.

(b} Crews of U8, flag maritime/
merchant vessels engoged in 118, infand
woterway fransportation on Thursdny,
Aprit 1, 2010 {Census Dayl—Counted at
the onshors residance wherae they live
and sleep most of ths tme,

{od Crews of U.8, flog maritime’
merchant vessels docked in o foreipn
port, sailing from one foreign port io
unother foreign port, suiling from o .5,
port io g foreign port, or soiling from a
foreign port to o U.8. port on Thursday,
April 1, 2010 [Census Dayl-—-MNot
counted in the consus.

11. Foreign Citizens in the 1.8,

{a} Citizens of foreign countries living
in the U5 —Counted at the 1.5,
residence where they live and sleep
maost of the tims,
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{b} Citizens of foreign countries living
in the 1.8, who are members of the
diplomatic pommunity—-Counted at the
gmbassy, consulate, United Nations'
facility, or other residences where
diplomats live.

{c} Citizens of foreign countriss
visiting the U.5., such as on o vacation
or business rip-—Not countad in the
Lomsus.

12, 118, Citizany ond Their Dependents
Living Quiside the [L5.

{a} 1.5, citizens living oulside the U5,
whe are emploved as civilinons by the
17.5. Government, including dependents
living with them-Counted as part of the
1.5, overssas population. They should
not be included on any U.8. census
questionnairs.

{hi 115, citizens Hving outside the LS.
whe are not employed by the LS
Government, including dependents
fiving with them—Not counted in the
CEnSus.

{c} U.8. military personnel living on or
off a military instailation outside the
{15, including dependents living with
therp-{ounted as part of the U5,
overseas population. They should not be
ingludad on any (LS. consus
quastionnaire,

{d} 1.8, military personnel on ULS.
military vessels with a homeport sulside
the U.5—Countsd as part of the US.
overseas population. Thay should not be
included on any LS. consus
guestionnaire.

13. Peopfe in Correctional Facilities for
Adulls

{u} People in correctional residentiol
facilities on Thursday, April 3, 2010
{Census Dayl—Countod at the faeility.

b} People in fedsral detention centers
on Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census
Doyl—-Lounted at the facility.

{ci People in federal and state prisons
on Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census
Dayl-Counted at the facility.

{d} People in Incel jails and other
municipal confinement facilities on
Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census Dayje—
Counted at the facility.

14. Paople in Group Homess and
Residentia] Treatment Centers for
Adults

. {a} People in group homes intended
for adults {non-correctionall—Counted
at the facility.

{h} People in residentinl treatment
centers for adults fnon-correctiongij
Counted at the residence whers they
tive and slesp most of the time. If they
do not have a residence where they lve
and sleep most of the time, they ars
counted at the facility. : g

15, Peaple in Health Care Focilities

fa} Potignts in peneral or Velerans
Affairs hospitals {except psychintric
units} on Thursday, Aprif 1, 2010
{Census Bayl, inciuding newborn babiss
still in the hospital on Census Doy
Counted at the residence whers they
Hve and sleep most of the Ume,
Neowborn babies should be counted at
the residence where they will live and
sleap most of the time.

(B} People in hospitals on Thursday,
April 1, 2018 {Census Day), who have no
usual home elsewhere—Counted at the
facility.

fo} People staying in in-patient
kospive facilities on Thursdoy, April 1,
2010 {Census Doyl-Counted at the
rosidence where they live and sleep
maost of the time, I they do not have a
rasidence where they live and slesp
most of the time, they are counted at the
facility.

{d} People in mental {psychiotric}
haspitals and psychiotric units for long-
term non-aoute eare in other hospitals
on Thussday, April 1, 200 (Census
Dayp-{ounted at the facility.

{e} People in nursing focilifies/skilled
pursing focilities on Thursday, April 1,
2010 {Census Day—Countod at the
facility.

18. People in fuvenile Focilities

a} People in correctional facilities
intended for juveniles on Thursday,
April 1, 2018 {Census Dayl—Counted at
the facility,

b} People in group homes for
juveniles {(non-correctionnl) on
Thursday, April 1, 2016 {Census Dayl—
Countad at the facility.

o} People in residentiol freatment
centars for juveniles (non-rorrectionnsl}
o Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census
Bayl—Countad at the facility,

17. People in Residenticl School-Belated
Facilitiss

{n} People in collepe/university
student housing—Counted at the
college/university student housing.

&) Boarding schoof studenis Hving
away from their parenial home while
aliending boarding school below the
collegs level, including Bureou of Indian
Affairs boarding schools—Countad at
their parental home rather than at the
boarding school.

{z} People in residential schools for
people with disabilities on Thursday,
April 1, 2610 {Census Doyl-Counted at
the school.

18. People in Shellers

{a} People in emergency and
transitional shelters {with sleeping
facilities} on Thursdoy, Aprit 1, 2010

{Census Day}, for people experiencing
homelessness—Counted at tho shelier,

{h) Peaple in living quarters for
viptims of noturel disasters—Counted at
the rasidence where they live and slesp
most of the time. If they do not have a
rasidence whera thay lve and slesp
most of the time, they ars countad at the
facility.

{c} People in domestic violence
shelters on Thursday, April 1, 2010
{Census Dayp--Counted at the shelter.

18. Peaple in Transifory Locations

{u} People at fransitory locations such
as recreational vehicle (RV] parks,
campgrounds, hotels and motels
{including those on military sitesh,
hostels, marinas, racetracks, cirouses, or
carnivale=Countad a4 the rasidence
whers they live and slesp most of the
tima, I thess is no residance whars thay
live and slesp most of the tms, they are
counted where they live and sleep mors
than anywhere else, I time is egually
divided, or if usual residencs cannot be
determined, they are counted at the
place where they are staying on
Thursday, April 1, 2010 {Census Dayl.

20 People in Relipious-Related
Residential Focilities

{a} People in religious group quariers
such as convents and monasteries—
Counted ai the residence whare they
live and slesp most of the tme. If they
do not havs a residence whers they live
and sleep most of the tme, they are
counied at the facility.

21. People in Workers’ Residential
Facilities

fa} People in workers' group living
guarters and Job Corps Cenlers—
Counted al the residence whars they
Hve and sleep most of the time. If they
do not have a residence where thay live
ang sleep most of the time, they ars
counied at the facility.

Datedd: May 13, 2018.
joha H, Thompsen,
{¥recior, Bursou of the Census.
PR Doc. 2015~-12114 Filad 5-30-15: 5:45 am}
BRLING CODE BIG-H-8

CEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Submizsion for OME Heview;
Comment Reguest

The Department of Comsmerce will
submit to the Office of Menagement and
Budget {OMBRE] for clearance the
fnllowing proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapler 35}
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Full-Text Log of Comment Submissions to ""2020 Decennial Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations; Notice and Request for Comment,"
80 Federal Register 28950 (May 20, 2015)

Comment Full Text of Comment Submission
Submission
#

cl I was chairman of the last Redistricting Committiee here in County, a rural county in 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 a County Commissioner and I am working very hard to correct this problem for my county, but I also know
we are just one of many counties that are similarly affected.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Census Bureau’s Residence Rule and Residence Situations, especially to address
where prisoners should be counted. I am writing you to share our experience of using the Census’ data for redistricting and to urge you to
count incarcerated people at their home address so that counties like mine can achieve fair representation.

As a county in , we are basically faced with a classic ‘Catch 22

Our goal was to follow the Constitution and give equal representation to all the citizens of our County. , however, told us that
we had to count 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. [ realize that the Census’ definition of residence is unlikely to perfectly track the 50 state’s
definitions, but let me walk you through the residence law (as described by the Secretary of State’s “Guidelines for Determining
Residency”) to explain why the current interpretation of the Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations fails 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 'm sure that a few of our guests at the gray bar hotel will return, (recidivism is 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 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 County at approximately 22,000. The inmates at the County Correctional
Facility number approximately 2,400. When we break the county up into 6 districts, that puts 3,667 people 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
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that district.

To be exact, we end up with the residents of one of our districts 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 onge 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 County.

It is impossible to count 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 are forced to do because of the Census. We’re left with a 3 to 1 disparity in the representation of the residents
in the district with the prison over the residents in other County districts.

As a County commissioner here in County I am asking you to please help us correct this problem and get back to the “One
Man, One Vote” ideal. Please help us to achieve fair and equal representation to 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.

c2

I would like to comment on Federal Register Notice: 80 FR 28950, 2020 Decennial Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations

My comments are related to situation 13: People in Correctional Facilities for Adults

- Many people in local jails are not sentenced (61% is a number mentioned in a report on New York local jails — outside New York city,
see http://www.criminaljustice.ny.gov/crimnet/ojsa/jail pop_y.pdf). Many of these inmates ar¢ probably also included on a household
questionnaire, especially when the questionnaire was returned before Census Day as they didn’t anticipate being in jail that day. With
the presumption of innocence, many innocent people are counted in correctional facilities and I would encourage the Census Bureau to
consider counting unsentenced people at their usual place of residence and not in the jail.

- Furthermore, I encourage to include a time stamp in the descriptions, for example 6AM and further include all people that are in transit
to (or from) that location at that time. People can spend only part of Census day in certain location and be released or be on transit
between facilities.

A comment not directly related to the residence rules:
- Iwould like to see more federal register notices like this that relate to the Decennial Census counting and publication rules. In
particular I can think of
o classification of Group Quarters
o classification of vacancy status
o definition of households and families, especially for situations with same-sex and unmarried partners.

c3

The Lionheart Foundation submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule
and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). 1urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.
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The Lionheart Foundation works with thousands of prisoners throughout the United States. Also, I personally live in an urban community
where many of the men and women in the community are incarcerated in small towns far from their homes. By designating a prison cell as
a residence in the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau concentrated this population that is disproportionately male, urban, and African-
American or Latino into into just 5,393 Census blocks that are located far from the actual homes.

In fairness to all citizens and to preserve the democracy, the growth in the prison population requires the Census to update its methodology
to count people where their true home is situated. The manner in which this population is counted now has huge implications for the
accuracy of the Census.

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 universality 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. 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).

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 The Lionheart Foundation believes in a population count
that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c4

I write in regards to the Census Bureau’s Notice and Request for Comment on the 2020 Decennial Census Residence Rule and Residence
Situations (Docket No: 150409353-5353-01) published in the Federal Register on May 20, 2015, to determine if changes and updates are
needed in advance of the 2020 Census. My office has heard from constituents regarding the impacts of Residence Rule No. 9, U.S.
Military Personnel, and the need for modification.

In advance of the 2020 Census, the Census Bureau should create a distinction between service members and their families stationed
overseas at a U.S. military base and those service members temporarily deployed for contingency operations.

The results of the 2010 Census displayed an anomaly that misrepresents the counting of deployed service members for overseas
contingency operations. These service members, despite not having a change in their permanent duty station, and who return to their duty
station upon completion of their deployment, were counted in accordance with Rule 9(f):

(f) U.S. military personnel living on or off a military installation outside of
the U.S. including dependents living with them — Count as part of the U.S.
overseas population. They should not be included on any U.S. census
questionnaire

The Census Bureau attributes U.S. overseas population to the state on an individual’s home-of-record. This practice may work well for
members of the Department of State or other government agencies operating outside of the United States, but the Department of Defense
fails to properly, and accurately, maintain their records. According to the “2010 Census Federally Affiliated Overseas Count Operation
Assessment Report,” dated March 19, 2012, “only 59 percent of the 2010 Department of Defense Records contained a home of record.”
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As a result of using inaccurate and missing records for the tabulation of deployed service members, the surrounding military communities,
which support the families of those service members, were calculated to have a lower population than what should be attributed to the
community.

My constituents that reside in the region around Fort Campbell, Kentucky, experienced this first-hand following the 2010 census. Despite
record home sales, increased public school enrollment, and other economic indicators supporting population growth, the population
remained relatively unchanged from the 2000 Census. The only explanation for the discrepancy is the deployment of service members
from Fort Campbell to Afghanistan.

Starting in late 2009 and continuing through 2010, members of the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Brigade Combat teams of the 101st, the 101st
Sustainment Brigade, the 159th and 101st Combat Aviation brigades were all deployed to sustain the military “surge” in Afghanistan. It is
estimated that at least 10,000 service members were deployed at the collection time of the 2010 Census. Those service members then
returned to Fort Campbell at the end of their deployment.

1 request that the Census Bureau count all deployed service members at the base or port in which they were stationed prior to a short-term
deployment for overseas contingency operations. This will create one consistent and logical method for counting deployed service
members. By counting deployed service members according to where they actually live, the Bureau more accurately reports the population
and ensures communities have the needed resources to support these soldiers and their families.

As you consider the need to update residency rules for the 2020 Census, I ask that you continue to keep in mind the impacts of inaction that
could severely hinder the support efforts of communities that provide for our deployed military service members and their families.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration.

c5

[ am writing in opposition to the proposed Census Prison Adjustments. Current provisions state that all people in correctional facilities for
adults will be counted at the facility. The proposed adjustments will alter this; people in correctional facilities will instead be counted at
their previous “usual residence.” I firmly believe that the residency rules agreed to in the 2010 Decennial Census, wherein incarcerated
individuals are counted at their facility, should remain the same for the foreseeable future.

Firstly, changing current standards will create unneeded confusion and expense. States which have adopted the prison adjustment as
proposed — New York, Maryland, and Delaware — continue to have difficulty accounting for all prisoners accurately. Attempting to adopt
this system at the Federal level will add a layer of superfluous complexity to the enumeration process. For example, accounting for
prisoners incarcerated in a different state from their “usual residence” or a different state from their conviction would involve reviewing
and adjusting prisoner counts. This could consequently change the numbers used in the apportionment of United States House seats in
2020. Moreover, the pre-incarceration residences of many prisoners can be difficult to establish, and in some cases may just be guessed
based on where the prisoner was arrested.

Part of the issue at hand 1s that the effects of reapportionment and redistricting are not clearly known to individual states. It is no secret that
the push to change current rules is being driven by activist groups who seek to gain politically from the proposed rule changes. This could
leave the Census Bureau exposed to a conflict similar to the adjustment controversy of 2000, wherein miscounting lead to the misallocation
of'a US congressional seat.

In summary, I urge you to oppose the residency rule changes for incarcerated individuals. We currently have a system that works, makes
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sense, and is non-partisan.

c6

[ am writing you this humid, hot North Carolina afternoon asking that you please reconsider the proposal to change the manner in which
prisoners are counted for by the Bureau.

I'believe that the Bureau would be making a huge mistake if it were to not continue with business as it is currently done and count the
prisoners in the location of their incarceration; the rules regarding residency that were established in the 2010 Decennial Census should
remain the same.

Firstly, how is the Bureau going to establish the residences of prisoners prior to their incarceration? It may seem rather easy to do;
however, what about the career criminals who bounces back-and-forth between halfway houses and correctional institutions? Are you
going to simply base their residence on the location of their most recent arrest?

While I think that some may think this is a very elementary task of determining the residency of prisoners, this is just another solution in
search of a problem. As we used to say in the Army, this briefs well. What [ mean is that in theory this may seem easy to do but if the
Bureau was to actually implement this policy, the results would be disastrous.

Also, if the proposed rule changes take hold, it is possible that minority communities located in rural areas will be disenfranchised, and not
protected as they should be per the Voting Rights Act. This could also open the door to future adjustments motivated by political gain, such

as adjustments of residency rules for college students and military personnel.

In closing, [ urge you again to oppose the residency rule changes for incarcerated individuals.

c7

The Real Cost of Prisons Project submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than
at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

Every day, we advocate on 'behalf of incarcerated women and men, so that the powers that be know there is someone paying attention, and
holding them accountable. We are dedicated to making known the ideas of men and women who are incarcerated. We see firsthand the
importance of an accurate count of incarcerated people.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 as 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.

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 lllinois, 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 is 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 universality 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. 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).

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 the Real Cost of Prisons Project believes in a population
count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c8

I represent the District in the Virginia House of Delegates and submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal
register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). I urge you to count incarcerated
people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

As an elected representative, I am 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.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 as more than quadrupled, to over two million people behind bars. The manner in which this population is counted now has huge
mmplications 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 Virginia, this resulted in a single state house district where people counted in state and federal facilities account for 12% of the
district’s total population.

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.
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But this ad hoc approach is neither efficient nor universality implementable. It makes far more sense for the Bureau to provide accurate
redistricting data in the first place, rather than leaving it up to each state to have to adjust the Census’ data to count incarcerated people in
their home district.

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 democracy relics on a population count that accurately
represents communities, I urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c9 I am submitting these brief comments in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). 1 urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated individuals at their home address and
not at the address of the prison facility.

I am an active user of census data for the academic analysis of redistricting plans. Ialso frequently serve as a consultant to state and local
governments as they develop redistricting plans, and as an expert witness in litigation pertaining to redistricting plans. Given the size of
the incarcerated population in United States, counting the prisoner population at the site of the prison can produce inequitable results in the
redistricting process. Such results can be particularly problematic for local government electoral districts with smaller total populations,
and minority groups if their electoral strength is decreased by counting group members at the site of a prison and not at their home
addresses.

An excellent example of "prison gerrymandering” in my home state of Wyoming pertains to state senate districts 3 and 6. To avoid having
two incumbents in the same district, an appendage from district 6 is drawn north for 17 miles to include a prison housing approximately
500 individuals. The ideal population for a Wyoming state senate district is approximately 19,000 individuals. Thus, counting 500 non-
voting prisoners at the site of the prison inflates the value of ballots cast by non-prison voters in district 6 relative to surrounding state
senate districts. Simply said, this is unfair to the voters in the other 29 state senate districts. A map of district 6 can be viewed at the link
below:

(http://www?2.census.gov/geo/maps/dc¢10map/SLD RefMap/upper/st56 wy/sldu56006/DC10SLDUS6006 001 .pdf).

clo Fair Elections Legal Network (FELN) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular prison facility they happen to be located at on Census day.

FELN is a national nonpartisan voting rights and legal support organization whose mission is to remove barriers to registration and voting
for traditionally underrepresented constituencies. We work to improve overall election administration through administrative, legal, and
legislative reform as well as provide legal and technical assistance to voter mobilization organizations. As such, we recognize that the
Bureau’s use of the prison as a “residence” contradicts most state constitutions and statutes, which explicitly state that incarceration does
not change a residence.

When state and local officials use the Census Bureau’s prison count data, they give extra representation to the communities that host the
prisons despite the fact that those who are able to vote from prison must invariably do so by absentee ballot from their home address — not
from the prison address. 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. The current definition of residence dilutes representation and is detrimental to democracy.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to count everyone in the
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right place in keeping with changes in society and population realities. Fair Elections Legal Network believes in a population count that
accurately represents communities, thus, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

cll I am writing in response to your May 20 federal register notice regardmg the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

I'serve as an elected Town Meeting Representative in Precinct m , a community that hosts a correctional
institution ( , which actually straddles our border with the town of ). Ever since adopted a Representative Town
Meeting form of government in 1971, the town charter has stipulated that our 150 Representatives in Town Meeting (RTMs) must be
apportioned between the precincts (Town Meeting districts) according to the “number of inhabitants™ in each precinct. In concept, this
means the most populous precinet should have the most number of RTMs, while the smallest precinct by census should have the least
number of RTMs. In general, for a Representative Town Meeting which is, by its very name, intended to be “representative” of the
people, this form of apportionment makes sense.

But because the Census Bureau counted people incarcerated at as if they were residents of Precinct (where the
prison is located), Precinct became the third most populous precinct in town, at least on paper. Without the prison, Precinct
1s actually the least populous, and should therefore have the least number of RTMs. And as it is, Precinct has the least number of
registered voters of all precincts.

In 2010 the Census Bureau assigned prisoners at to a census block in our town. So now Precinct gets a bump
of about three extra RTMs. This boost unfairly gives extra influence to Precinct voters, who get more representation for fewer
actual residents. Under state law, prisoners are not allowed to vote and, because of their incarceration, don’t typically use town services.

As an elected representative, | am keenly aware that democracy, at its core, rests on equal representation. And equal
representation, in turn, rests on an accurate count of our population.
is one of seven communities in with a Representative Town Meeting that doesn’t adjust Census data when
apportioning RTMs among precinets. The other towns are

Our problem isn’t unique; when state and local officials use the Census Bureau’s prison count data, they give extra
representation to the communities, and individual precincts, that host the prisons and dilute the representation of everyone else. This 1s
bad for democracy.

Because I believe in a population count that accurately represents my community, [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their
home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

cl2 Hi there. I am writing to comment on the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations,
80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015).

First, 1 urge you adjust the “usual residence” rule to count incarcerated people at their home address, not where they happen to be
incarcerated on census day. Second, I want to thank you for giving this apparently small technical point the attention it deserves. Details
like this are what make the Census Bureau such an important and reliable source of information.

I am a professional researcher. For the past five years | have done research at SEIU, the labor union; for five years before that I was
research director at Campaign for America's Future, a think tank; for ten years before that I worked in and around the criminal justice
system. It would be hard to overestimate how often I use Census data or what [ use it for. But locating population for purposes of political
apportionment is central and fundamental.

As you know, the US rate of prison incarceration hovered around 100 per 100,000 up until roughly 1980. Nowadays 1t is closer to 500 per
100,000, without even including local jails. Along with the explosive growth in custody has come growth in racial disparities, with African
American men incarcerated at roughly six times the rate of white men. Nowadays over two million people are in prison or jail — one in 100
adults, and more people than our three least populous states combined (I know that from census data; thanks!).
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Applying the simple usual residence rule to people in custody might once have been reasonable. But times have changed. Above all else, it
affects redistricting, the fundamental purpose of the census. Jurisdictions rely on census data to draw political districts and fairly allocate
voters among representative districts. Counting people in custody where they are confined — not where they actually live — introduces
avoidable error. Most people in prison will return to their usual residence in far less time than a decennial census.

Four states and over 200 counties and municipalities have enacted new rules to adjust population data when drawing government districts.
The states are California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York, who represent 20% of the US population between them. Other states that
have considered or are currently considering related actions include Virginia, Illinois, Texas, Georgia and Oregon. If that much of the
country thinks something is wrong, it is time for the Census Bureau to act. Indeed, a deliberate national correction is far preferable to ad
hoc efforts by assorted jurisdictions on their own.

1 note that the Massachusetts legislature might have made a similar adjustment, but it determined that the state constitution binds it to the
state to the Census Bureau’s determinations regarding residence and it specifically requested the Census Bureau to change the rule. I
expect that still other jurisdictions may have hit similar obstacles or simply haven’t dealt with the problem yet.

Thank you for considering a change in the rule. Because the Census count is fundamental to our representative democracy, [ urge you to
count incarcerated people where they actually live, not where they are temporarily confined.

cl3 Prisoners' Legal Services of New York (PLS) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). PLS urges you to count incarcerated
people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

Founded in 1976, PLS provides direct civil legal services to more than 10,000 incarcerated individuals annually. PLS provides this
underserved population with legal representation on a myriad of civil legal issues such as access to adequate medical and mental
health care, proper housing, education and programming, child support and visitation, challenges to disciplinary proceedings and the
use of excessive force, and matters relating to jail time credit and sentence calculations. All of the work PLS does helps prepare
incarcerated individuals for release and successfulreintegration into society.

Along those lines, PLS is extremely interested in ensuring that the individuals we serve are given equal and appropriate representation
by representatives of the communities from which they came and to which they will return. Counting incarcerated individuals at
their home address gives those who will be returning to their communities a vested interest in helping to shape the future of their
community.

In the fall of 2006, the National Research Council issued a report commissioned by the United States Census Bureau finding that
counting prisoners as residents of the prisons where they were housed distorted the political process and raised legitimate concerns
about the fairness of the census itself. Thus, the issue of where to count prisoners in the census isnot new.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 toupdate 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
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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 ofincarcerated people.

For instance, in New York's Livingston County, which uses weighted voting, the town of Groveland derived 62% of its
population from one large prison after the 2000 census; allowing the Groveland Supervisor to exercise 107 Board of Supervisor votes
instead of the 40 votes he would be entitled to without the prison. And the problem extended to the State Legislature as well; 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 drawingtheir 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. 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).

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 PLS believes in a population count that accurately
represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

cl4 The Pennsylvania Institutional Law Project [PILP] submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). I urge you to count incarcerated people at their
home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The PILP provides free civil legal assistance to the institutionalized population in Pennsylvania. We have a state law 25 P.S.2813 that sets
an inmates home residence as the proper residence for voting purposes. We believe the entire country should follow our example.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 as more than quadrupled, to over two million people behind bars. The manner in which this population is counted now has huge
mmplications 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.
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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, 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. 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).

The PILP also has identified specific inaccuracies flowing from the Bureau’s current method of counting incarcerated persons as follows
[cite examples]. We have previously called upon the Census Bureau to change its practice as well in prior correspondence.

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 [org name] believes in a population count that accurately
represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

cl5 A New PATH (Parents for Addiction Treatment & Healing) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register
notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). A New PATH urges you to count
incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

A New PATH (Parents for Addiction Treatment and Healing) is a non-profit advocacy organization. We advocate for treatment instead of
incarceration for individuals who have been convicted of non-violent drug-related crimes, and for treatment behind bars. Our mission is to
reduce the stigma associated with addictive illness though education and compassionate support and to advocate for therapeutic rather than
punitive drug policies.

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. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of those people who live near them.

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 A New PATH believes in a population count that
accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

clé6 My name is and I am the Coordinator Community Alliance on Prisons. We submit this comment in response to the Census
Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015).

Community Alliance on Prisons urges you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility
where they happen to be located on Census day.

Community Alliance on Prisons is a community initiative promoting smart justice policies in Hawai'i for more than a decade. This
testimony is respectfully offered and always mindful that approximately 6,000 Hawai'i individuals are under the ‘care and custody’
of the Department of Public Safety, including 1,400 men who are serving their sentences abroad, thousands of miles from their loved
ones, their homes and, for the disproportionate number of incarcerated Native Hawaiians, far from their ancestral lands.
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The disproportionate impact of the criminal justice system on Native Hawaiians accumulates at each stage of the criminal justice
system. Native Hawaiians are also more likely to receive a sentence of incarceration over probation.'

Hawai'i contracts with Corrections Corporation of America to house more than 1,400 of our incarcerated men in Saguaro Correctional
Center in Eloy, Arizona. Hawatians are over-represented in the incarcerated population that is banished from Hawai'i.

In researching Eloy, Arizona on the web, we found that the population there has increased 63.8% since the 2000 census.

Population in 20137 16,996 (68% urban, 32% rural).
Population change since 2000: +63.8%

Males: 11,038 (64.9%)

Females: 5,958 (35.1%)

The male population has increased 64.9%. This is not difficult to believe since Corrections Corporation of America opened Red
Rock Correctional Center in 2006 with a capacity of 1,596; Saguaro Correctional Center in 2007 with a capacity of 1,896 and
recently increased capacity by 30 beds = 1926); and La Palma Correctional Center in 2008 with a capacity of 3,060.

These three prisons added 6,582 men to the “population” of Eloy — a 59.6% increase in the male population!

The tragedy of this skewed census count is that most of Hawai'i’s incarcerated individuals are not from Eloy -- or even from
Arizona, for that matter.

The census count is used as the basis for many of the decisions that affect Hawaiians (Kanaka Maoli), the first people of the
islands; our host culture. Counting incarcerated persons where they are involuntarily housed causes harm to Hawai'i, in general and to
Hawaiians, in particular. Incarcerated people in Hawaii are disproportionately Hawaiian. In the 2000 Census, 18% of the state was
Native Hawaiian. A more recent figure reported in the 2010 report The Disparate Treatment of Native Hawaiians in the
Criminal Justice System’ reported that 24% of the population is Native Hawaiian. The Department of Public Safety reports that
approximately 40% of incarcerated people are of Hawaiian ancestry; yet 1s widely known that the population of incarcerated Native
Hawaiians is approximately 60%.

This means that CCA’s three prisons house almost 60% of the male population in Eloy, AZ Federal funds are based on population,
impacting Hawai'1’s share of federal funds.

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 as 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.

A prison cell is NOT a residence, despite being designated as such in the 2010 Census. By doing so, the Census Bureau concentrated
a population that is disproportionately male and persons of color, and in our case Hawaiian, who are located far from their
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actual homes and ancestral lands.

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. But a longstanding flaw in the
Census counts incarcerated people as residents of the prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t a part of the surrounding

community.

When legislators claim people incarcerated in their districts are legitimate constituents, they give people who live close to the prison
more of a say in government than everybody else. This is not fair or accurate.

We urge the Census Bureau to fix this egregious flaw that is motivated by politics, rather than thoughtful policymaking.

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 Community Alliance on Prisons believes in a population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count
mcarcerated people as residents of their home address.

! Hawai‘i State Department of Health, Office of Health Status Monitoring, special tabulation from the Hawai‘i Health Survey, January 22, 2010.
http://hawaii.gov/dbedt/info/economic/databook/2008-individual/01/; Hawai‘l Criminal Justice Data Center; Office of Hawaiian Affairs, “Databook
2006: Public Safety,” March 2006. www.oha.org/pdf/databook/2006/DataBook2006PublicSafety.pdf.; Hawai‘i Department of Public Safety, 2008
Annual Report (Honolulu, HI: Department of Public Safety, 2008). http://hawaii.gov/psd/administration/publications/annual-reports/department-of-
public-safety/PSD-AnnualReport2008.pdf

* http://www.city-data.com/city/Eloy-Arizona. html#ixzz3 f9dY qm2 W

* http://www justicepolicy.org/uploads/justicepolicy/documents/10-09_exs_disparatetreatmentofnativehawaiians_rd-ac.pdf

* But it wasn’t until 1963 that “One person, one vote” became a widely articulated core principle of the Constitution when it was first spoken by Chief
Justice Earl Warren’s Supreme Court. http://www.theconstitutionproject.com/portfolio/one-person-one-vote/

cl7 Liberty County Georgia is home to Fort Stewart, 3rd Infantry Division. The population of Fort Stewart is approximately 22,000. Liberty
County is very proud to be home to this great military division. However, these soldiers impact our community greatly in their utilization
of our roads, court system, schools, and other infrastructure. During the last Census, April 1, 2010, the entire 3rd Infantry Division was
deployed overseas to a war zone. The division redeployed to Fort Stewart completely by July 31, 2010. During this time, the number of
soldiers that was deployed numbered between 13,000 and 16,000.

When the Census count was taken on April 1, 2010 we estimated that Liberty County was under counted between 11,000 and 13,000
people. We would like to note also this is the second U.S. Census that we were under counted as the 3rd Infantry Division was also
deployed April Ist 1990. We are able to confirm this under count by reviewing the Command Data Summary Report that Fort Stewart
produces on an annual basis. It shows the troop strength on a monthly time frame so we know how many soldiers are at Fort Stewart on
any given month. A snap shot of April 1, 2010 indicates that its population was about 8,000 which included those families that lived in
post housing. Once the soldiers all returned, that number on September 1, 2010 was approximately 20,000 or a difference of over 12,000
people.

The Army’s deployment rotation is normally 9 to 12 months depending on the mission. These units deploy and then come back to the
same base of origination. A home station is established, they leave and return. There is a rule already in place by the Bureau, Number 9
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(c) that is established for U.S. military personnel on U.S. military vessels (Navel) with a U.S. homeport. These personnel are counted at the
onshore U.S. residence where they live and sleep most of the time. If they have no onshore U.S. residence, they are counted at their
vessel’s homeport.” It is our direct feeling that all military personnel, regardless of their branch affiliation, should be handled and counted
in the same manner.

In closing, the disproportionate treatment in this count methodology has and will result in direct economic loss to the county as many grant
opportunities are affected. We cannot control the timing of deployments but must maintain a consistent level of service during their
occurrences. We only get one shot every ten years to accurately reflect the impacts and needs of our community. Please consider changing
the current rule to be consistent with all branches of the service.

cl8 I am a senior citizen and witnessed the growth in the 1990’s of ten (10) new prisons built in ‘depressed areas’ of New York State, during a
time when crime was actually going down! Yes, it provided more jobs BUT ... WHAT IT’S ALSO DONE ... is given greater population
numbers to (political) representatives in those districts ... thus the obvious imbalance of political clout! Well over 95% of the number of
inmates in those prisons did not come from those districts and therefore, those numbers should not be considered in any census count ...
unless (perhaps) counted in the districts where they came from. However, given the fact that once they’re released, they can’t vote anyway
... then just simply subtract their numbers from the district they’re housed at!

cl9 I am writing in response to your May 20 federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations.

A lot of people from my community end up in prison, and it’s not fair that they get counted as if
they were residents of the prison town instead of at home with us. Giving our political power to
people who want to lock up more of our community members just doesn’t make sense.

Because I believe in a population count that accurately represents my community, I urge you to
count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they
happen to be located at on Census day.

c20 In 2010, the U.S. Census Bureau counted deployed service members as part of the population of their home of record. During this time,
there were approximately 10,000 service members stationed at Fort Campbell who were deployed from the installation at the time of the
census. Furthermore, over 250,000 United States military personnel were temporarily deployed overseas in support of contingency
operations, or for other short-term missions. Home of record is generally defined as the permanent home at the time of entry or re-
enlistment into the Armed Forces as included in personnel files; when a deployment ends, soldiers return to their home base- not their
original home town or home of record.

This once a decade head count sets a baseline population upon which annual estimates are based for the next ten years. Many federal and
state assistance programs use formulas based on the decennial census or derivatives from the decennial census data. With the current
methodology, the communities in which these service members reside prior to deployment are deprived of potentially large sums of federal
and state funding.

By using the last duty station to count deployed service members the 2020 Census data will depict a more accurate representation of where
the deployed service members live prior to deployment and in return allow the communities where these service members live access to

more funding to provide services and programs for the military members and their dependents during the following ten year period.

Thank you for consideration of this request.

c21 In 2010, the U.S. Census Bureau counted deployed service members as part of the population of their home of record. During this time,
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there were approximately 10,000 service members stationed at Fort Campbell who were deploved from the installation at the time of the
census. Furthermore, over 250,000 United States military personnel were temporarily deployed overseas in support of contingency
operations, or for other short-term missions. Home of record is generally defined as the permanent home at the time of entry or re-
enlistment into the Armed Forces as included in personnel files; when a deployment ends, soldiers return to their home base- not their
original home town or home of record.

This once a decade head count sets a baseline population upon which annual estimates are based for the next ten years. Many federal and
state assistance programs use formulas based on the decennial census or derivatives from the decennial census data. With the current
methodology, the communities in which these service members reside prior to deployment are deprived of potentially large sums of federal
and state funding.

By using the last duty station to count deployed service members the 2020 Census data will depict a more accurate representation of where
the deployed service members live prior to deployment and in return allow the communities where these service members live access to

more funding to provide services and programs for the military members and their dependents during the following ten year period.

Thank you for consideration of this request.

c22 In 2010, the U.S. Census Bureau counted deployed service members as part of the population of their home of record. During this time,
there were approximately 10,000 service members stationed at Fort Campbell who were deployed from the installation at the time of the
census. Furthermore, over 250,000 United States military personnel were temporarily deployed overseas in support of contingency
operations, or for other short-term missions. Home of record is generally defined as the permanent home at the time of entry or re-
enlistment into the Armed Forces as included in personnel files; when a deployment ends, soldiers return to their home base- not their
original home town or home of record.

This once a decade head count sets a baseline population upon which annual estimates are based for the next ten years. Many federal and
state assistance programs use formulas based on the decennial census or derivatives from the decennial census data. With the current
methodology, the communities in which these service members reside prior to deployment are deprived of potentially large sums of federal
and state funding.

By using the last duty station to count deployed service members the 2020 Census data will depict a more accurate representation of where
the deployed service members live prior to deployment and in return allow the communities where these service members live access to

more funding to provide services and programs for the military members and their dependents during the following ten year period.

Thank you for consideration of this request.

c23 I am a volunteer in the Massachusetts Prison system. [ submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). I urge you to count incarcerated people at their
home address, rather than at the particular facility where they happen to be housed on Census day.

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. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of those people who live near them.

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 1 believe in a population count that accurately represents
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communities, | urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c24 I'm writing in response to your federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20,
2015).

So many individuals in my state of Florida end up in prison. But they are not counted as if they are residents of their home town but as
residents of some far off town- which in fact is mostly rural-meaning town's with very little of our state's population.

Therefore we are now "giving" our political power to these individuals-those who benefit highly from incarcerating most individuals--
as our society's solution to problems that we "all” face. Does this serve the "best” interest of "one and all” or rather the interests of a few
select?

Turge you therefore, to count incarcerated people in their home town, and not in some distant rural town where the facility is located
"on" that particular Census Day!

c25 Justice Strategies is submitting this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). Justice Strategies urges you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather
than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

Justice Strategies conducts research on criminal justice and immigration detention issues and supports advocates who seek practical policy
solutions and more humane, effective and safe alternatives to the massive and unprecedented incarceration levels that has made the United
States number one among all nations for the number of people it places in jails and prisons. 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. Since then, the nation’s incarcerated population has more than quadrupled to over two million
people, the vast majority of whom will ultimately return to their home communities. The manner in which this population is counted now
has huge implications for the accuracy of the Census, and more importantly the very nature of what it means to be a representative
democracy.

In order to ensure the proper apportionment of local representatives to our national Congress, Article 1 Sec. 2 of the United States
Constitution calls for the enumeration of the population every ten years. The "usual residence” rule violates the spirit, if not the letter, of
this constitutional principle, by counting people in correctional facilities as residence of political jurisdictions where neither they, their
families, nor their fellow community members are likely to live, and from which their political interests are not represented.

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. Today, the growth in the prison population requires the Census to update its methodology, not only to safeguard the accuracy of
the Census, but the political interests of the people of the United States as well.

The inaccuracies inherent in the "usual residence’ rule are not just problematic for the proper apportionment of political representation at
the national level. States rely heavily on the accuracy of the US Census to do much the same, sometimes with peculiar results. In Illinois,
for example, 60% of incarcerated people have their home residences in Cook County (Chicago), vet the Bureau counted 99% of them as if
they resided outside Cook County. In New York State, after the 2000 Census, seven state senate districts only met population requirements
because the Census counted incarcerated people as if they were upstate residents.

New York State passed legislation to adjust the population data after the 2010 Census to count incarcerated people at home for redistricting
purposes. However, New York is not the only State taking such action. Three other states (California, Delaware, and Maryland) are taking
a similar state-wide approach. Additionally, over 200 counties and municipalities individually adjust population data to avoid prison
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gerrymandering when drawing their local government districts.

Although these ad hoc measures by localities and states are appropriate and necessary adjustments to the inaccuracies inherent in the US
Census Bureau's application of the "usual residence” rule, they are neither efficient nor universally implementable. The Massachusetts
legislature concluded that its state constitution did not allow it to pass similar legislation. The Massachusetts legislature sent the Bureau 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). We urge the same.

Justice Strategies believes in a population count that accurately represents communities. The accuracy of the US Census is a critically
important linchpin of our democracy. We strongly urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

c26 As a member of the board of directors of the Prison Policy Initiative, and as a resident of a state in which the current Residence Rule
distorted election district boundaries, I submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding proposed
changes to the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as outlined in 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015).

By designating a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau concentrated a population that is disproportionately
male, urban, and Black or Latino into 5,393 census blocks that are located far from the actual homes of incarcerated people. When the PL
94-171 data are used for redistricting purposes, as is almost always the case, prison populations unfairly inflate the political power of
people who live near prisons.

In my home state of North Carolina, two counties removed the prison populations tabulated in the PL 94-171 data when they conducted
redistricting for local government, thereby avoiding inflating the political clout of people who lived in the county districts that contained
the prisons. On the other hand, one county commission district and school district in Granville County, NC is heavily underpopulated due
to the county’s decision to rely on the PL 94-171 data for redistricting, which counted the people incarcerated in the county as if they
resided in the county. (Granville County is home to a massive federal prison complex, the population of which was included in county
election district redistricting and state legislative district redistricting.) The former are examples of the lengths to which local governments
must go to adjust data effected by the Residence Rule, and the latter is an example of the political distortion that the Residence Rule causes
when local governments rely on the PL 94-171 data provided by the Census Bureau.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to the Residence Rule and Residence Situations. As a board member
of an organization that has been studying the effect of the Residence Rule on prison populations and redistricting for more than a decade,
and as a resident of a state in which the Residence Rule impacts election district boundaries, 1 respectfully urge the Census Bureau to count
incarcerated people as residents of their last home address.

c27 [ am writing in response to your May 20th federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

1 think you should strongly consider revising the policy with regard to where general quarters populations are counted, particularly
prisoners. Prisoners are often short term residents in correctional facilities with ongoing and permanent ties to their original homes. They
are part of communities where they come from. When they are counted as living in prisons, and not in their real communities, it does
damage to those communities. This damage occurs when federal and local officials use census data to make policy decisions, and to draw
district maps. It dilutes the representation the home communities and increases the representation of the district with the prison.
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Further people living in prisons are disproportionately black and hispanic. When you count all of those black and hispanic people in their
facilities, rather than their homes, you weaken the black and hispanic vote. This is bad for democracy.

We live in a country with two million incarcerated people. We cannot continue distorting our democracy by misplacing all two million of
them.

c28 We are public health physicians who have retired from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

We submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau's Federal Register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence
Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). Our comments are based on public health analysis.

We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular correctional facility where they are located on
Census Day.

By designating a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau place the incarcerated people, who are
disproportionately male, urban, and African-American or Latino, into the 5,393 Census blocks of the prisons where they are held, which
are located far from the actual homes of the incarcerated people. When these data are used for Congressional redistricting, the incarcerated
people increase the political power of the districts where prisons are located. At the same time, the political power of the home
communities of the incarcerated people is diminished.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to count everyone in the
right.

Because we believe in a population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents at
their home addresses.

c29 The New Jersey Tenants Organization (NJTO) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding
the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home
address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The NJTO is the oldest, largest statewide tenant membership organization in the United States. Over the last 46 years, NJTO has changed
New Jersey from one of the worst states for tenants to (arguably) the best. NJTO has been successful in establishing the basic rights of
tenants to organize and be treated as human beings with the right to safe, healthy, and affordable homes, rather than just lessees at the
mercy of lessors. We have also been the driving force behind the movement for municipal rent control in New Jersey.

But our efforts to ensure fair tenant laws are hindered when communities are shortchanged on representation. When the Bureau routinely
publishes redistricting data that counts our incarcerated residents as if they lived across the state, it shifts political power, and consequently
shifts our legislature’s priorities.

We commend the Bureau for striving to count everyone in the right place and thank you for this opportunity to comment on the residence
rules. NJTO believes our state, and the nation, needs a population count that accurately represents all communities, so we urge you to count
mcarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c30 In 2010, the U.S. Census Bureau counted deployed service members as part of the population of their home of record. During this time,
there were approximately 10,000 service members stationed at Fort Campbell who were deployed from the installation at the time of the
census. Furthermore, over 250,000 United States military personnel were temporarily deployed overseas in support of contingency
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operations, or for other short-term missions. Home of record is generally defined as the permanent home at the time of entry or re-
enlistment into the Armed Forces as included in personnel files; when a deployment ends, soldiers return to their home base- not their
original home town or home of record.

This once a decade head count sets a baseline population upon which annual estimates are based for the next ten years. Many federal and
state assistance programs use formulas based on the decennial census or derivatives from the decennial census data. With the current
methodology, the communities in which these service members reside prior to deployment are deprived of potentially large sums of federal
and state funding.

By using the last duty station to count deployed service members the 2020 Census data will depict a more accurate representation of where
the deployed service members live prior to deployment and in return allow the communities where these service members live access to

more funding to provide services and programs for the military members and their dependents during the following ten year period.

Thank you for consideration of this request.

c31 Colorado-CURE submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

We at Colorado-CURE are interested in ending prison gerrymandering/ensuring equal representation in the entire United States. We are a
25 year old criminal justice organization in Colorado.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 1985, Colorado had less than 3,400 people in state prisons, by 2012 that figure was 20,462. As a percentage of our total
population over that same time period, Colorado's incarceration rate has quadrupled. 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 Colorado population that is
disproportionately male, urban, and African-American, Latino or Native American into less than two dozen facilities that are typically
located far from the actual homes of incarcerated people.

Because Colorado has not passed legislation like California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York to adjust the Census' population totals to
count incarcerated people at home for state legislative' redistricting purposes, this flawed data distorts the legislative redistricting process in
Colorado.

However unlike some other states, our state does not contain any instances of prison gerrymandering at the county level because our
legislature had the forethought in 2002 to pass Senate Bill 02-007, an Act Concerning County Commissioner Redistricting which requires
(emphasis added):

Each district shall be as nearly equal in population as possible based on the most recent federal census of the United States minus the
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number of persons serving a sentence of detention or confinement in any correctional facility in the county as indicated in the statistical
report of the Department of Corrections for the most recent fiscal year.

Each district shall be as nearly equal in population as possible based on the most recent federal census of the United
States minus the number of persons serving a sentence of detention or confinement in any correctional facility in
the county as indicated in the statistical report of the Department of Corrections for the most recent fiscal year.

(This statute only applies to county redistricting, but my understanding is that all of the relevant cities in Colorado that contain large
correctional facilities have chosen to adjust their redistricting data in similar ways.)

We urge you to bring uniformity and simplicity to this process by counting incarcerated people at home in the next Census.
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 Colorado-CURE believes in a population count that
accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c32 Ohio Voice submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence
Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). Ohio Voice urges you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

We are the Ohio affiliate of State Voices, Ohio Voice which represents a diverse group of 5013c organizations that support civic
engagement, fair representation and engagement and empowerment of underrepresented communities. We have long held a particular
interest in fair representation in legislative bodies. The current system of counting incarcerated people, as a part of a legislative district
where the prison is located skews and in no way is method for ensuring equal representation.

American demographics and living situations have changed 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. The
number of incarcerated people currently is over two million people. 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 Ohio, this process added more than 9000 people to a district by counting the prison population and this is only one example.

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. This ad hoc approach is neither efficient nor universality implementable.

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. Because Ohio Voice believes in a population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated
people as residents of their home address.
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¢33 The League of Women Voters of Wisconsin submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The League supports equality in representation for all citizens in our state. In 2010 we supported legislation to amend our state constitution
to exclude incarcerated, disenfranchised felons from the enumeration of population for the purposes of apportionment and redistricting of
legislative, county and certain other district offices. We believe this resolution is an important step in achieving equality. However, we
noted at the time that it would be preferable if the U.S. Census Bureau would change the way it counts incarcerated offenders.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 past 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.

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. For example, Wisconsin has historically drawn legislative districts so that their population-sizes are within 2% of the average. But
by counting incarcerated individuals as part of the districts in which they are incarcerated, Wisconsin awards greater political
representation to districts with prisons than to those without them. To make matters worse, many of the incarcerated individuals are
disenfranchised, which reduces the number of eligible voters in the prison districts and magnifies the influence of their vote.

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 in their home district, and over 200 counties and municipalities all individually adjust population data to
avoid prison gerrymandering when drawing their local government districts.

While this strategy lessens the problem in those four states, such an ad hoc approach is not an efficient solution overall nor will it work in
every state. 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. 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).

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 the League of Women Voters of Wisconsin believes in a
population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c34 On behalf of the State of North Carolina, we have read the 2020 Decennial Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations Federal
Register notice of May 20, 2015. We are grateful that the Census Bureau has demonstrated a continuing commitment to producing accurate
data to support state government, business, and public needs. We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the residence rules
used in conducting the decennial census.
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The current Census residency rules do not count the deployed military in the military communities where they usually reside: During
emergency deployments this process produces flawed data that harms funding and planning in military communities. Deployed military
populations must be counted in the county of the military community in which they usually reside. For these reasons, North Carolina
recommends the following changes to the Census residency rules for deployed military populations:

1. Assign Last Duty Station as the primary residency field from the Defense Manpower Data Center records for deployed military. This
will allocate deployed military to their supporting community, is consistent with Census counting of group quarters populations at
their group quarters community, and efficiently uses established administrative records resources already used by the Census Bureau.

2. Count deployed spouses with their families. Local experience in 2010 suggests that families of deployed spouses were confused by
Census instructions and did not complete their Census form, increasing the undercount of population in military communities.
Changing the residency rule and instructions to count deployed spouses with their family will simplify Census participation, reduce
confusion, improve data quality, and count the deployed military in their usual place of residence.

3. Work with military bases, including National Guard and Reserve facilities, to locate more accurate administrative records for counting
deployed military in their communities.

4. Use administrative records to provide socioeconomic characteristic information on the deployed military population.

Census data is vital to policy, service, and economic development of communities. Changing residency rules for deployed military
populations to count these populations within a county is consistent with Census processes for other types of group quarters and provides
more accurate information for military communities. We appreciate the value of reliable data, and North Carolina is committed to working
with the Census Bureau to improve the quality of this valuable resource.

¢35 [ am submitting this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence
Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). I urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility
in which they happen to be located on Census day.

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
originating home communities are then penalized due to the way the census is tabulated.

The growth in the prison population over the past decades necessitates the Census Bureau to update its methodology, as it relates to
carcerated 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. When you count incarcerated people
in districts as legitimate constituents, it awards people who live close to the prison more of say in government than everybody else.

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

000025
22

BC-DOC-0000010880



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.

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. 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. 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).

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. I urge you to count incarcerated people as residents
of their home address.

c36

The Correctional Association of New York (CA) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their
home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The CA is an independent, non-profit organization founded by concerned citizens in 1844 and granted unique authority by the NY State
Legislature to inspect prisons and to report its findings and recommendations to the legislature, the public and the press. Utilizing a
strategic model of research, policy analysis, prison monitoring, coalition building, leadership development and advocacy, the CA strives to
make the administration of justice in New York State more fair, efficient and humane. The CA’s three principal programs - the Prison
Visiting Project, the Women in Prison Project and the Juvenile Justice Project - work to stop the ineffective use of incarceration to address
social, economic and public health problems; advocate for humane prison conditions; empower people directly affected by incarceration to
become leaders; and promote transparency and accountability in the criminal and juvenile justice systems.

Ending mass incarceration requires fair representation, but the Census Bureau’s current methodology systematically shifts political power
to legislators with large incarcerated populations in their districts. This “constituent” bonus incentivizes legislators to support maintaining
bloated prison populations.

But this wasn’t always a problem; as you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 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.

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
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people.

When this data is 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, our state passed legislation to adjust the population data after the 2010
Census to count incarcerated people at home for redistricting purposes.

While we and three other states (and over 200 counties and municipalities) all individually adjust population data to avoid prison
gerrymandering, it makes far more sense for the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at home, accurately counting incarcerated
people nation-wide.

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 the Correctional Association believes in a population count
that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c37 I am writing concerning Federal Register Notice [ Docket Number 150409353-5353-01] requesting comments regarding the 2020
Decennial Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

I wish to begin by saying that these residence rules, developed through the Bureau’s extensive experience through many decennial
censuses, should remain as they are stated in the above referenced notice.

I am particularly concerned about proposals to adjust group quarters residence rules for those incarcerated in prisons. The primary rule
governing decennial census counts is that the enumeration should represent a "snapshot" of where persons are residing on Census Day, not
where they formerly resided. Such adjustments will only open the door to further manipulation of the census counts to suit the sociological
and political goals of persons proposing such rule changes.

Furthermore, these changes could embroil the Bureau in political conflicts and decrease the confidence of the American public in the
neutrality of the decennial census process. It could also decrease the participation rate in the enumeration with faulty census information.
There may be a possibility that these adjustments could alter the numbers determining the reapportionment of the seats of the U. S. House
among the States, and bring on unnecessary litigation.

In 2010 Decennial Census process (New York, Maryland and Delaware) demonstrated that the procedures used yielded questionable
results and, in some cases allocating inmate counts to general, rather that specific locations due to lack of sufficient information. It is also
notable that the three states which engaged in prison adjustment in 2011 are Democrat-controlled states, and this adjustment would not
have been done were it not advantageous to the party in power. Once again, the Bureau should not act as an agent for increasing partisan
advantage.

The Bureau will have to deal with the issue that adjustment of individual counts for group quarter, from where they resided on Census Day
to their former residence, may involve moving these counts to other states.

Because of the expense and complexity of initiating this process on a nationwide basis, [ believe such adjustments should be left up to the
individual states, and not be imposed by the Federal Government.

For these reasons, 1 oppose changes to the residence rules stated in the Federal Register notice, and urge the Bureau to readopt the
previous rules. What is the MOTIVE behind changing it in the first place?!

c38 I am submitting this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence
Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). I urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility
where they happen to be located on Census day.

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
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people. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of those people who live near them, and take away the
ability of people in the incarcerated peoples’ home neighborhoods to fully participate in our democracy. This disturbs me hugely as a
citizen.

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 I believe in a population count that accurately represents
communities, [ urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c39

Common Cause in Connecticut submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau 's federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than
at the particular facility where they happen to be located on Census day.

Common Cause is an organization dedicated to strengthening our laws to protect voting rights and to ensuring that every voter has an equal
say in our elections. Using the Census counts to draw state and local legislative districts enhances the weight of a vote cast by people who
live near prisons at the expense of everyone else in the state or county.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 as 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.

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 Connecticut this resulted in the majority-white residents of 7 State House districts getting significantly more representation in the
legislature because each of their districts included at least 1,000 incarcerated African Americans and Latinos from other parts of the state.

For example, State House District 59, (Enfield) claimed more than 3,300 African Americans and Latinos as constituents. But 72% of the
African Americans and 60% of Latinos were not actually residents of the district, but rather were temporarily incarcerated in the Enfield,
Willard, and Robinson Correctional Institutions.

The resulting dilution of African-American and Latino political power was not limited to the 59th district: 86% of the state's prison cells
are located in disproportionately white house districts.

We have been working to pass state legislation to end this problem in the state but the U.S. Census could do this nationwide.
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.
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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. 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 312014 and the House of Representatives on August 14, 2014).

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 believes in a population count that
accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c40 As a former member of Maine Regional School Unit 13’s Board of Directors I submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s
federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). [ urge you to count
incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

As a former elected representative, I am keenly aware that democracy, at its core, rests on equal representation. And equal representation,
in turn, rests on an accurate count of our population.

Our Regional School Unit (RSU 13) uses a weighted voting system to apportion votes among the member towns. When we two districts
consolidated to make one, we based the weighted vote system on Census Bureau estimates for 2006, we relied on Census data that counted
the people incarcerated at the Maine State Prison as if they resided in the town of Thomaston. The prisoners had been moved to a
neighboring town of Warren three years prior. This most unfortunate result gave every nine people in Thomaston as much of a say over
our children’s education as 10 residents from the other towns. This was a classic case of vote dilution.

To some, this may seem like an academic discussion, but the distorted vote allocation has serious practical legislative consequences. In
2011, for example, a very narrow vote by the RSU 13 Board moved my town of St. George’s 8th graders to an 8th and 9th grade school in
Thomaston. (We have since withdrawn from the school district and this was a catalyst) The supporters of the school shift prevailed only
because the representatives from Thomaston were able to cast additional votes because of the Census prisoner misallocation. It was tough
to explain to my constituents why their vote was equal to that of somebody incarnated in Warren, but perhaps from New York. Simply
put, it wasn’t and isn’t fair to the population to dilute the vote this way. I worked tirelessly to correct this matter, but it wasn’t until
petitions, and motions were filed trying to fix this, and finally the new number from the Census Bureau arrived. It wasn’t until the new
numbers arrived that this problem was finally corrected, but the damage was done.

The RSU 13 eventually redistricted again, and this time, adjusted the Bureau's data but our reliance on the Bureau’s data in the past left
lasting harms. And while we solved the problem oursclves, albeit through a long drawn out exercise, and continue to apply our band-aid
solution in the future, I doubt we’re the only ones whose democratic institutions would benefit from more accurate data coming straight
from the Census Bureau.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on your residence rules, all the work you do, and I urge you to count incarcerated people as
residents of their home address.

c4l I write in response to your May 20 federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations. Thank for giving the
public a chance to contribute on this matter because it is one that I feel strongly about.

1 believe in a population count that accurately represents my community, I urge you therefore to count incarcerated people at their home
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address, rather than at the facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

For example a lot of people from New York City end up incarcerated in Dannemora, N.Y.S. From your Census count of 2010, as you now
count it, we know Dannemora has 3, 936 residents. But that at least 2,800 of those “residents” are incarcerated men in the Clinton
Correctional Facility in Dannemora.

1 lived, voted, and paid my taxes in New York City when a member of my community was incarcerated in Clinton Correctional Facility in
Dannemora for several years.

Neither he, nor any of his peers who came from N.Y.C. ever felt they were democratically represented by political representatives from
that region. Quite simply, the political concerns of people living in N.Y.C. are very different from those of rural upstate Dannemora.

I give a tiny example from our personal experience to show how unjust the situation is as it stands. I do this because [ know our situation is
not unique.

One weekend when visiting said community member, I was walking back from the facility to my overnight accommodation across from
the outside wall of the prison. I put some candy wrapper I had in a garbage can and walked on. [ heard someone shouting, but thought
nothing of it. The shouting continued and continued. I finally looked about and realized the shouting was indeed directed at me. It was a
prison guard on duty high up on the tower in the prison. He told me to take my garbage out of the garbage bin because it was a private
garbage bin, not for public use. I excused myself and did so, and then I asked him where I might find a public garbage bin. He thought for
a moment, and then he said there were no pubic garbage bins in Dannemora. 1 asked what should I do with my garbage as [ had come from
NY for the weekend... He replied "Take it back to New York City with you'.

Ms. Humes, every weekend at least 100 people from N.Y.C. visit loved ones in Dannamora. The economy of Dannemora and surrounds
receives millions yearly as a result of our loved ones being incarcerated there.

Right now the Census Bureau recognizes Clinton Correctional Facility as the “residence” to 1000’s of men from New York City. Over the
years that is a count of several thousands of men from New York City who were or are counted as being "residents” of Dannemora.

But the political representation for our loved ones incarcerated in Dannemora did not reach to include the availability of one garbage bin
being on the street for use by their families when visiting them in their “residence” in Dannemora.

This is only one tiny example. Most respectfully, one does not need to be a social nor political scientist to see this is not fair
representation.

c42 I urge you to revise your procedures for including incarcerated people in future U.S. Censuses. The figures for incarcerated people are
basic to redistricting and in areas with high prison populations, districts become unequal in voting eligible population when people who
cannot vote are included in the census.

In my state, Arizona, for example, there are districts with much higher prison populations than other districts. Some of the prisons are
explicitly for the purpose of housing non-citizens waiting determination of status. None of these people are eligible to register to vote, yet
they must be included in determining the size of the district.

Further, incarcerated people are generally disproportionately members of minority groups. Since redistricting calls for fair representation
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of minorities in districts, counting the prison population who live in otherwise largely non-minority districts leads to unfair results. 1
recommend that you count these people as living at their home address, not their residential address.

In the case of non-citizens, they should not be listed as residents of the prison area There are a few large incarceration centers in Arizona
established for the explicit purpose of housing non-citizens, but they are currently included when counting total population and minority
population. This makes minority representation in a few districts highly misleading when redistricting since they cannot vote, both
because of their citizenship status and their incarceration status.

Thank you for your consideration.

c43 Family Reconciliation Center (formerly Reconciliation, Inc.) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register
notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at
their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

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. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of those people who live near them.

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 Family Reconciliation Center believes in a population
count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

cd4 International Citizens United for Rehabilitation of Errants (CURE) and its state and issue chapters submit this comment in response to the
Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015).
International CURE urges you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to
be located at on Census day.

International CURE 1s a grassroots organization dedicated to the reduction of crime through the reform of the criminal justice system
(especially prison reform.). Although we are now an international organization, we were founded in Texas in 1972 and our US National
and state chapters remain at the core of our mission. We write to you now on behalf of and in conjunction with those chapters because we
are concerned about the U.S. Census Bureau's role, however unintentional it might be, in tilting the US electoral system in favor of those
who support mass incarceration and against those who seek a just criminal justice system.

By counting incarcerated people as if a prison cell were their residence, the Census Bureau counts incarcerated people, who are
disproportionately male, urban, and African-American or Latino, in the wrong place. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons
inflate the political power of those people who live near them and dilute the votes of everyone else.

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. Because International CURE believes in a population count that accurately represents all communities, we urge you to count
incarcerated people as residents of their home address in the decennial census.

cds I am writing in response to your May 20 federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

A lot of people from my community end up in prison, and it’s not fair that they get counted as if they were residents of the prison town
instead of at home with us.
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Giving our political power to people who want to lock up more of our community members just doesn’t make sense. Because I believe in a
population count that accurately represents my community, [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

cd6 The League of Women Voters of the Northwoods submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their
home address, rather than at the particular facility where they happen to be located on Census day.

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 the incarcerated
people. For example, Wisconsin has historically drawn legislative districts so that their population-sizes are within 2% of the average. But
by counting incarcerated individuals as part of the districts in which they are incarcerated, Wisconsin awards greater political
representation to districts with prisons than to those without them. To make matters worse, the incarcerated individuals are disenfranchised.
The number of eligible voters in the prison districts are reduced and the influence of the voters in the district is magnified. When this data
is used for redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of the people who live near them.

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 League of Women Voters of the Northwoods believes in a
population count that accurately represents communities and the principles of one person, one vote, we urge you to count incarcerated
people as residents of their home address.

c47 The League of Women Voters of Dane County (Wisconsin) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register
notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at
their home address, rather than at the particular facility where they happen to be located on Census day.

By designating a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau concentrated a population that is disproportionately
male, urban, and minority 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, it removes power, influence, and financial resources from the neighborhoods from which this population
comes and to which this population will return.

Thank you for the 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 the League of Women Voters of Dane County (Wisconsin)
believes in a population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home
address.

c48 Californians United for a Responsible Budget (CURB) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their
home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

As a statewide coalition of over 70 organizations, CURB is working to stop prison and jail construction, reduce the amount of people
inside, and reinvest the saved resources into alternatives to incarceration, education, and restoring the social safety net.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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.
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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
mmplications 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 California, this resulted in Los Angeles County being misrepresented. Los Angeles County contains 28% of California’s
population, yet it only contains 3% of California’s state prison cells. In other words, few persons are incarcerated in Los Angeles County
compared to the number of persons incarcerated that come from this county, which is 34%. According to the 2010 U.S. Census Summary,
Blacks make up only 6% percent of California’s total population, yet they make up 27% of the incarcerated population.

Currently, four states (California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York) are taking a statewide 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, for example, concluded that the
state constitution did not allow 1t to pass similar legislation, so it sent the Bureau a resolution in 2014 urging the Bureau 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).

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 CURB believes in a population count that accurately
represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c49 I am writing in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations 80FR28950
( May 20, 2015). We are a church which is a community of faith by and for prisoners. They and their families become members. We
network with prisoners during their incarceration and after their release. Over the years we have been involved in the movement to have
prisoners counted for the Census at their home addresses rather than in the facility where they are located.

For years district leaders and legislators in New York State have fought to have new prisms built in their district so that the prison
population would add to the population of that district. Some districts would not exist if it were not for counting the prisoners.
Prisons inflate the political power of those who reside there and minimize the power of those who live in the urban centers—who are
chiefly African American and Latino,

The practice of prison gerrymandering when government districts are drawn must stop.

Thank you for the 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.

We at the Church of Gethsemane believe in a population count that accurately represents communities. We are asking you to count
incarcerated people as residents of their home addresses.

c50 I am writing in response to your May 20 federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.
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A lot of people from Dallas County end up in prison, and it’s not fair that they get counted as if they were residents of the prison town
nstead of at home with us. Giving our political power to people who want to lock up more of our community members just doesn’t make
sense.

Because I believe in a population count that accurately represents my community, I urge you to count incarcerated people at their home
address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

c51

Legal Services for Prisoners with Children (LSPC) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). LSPC urges you to count incarcerated people at
their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

Founded in 1978, Legal Services for Prisoners with Children (LSPC) enjoys a long history advocating for the civil and human rights of
people in prison, their loved ones and the broader community. Our vision of public safety is more than a lock and key. We believe that the
escalation of tough-on-crime policies over the past three decades has not made us safer. We believe that in order to build truly safe and
healthy communities we must ensure that all people have access to adequate housing, quality health care and education, healthy food,
meaningful work and the ability to fully participate in the democratic process, regardless of their involvement with the criminal justice
system.

California law says a prison cell is not a residence. “A person does not gain or lose a domicile solely by reason of his or her presence or
absence from a place while ... kept in an almshouse, asylum or prison.” (California Elections Code § 2025.) But a longstanding flaw in the
Census counts incarcerated people as residents of the prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t a part of the surrounding
community. When legislators claim people incarcerated in their districts are legitimate constituents, they award people who live close to
the prisons more say in government and dilute the representation of everyone else. This is bad for democracy.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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.

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. For example, Los Angeles County contains 28% of California’s overall population, and 34% of the state’s prisoners’ population.
However, few prisoners are actually incarcerated in Los Angeles, which contains only 3% of California state prison cells. The
consequences include, counting thousands of incarcerated men and women as members of the wrong communities and enhancing the
political clout of the people who live near prisons. (California 2010 Census Guide. Peter Wagner, Mar. 2010. Web. 08 July 2015.)

Another problem with the prison population in California is the racial disparities between Whites, African Americans, and Latinos.
African Americans are over-represented in the prison and jails population; African Americans represent 7% of our population but 27% are
incarcerated. Hispanics are also over-represented in California prisons and jails; Hispanics represent 38% of our total population and 41%
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are incarcerated. Compared to Whites who are underrepresented in California Prisons and jails; White make up 40% of our population but
represent 26% of the incarcerated population. 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. The
Census Bureau needs to improve the accuracy of the data about the African-American and Latino population. (Wagner, Peter. “California
Profile, Prison Policy Initiative.” California Profile. N.p., n.d. Web. 08 July 2015.)

Currently, four states (California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York) are taking a statewide approach to adjust the Census’s 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, 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. 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).

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. LSPC believes in a population count that accurately represents
communities, O we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c52 I am writing in response to your May 20 federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

A lot of people from my community end up in prison, and it’s not fair that they get counted as if they were residents of the prison town
instead of at home with us. Giving our political power to people who want to lock up more of our community members just doesn’t make
sense.

Because I believe in a population count that accurately represents my community, I urge you to count incarcerated people at their home
address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

c53 Voice of the Ex-Offender (V.O.T.E.) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

We at V.O.T.E. are interested in ending prison gerrymandering/ensuring equal representation in the entire United States. We are a
membership-based organization founded and run by formerly incarcerated persons, and we believe that the communities that our members
come from are the ones most impacted by the malapportionrnent that prison gerrymandering causes.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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, due to
the massive growth in the prison population, the Census needs 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. In 1980,
there were less than 10,000 people incarcerated in Louisiana, but by 2012, there were approximately 40,000 people incarcerated in the state
of Louisiana alone. New Orleans, where V.O.T E. is located, incarcerates more people per capita than anywhere in the world. As a result,

the manner in which the incarcerated is counted has huge implications for the accuracy of the Census and for the political representation of
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the communities hardest hit by incarceration. In fact, over half of Louisiana's state prison population comes from just four parishes:
Orleans, Caddo, East Baton Rouge, and Jefferson.

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 facilities that are typically located far from the actual homes of incarcerated people.

Because Louisiana has not passed legislation like California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York to adjust the Census' population totals to
count incarcerated people at home for state legislative redistricting purposes, this flawed data distorts the legislative redistricting process at
the state and, even more so, at the local level. For example, twelve of Louisiana's State House Districts and ten of Louisiana's State Senate
Districts drawn after the 2010 Census fail to meet constitutional population requirements without prison populations. Locally, in Allen
Parish, a federal prison population is 66% of one district, and a state prison is 39% of another district. In Catahoula Parish, half of one
district is incarcerated, meaning five people in that district have as much voting power as ten people in any other one of Catahoula Parish's
districts.

We urge you to bring uniformity and simplicity to this process by counting incarcerated people at home in the next Census.

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 Voice of the Ex-Offender believes in a population count
that accurately represents communities, as we did in February 2013, we once again urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of
their home address.

c54 Colorado Common Cause submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule
and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). For purposes of the census, we urge you to count incarcerated people at their last-
listed home address, rather than at the particular facility where they happen to be incarcerated on Census Day.

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.

As with many other states, the majority of people incarcerated in Colorado’s prisons are convicted in urban counties but incarcerated in
prisons located in rural counties. 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 is a fundamental unfairness we seck to redress.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations. Because Colorado Common Cause believes
in a population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address
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on Census Day.

c55 This comment submission contains graphics and cannot be be displayed in this table. It is available as Appendix Attachment c35.

c56 Grassroots Leadership submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

Grassroots Leadership fights to end for-profit incarceration and reduce reliance on criminalization and detention through direct action,
organizing, research, and public education. We are interested in ensuring fair political representation for the communities hardest hit by
incarceration.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 nation’s incarcerated
population has more than quadrupled to over 2 million people. 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 Hlinois, 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.

When this data is 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 passed state legislation to adjust the population data after
the 2010 Census to count incarcerated people at home for redistricting purposes.

In addition to New York, three other states (California, Delaware, and Maryland) are taking a similar statewide approach, and over 200
counties and municipalities 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
Massachusetts 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. 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).

While Grassroots Leadership is a national organization, we have identified specific inaccuracies flowing from the Bureau’s current method
of counting incarcerated persons in the state of Texas, where we are based. In two districts (District 13 near Walker County and District 8
near Anderson County), almost 12% of each district’s 2000 Census population is incarcerated. As a result, each group of 88 actual
residents in these two districts is given as much political clout as 100 people elsewhere in Texas.
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In February 2013, we called upon the Census Bureau to change this practice, and we once again urge you to count incarcerated people as
residents of their home address, ensuring a population count that accurately represents all communities.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations and your work to count everyone in the right
place in light of changes in society and population realities.

c57 On behalf of my constituents, I am writing to support changing the Census Bureau’s residence rules to count incarcerated individuals at
their homes, rather than designating prisons as their “usual residences.”

As the prison population of the United States grows, it has become increasingly important to account for prisoners accurately in the
Census. Prisons are often located in areas that otherwise have low population densities, so counting prisoners as residents of those areas is
massively distorting. The current rule complicates the drawing of representative electoral districts, and it disproportionately misrepresents
the residence of minority men.

Counting prisoners at their home addresses is important in ¢nsuring they are represented in our democracy. Prisoners’ legal residence
remains their home address, and they usually return to that address when released. Those who can vote do so absentee using their home
address; under Michigan law, they remain electors in their home districts. As a legislator, I can assure you that most of my colleagues do
not treat prisoners brought into their districts as their constituents. Instead, prisoners are referred to the legislative office representing their
home address.

Michigan has done its best to keep misleading prison Census numbers from distorting redistricting, but the solution is far from perfect.
Problems have arisen regarding federal facilities, and Michigan’s policies are different from those used in other states. In order to ensure
that the same method is used to account for prisoners’ residences across the United States, I respectfully urge the Census Bureau to adjust
the residence rule to count prisoners in their home districts. This change will provide better data both for social science and for drawing the
electoral districts upon which our representative democracy depends.

c58 FairVote: The Center for Voting and Democracy submits these comments in response to the Census Bureau’s notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 Fed. Reg. 28950 (May 20, 2015) (the “Rule”). FairVote urges the Bureau to change the
Rule to count incarcerated people not as residents of the facility in which they are housed during the Census but as residents of their
home address or place of residence prior to incarceration.

FairVote 1s a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization founded in 1992 whose mission is to advocate for fairer political representation
through election reform. FairVote develops analysis and educational tools necessary to win and sustain improvements {o American
elections. FairVote is particularly dedicated to the principle of fair representation for every voter, and it works for reforms that
promote respect for every vote and every voice in every election.

As this comment describes, the problem of “prison gerrymandering” violates important democratic principles. Representatives are
most accountable to non-voting populations when they represent their actual residences — the communities that share values and
mterests with those populations. When a person is incarcerated and moved to a different location, it does not mean that the
representative in that location will be accountable to them; instead, it merely inflates the voting power of the community of voters in
that new location while diminishing the voting power of their own home community.

Under the current Rule, prison cells are designated as a residence. People who are incarcerated on Census Day are considered
residents of the facility in which they are housed, rather than their actual homes or places of residence. As a result, a large segment
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of the population is classified as residing away from their actual homes and communities. This population also happens to be
disproportionately male, urban, and African-American or Latino.

Since 1980, the United States’ incarcerated population has more than quadrupled from less than half a million to over two million
people. The rapid rise in the number of incarcerated people has major implications for the accuracy of the Census and,
consequently, the accuracy of electoral districts drawn using that data.

The skewed Census data resulting from the Rule affects our political system at every level of government. Most jurisdictions rely on
Census data to draw legislative districts with roughly equivalent populations. However, when the Census contains skewed residence
mformation, districts containing prisons may be considered “equal” in size despite containing fewer residents. As a result, voters in these
districts have more powerful votes than those of other districts. For example, in New York after the 2000 Census, seven state senate
districts only met population requirements because the Census counted incarcerated people as if they were actual residents of those
districts. This disparity led New York State to pass legislation to which adjusts Census data to count incarcerated people at home for
redistricting purposes.

The inclusion of incarcerated people as district residents has led several states, including New York, to take action. New York has
passed legislation which adjusts Census data to count incarcerated people at their actual or prior residences for the purposes of
redistricting. California, Delaware, and Maryland are also taking a similar state-wide approach. In addition, more than 200 counties
and municipalities have all individually adjusted population data to avoid artificially inflating the population of prison districts when
drawing their local government districts.

However, this type of stop-gap is neither efficient nor available for all jurisdictions. The Massachusetts legislature was unable to pass
legislation similar to that of New York after it concluded that the state constitution did not allow it. As a result, in 2014, the

Massachusetts legislature sent a resolution to the Bureau urging it to tabulate incarcerated persons at their home addresses. !

FairVote appreciates having the opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations. As the Bureau strives to count
all people in their proper place, FairVote urges that the Residence Rule and Residence Situations be amended to require counting
incarcerated people as residents of their home address or place of residence prior to incarceration.

! 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).

c59 I am writing, in both my personal capacity and as a coordinator of research groups on de/incarceration here at and in the
community in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950
(May 20, 2015).

Our members, situated in upstate and small town New York and active in local jail and prison research and teaching, urge the Census to
record incarcerated persons in their home, originating, districts. This is commonly couched in New York and elsewhere as an issue for
large cities, but as data on New York and other similar states would indicated, many prisoners return to small and rural towns—almost half
of New York’s released prisons return to “upstate” New York for example—well beyond the New York City metropolitan area.

If we want an accurate picture of the population we need to update the methodology of the Census. Some states have done this; it would be
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very critical for the Census to change the “usual residence” rule as well. A federal standard would, moreover, provide a common basis for
current state rulings which vary considerably.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

c60 Women Who Never Give-Up (“WWNG”) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). WWNG 1s a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that confronts a
wide range of criminal justice and prison-related issues. We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at
the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

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. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of those people who live near them.

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. Because WWNG believes in a population count that accurately represents all
communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c6l The Minnesota Second Chance Coalition submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau 's federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The Minnesota Second Chance Coalition is a partnership of over 50 organizations that advocate for fair and responsible laws, policies, and
practices that allow those who have committed crimes to redeem themselves, fully support themselves and their families, and contribute to
their communities to their full potential. An accurate count of incarcerated people is vital to ensuring fair representation that reflects our
communities and advances these goals.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 as 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.

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 Minnesota, this resulted in four state house districts that derive at least 3% of their required population from prisons located in
the district.

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.
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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. 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).

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 the Coalition believes in a population count that accurately
represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c62 The Council on Crime and Justice (The Council) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding
the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). The Council urges you to count incarcerated people at their
home address, rather than at the address of facility where they happen to be located on Census day.

The Council on Crime and Justice is a private, non-profit agency located in Minneapolis, M, that has been a leader in the field of criminal
and social justice for over 56 years. The Council provides an independent voice for a balanced approach to criminal justice. It has also
been at the forefront of many new programs in such areas as offender services, alternative sanctions, victim's rights, and restorative justice.
The Council 's work seeks a criminal justice system that is equitable and just, treats people with compassion and dignity, and allows for
second chances, creating a safe and thriving community.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 as 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.

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 Minnesota this resulted in four state house districts that derive at least 3% of their require population from prisons located in the
district.

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 universality 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. 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).
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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 [org name] believes in a population count that accurately
represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c63 The Criminal Justice Policy Coalition submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situation, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015).The Criminal Justice Policy Coalition urges you to count
incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

As a non-profit organization dedicated to the advancement of effective, just, and humane criminal justice policy in Massachusetts, the
Criminal Justice Policy Coalition has a significant interest in ending prison gerrymandering and ensuring equal representation. The current
Census Bureau policy of counting incarcerated people at their particular facility constitutes a violation of justice and democracy.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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.

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 Massachusetts, this resulted in roughly 10,000 people counted at their facility location rather than their actual home, which is
their legal address for other purposes.

Currently, four states (California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York) are taking a statewide 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.

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. 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). In following our state's initiative and the calls of other organizations
such as the Prison Policy Initiative, we, the Criminal Justice Policy Coalition, urge the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people at their
home address for the 2020 census.

The Prison Policy Initiative also has identified specific inaccuracies at both the state and local levels flowing from the Bureau’s current
method of counting incarcerated persons. Within Massachusetts, the most significant problems arise when towns rely on accurate data from
the Census Bureau to assign representatives for their representative town meeting government, but the towns unknowingly use skewed
numbers due to the Census Bureau methodology. For example, the town of Plymouth has a total of nine representative members, three of
which are directly attributable to the Plymouth County Correctional Facility. That is, 33% of the representatives come from the
mcarcerated population. The same 1s the case in the town of Ludlow, where 5 of the 15 precinct representatives are atiributable to the
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Hampden County Correctional Center. Additionally, the people incarcerated in the Bristol County House of Correction and Jail, Bristol
County Sheriff's Office Women's Center, and the C. Carlos Carreiro Immigration Detention Center account for 13 of the 44 representatives
(30%) at Dartmouth town meeting,

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 the Criminal Justice Policy Coalition believes in a
population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c64 The National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (NACDL) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal
register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). NACDL urges you to count
incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The NACDL encourages, at all levels of federal, state and local government, a rational and humane criminal justice policy for America --
one that promotes fairness for all; due process for even the least among us who may be accused of wrongdoing; compassion for witnesses
and victims of crime; and just punishment for the guilty. But such justice is hard to achieve when legislators gain constituents based on the
number of prisoners the Bureau counts in their distriet.

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 manner in which this population is counted now has huge
implications for the accuracy of the Census thus the fairness of redistricting.

When this data is 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 minimum population requirements because the Census
counted incarcerated people as if they were upstate residents. This is just one example of the recurring systematic shift of political power
away from communities most affected by incarceration to communities that host large prisons. In New York this political shift stymied
reform of the harsh Rockefeller Drug Laws long after the public came to understand that these mandatory incarceration laws were both
ineffective and counterproductive. In addition, communities where prisoners are most likely to come from are not recipients of the
economic benefits that exist for communities that are able to count prisoners as their residents. This further impedes the economic
development of communities most in need.

As you know, four states have passed legislation to adjust their redistricting to count incarcerated people at home for redistricting purposes.
But this ad hoc approach is neither efficient nor practical.

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. Because NACDL believes in a population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated
people as residents of their home addresses.

c65 Cover Girls for Change submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

Cover Girls for Change is a platform highlighting the voices of models, whose faces are known but whose voices are often overlooked. We
seck to advocate for social change through film, documentaries, and social advocacy and to raise the voices of the voiceless. We believe
that this includes the over 2 million people incarcerated in the U.S. and their families and communities.
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As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 the
incarcerated population has expanded at a rate like never before in the history of the U.S. 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. Every two weeks for the last 4-5 years, I have been visiting a friend in prison. Thus, I am very familiar with the landscape of the
prison system in New York, D.C., and the other places where my friend has been imprisoned. It is so clear from my experience that most
prisons are located far away from the communities that incarcerated people are from. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons
artificially inflate the political power of the areas where the prisons are located.

In New York — where Cover Girls for Change 1s based — after the 2000 Census, 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
fortunately passed legislation to adjust the population data afier the 2010 Census to count incarcerated people at home for redistricting
purposes.

New York 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.

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. 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).

We previously called upon the Census Bureau to change its practice in 2013, and we once again urge you to count incarcerated people as
residents of their home address.

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.

c66 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, we appreciate the opportunity to
provide comments in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80
FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). The Leadership Conference considers a fair and accurate census, and the collection of useful, objective data
about our nation’s people, housing, economy, and communities, among the most significant civil rights issues facing the country today.
Today, the growth and disbursement of the prison population requires the Census Bureau to update its methodology with respect to the
“usual place of residence” of incarcerated people, so that the size and power of the communities that host the prisons are not inflated at the
expense of others. Therefore, we urge you to count incarcerated people as members of the community from which they come and not as
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members of the community in which they are incarcerated on Census Day.

The Census Bureau counts people in prison as if they were residents of the communities where they are incarcerated at the time of
enumeration, even though they remain legal residents of the places they lived prior to incarceration. Because census data are used to
apportion political representation at all levels of government, this practice gives extra political influence to people who reside in legislative
districts that contain prisons and dilutes the votes cast in all other districts. This vote dilution is particularly extreme for urban and minority
communities that have disproportionately high rates of incarceration.

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.! 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 and the fair allocation of political representation and governmental resources.

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
Hlinois, for example, 60 percent of incarcerated people have their home residences in Cook County (Chicago), yet the Bureau counted 99
percent of them as if they resided outside of Cook County."

When these data are used for redistricting, prisons artificially inflate the political power of the arcas 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, the New York State Legislature passed legislation to adjust the
population data after the 2010 Census to count incarcerated people at their home of record (that is, the place they resided before
incarceration) for redistricting purposes.”

The composition and structure of America’s population and households have changed dramatically in the 225 years since the first census.
The census has evolved in response to many of these changes, in order to continue providing an accurate picture of the nation and to help
policymakers meet society’s needs. Because The Leadership Conference supports a population count that accurately represents
communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their pre-incarceration household. We stand ready to work with you
to ensure that the voices of the civil and human rights community are heard in this important, ongoing national conversation.

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. If you have
any questions about these comments, please contact , Managing Policy Director, at

'"NAACP, Criminal Justice Factsheet, available at http://www naacp.org/pages/criminal-justice-fact-sheet.

" Id.

" Prison Policy Initiative, Detailed Demographics of Correctional Populations Now Available for Nation (Sept. 13, 2011),
http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/mews/2011/09/13/sf1/.

" Demos, Testimony of Ben Peck, Senior Legislative and Policy Associate, Demos Before the National Advisory Committee on
Racial, Ethnic and Other Populations of the U.S. Census Bureau on: The Census Count and Prisoners: The problem, the solutions
and what the Census can do, (Oct. 26, 2012), available at
http://www.demos.org/publication/census-count-and-prisoners-problem-solutions-and-what-census-can-do.

" Demos and Prison Policy Initiative, States are Authorized to Adjust Census Data to End Prison-based Gerrymandering and many
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already do (updated September, 2010), available at http://www prisonpolicy.org/factsheets html.

c67 The Pennsylvania Prison Society submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the Residence
Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). The Society urges you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The Prison Society was founded in 1787 and is the oldest prison reform organization in the world. We have continued our mission of
humane treatment and justice for over two centuries. We now provide reentry services to men and women incarcerated in Pennsylvania
state correctional institutions and county jails. We also provide services to families of inmates. The families often undergo hardships while
their loved ones are incarcerated. The neighborhoods they live in also need resources. These communities need support and representation.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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. In Pennsylvania alone, there are over 50,000 men and
women in the state system.

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 as 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.

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. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of those people who live near them.

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 The Pennsylvania Prison Society believes in a population
count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c68 Regarding B. 5. Students; (f) Foreign students living in the U. S. while attending college (living either on-campus or off-campus...):

For Census 2020, I suggest changing the wording that pertains to the resident rules for students to include, “...while attending school
(either college or high school)....”.

In Umatilla County, Oregon, we have a boarding school that houses foreign high school students. These students are from other countries,
and are attending the boarding school during the school year. The boarding school is their usual place of residence for the school year,
which is most of the year.

While the numbers of foreign high school students at this boarding school is small (10 boys and 10 girls), there currently is no category in
which to count or include these students even though they reside in the U.S. during most of the year. Likely there are other situations
similar to the Umatilla County boarding school in other parts of the U.S.

c69 I am writing to you as the Chief of the Population Division in response to the federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015).

In the last few Censuses [ was counted as if [ was a resident of the prison where [ was incarcerated, not in Harlem New York City where I
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lived prior to my incarceration. This was not fair to my community, nor to any community in the state that didn’t have a prison.

It is particularly painful for me, as I was incarcerated for 23 years 11 months and 10 days for a crime I did not commit. Thanks to the
efforts of a police officer who investigated the case in his private time, [ am now out of prison.

Clearly the elected representatives in Upstate New York do not have a desire to help people in their areas get of out prison. I am convinced
though, that I could have been freed a lot sooner had I been able to ask for help from the political representatives in Harlem where I lived
prior to my incarceration. But these people are already over-burdened, so as a policy they cannot offer assistance to ‘residents outside their

voting district’.

Although my situation is not common, it is not unique. [ knew of 13 other innocent people during my time in prison. Eleven of them were
from minority communities. They had the same experience as me, that is to say, they could not ask for support from the elected
representatives in the areas where they lived before they were arrested.

As you can see, a population count that accurately counts residents at their home address is very important, so I urge you to count
incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

c70 This comment submission contains graphics and cannot be be displayed in this table. It is available as Appendix Attachment c70.

c71 The Integrated Justice Alliance of New Jersey submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding
the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). The Integrated Justice Alliance urges you to count
incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The Integrated Justice Alliance of New Jersey (IJA) is a statewide network working toward a fair and effective criminal justice system: one
that promotes public safety and the restoration of individuals and families, protects and safeguards the rights of individuals in state custody,
promotes transparency and ensures accountability, and spends taxpayer dollars wisely. Our website:
http://www.integratedjusticealliance.org/

The 1JA is dedicated to ending prison gerrymandering in order to ensure equal representation across our state. In 2011, members of the IJA
gave testimony before the Apportionment Commission of New Jersey in Toms River (1-29-2011), Newark (2-9-2011), and Jersey City (2-
11-2011) to request that we count incarcerated people fairly as residents of their home communities and not in the communities where they
are incarcerated. We also gave testimony on May 14, 2012 before the New Jersey Senate State Government, Wagering, Tourism, and
Historic Preservation Committee in support of Senate Bill 1055: Ending Prison-Based Gerrymandering in New Jersey.

The UA was also one of more than 200 signators of a letter to Census Bureau Acting Director Thomas Mesenbourg (of February 14, 2013),
requesting that the Census Bureau count incarcerated persons at their home address.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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
exponential growth in the prison population of the past 30 years 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 as 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.
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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 New Jersey, the state’s prison population comes disproportionately from certain counties: Essex County (Newark) is home for
less than 9% of the state, but 16% of its incarcerated people; Camden County (Camden) is home for 6% of the state, but 12% of its
incarcerated people. Crediting the state’s incarcerated population to the census blocks that contain the state’s 13 correctional facilities
serves to enhance the weight of a vote cast in those 13 districts, while diluting the votes cast in every other district.

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 the Integrated Justice Alliance of New Jersey believes in a
population count that accurately represents all communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c72 [ represent Senate District , and submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). Turge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

As an elected representative, [ am 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.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 in 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. Also, in Missouri, after the 2000 Census, each House district in Missouri should have had 34,326 residents. District 113, which
claimed the populations of 2 large prisons, however, had only 30,014 actual residents. This means that the actual population of the district
was 10% smaller than the average district in the state.

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 universality implementable. It makes far more sense for the Bureau to provide accurate
redistricting data in the first place, rather than leaving it up to each state to have to adjust the Census' data to count incarcerated people in
their home district.

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 and keeping with changes in society and population realities. Because democracy relies on a population count that accurately
represents communities. [ urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.
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c73 I am writing in response to your May 20 federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

A lot of people from the city I live in end up in prison, and it’s not fair that they get counted as if they were residents of the prison town
mstead of at home. Giving their political power to people who want to lock up more of our community members just doesn’t make sense.

Because I believe in a population count that accurately represents my community, [ urge you to count incarcerated people at their home
address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

c74 LatinoJustice PRLDEF submits this Comment in response to the Census Bureau's Federal Register Notice regarding the 2020 Decennial
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (Released May 20, 2015). 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 that they happen to be located at on Census day.

LatinoJustice PRLDEF, originally established as the Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund (PRLDEF) in 1972, is 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 Latinos' 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.

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 and apportionment schemes. Our organization has litigated in support of New
York's state law in Little v. LATFOR, which we discuss more in detail below. 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.

Prison gerrymandering occurs when incarcerated people are counted in the facilities where they are temporarily detained, which
inevitably misconstrues population demographics for state and local redistricting purposes.” Partisan political interests that control the
redistricting process often engage in prison gerrymandering, using captive prison populations to increase

partisan representation.

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 intojust 5,393 Census blocks that are removed far from the actual homes of
incarcerated people.” In Illinois, 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.* When this data is used for redistricting,prisons artificially inflate the
political power of the arecas 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.”

The Bureau should change its current practice of counting incarcerated people's "usual residence” in state prison facilities to their last
primary permanent residence or "usual residence” as identified by those incarcerated for three critical reasons, discussed in detail
below.

First, the current method of counting incarcerated people in communities where a prison facility is located is untenable, because
it is not an accurate count of the population.
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The current use of prisons as a "usual residence" for those detained there misconstrues the actual population sizes of communities
across the country and results in inadequate community representation in the redistricting context. Census counts of incarcerated
people in prisons as a "usual residence" may lead to illegal gerrymandering in state based apportionment or redistricting, where
largely white rural populations are overrepresented and more diverse urban populations are underrepresented’ due to the location of
the prison itself.

African Americans are incarcerated at arate about 5 times higher than whites and Latinos are incarcerated at a rate about 2 times
higher than non-Latino whites, underscoring the racially discriminatory implications of prison gerrymandering,” which can lead to
potential vote dilution. In2000, African Americans and Latinos only made up a quarter of the general population but represented
almost 63% of the incarcerated population in the whole United States.® In 2010, there were 20 counties across the United States
where the incarcerated Latino population outnumbered Latinos who were not incarcerated in those same counties ~in California,
Colorado, Florida, Hlinois, Kentucky, Missouri, New Y ork, Pennsylvania, Virginia and West Virginia.9 This creates inaccuracies on
alarge scale that labels counties as "diverse” when they are not, and in fact, the majority of the Latino population detained in these
communities is segregated by prison walls from the rest of the population. When state legislatures used this flawed data to draw or
apportion legislative districts, they impute Latino political clout and political participation to districts where Latinos in actuality have
little to no civic voice."

An overwhelmingly large number of Latinos are thus discounted from their communities of origin and enumerated in counties with a
very different demographic and geographic profile than their own,'" since most states incarcerate people far from their usual place of
residence. In states as populous as New York, Pennsylvania, [llinois, Georgia, Florida and Texas, Latinos are more likely to be
locked up in prisons located in communities that remain largely white, non-diverse, and miles apart, both literally and figuratively,
from communities in their home counties."

More ofien than not, the majority of state prison populations housed in rural areas were counted there despite maintaining a prior
usual residence in urban metropolitan areas such as New York City, Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles and Philadelphia—all of which
include significant African American and Latino communities."” In 2000, only 25% of New York 's state population lived upstate, yet
91% of detained people in state prisons were incarcerated there.'® In Illinois, 60% of detained people previously resided in Chicago,
yet 99% of the prisons were located elsewhere.”” In California, 30% of incarcerated people hailed from Los Angeles County, but
only 3% of them were located there.'® Forty percent of incarcerated people in Pennsylvania were from Philadelphia, but the city had
no state prisons, hence, no people who were detained were counted in Philadelphia."’

In Michigan, 30% of the state's incarcerated people were from Detroit, but only 11% of the state's cells were located there.'® The
Census Bureau is therefore inaccurately counting the size of the populations in many urban communities that detained people are
actually members of, by counting them in the community where the prison is located.

The use of the prison location itself as a "usual residence” for Census population counts is also misleading and results in inaccurate
conclusions'® for apportionment purposes. Some counties were reported to be growing when in fact it was their prison population
that was increasing.” Withregard to Latino populations, many counties may report a large number of Latino residents because they
have a large Latino population that is incarcerated.”’ Inactuality, the Latino population is overrepresented in counties where they are
not residing by choice.” In turn, they are underrepresented in their actual place of "usual residence” and communities of origin.”
This ¢reates a high risk for inaccuracies and increases the risk of a distinctively racially discriminatory impact on the representation
of African American and Latino communities.”

000050
47

BC-DOC-0000010905



Second, the current method of counting incarcerated people in communities where a prison facility is located is untenable
because it contributes to possible unlawful serrvmandering in violation of the Equal Protection Clause under the Fourteenth
Amendment, as well as potential vote dilution.

These outcomes do not appear to comport with the Supreme Court's Fourteenth Amendment equal protection jurisprudence "one
person one vote" standard.”’ 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, therefore,
rural votes weighed far more than the urban vote.”

The U.S. Supreme Court made clear in Reynolds v. Sims, 337 U.S. 533 (1964), that the "one person one vote” standard requires that
voting districts contain relatively equal population numbers, so that individual voting power is equalized in accordance to the
Fourteenth Amendment.”’ In Wesberryv. Sanders, the Court established that equal representation for the number of people is a
fundamenztgal principal of our government.” Race, sex, economic, status, or place of residence must not undermine this fundamental
principle.

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™ standard, which may also lead to
unlawful vote dilution.”’

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 it exists today along with
the racially skewed disproportionate outcomes of many criminal justice systems in the United States could result in minimizing the
collective voting strength of Latino and African American communities. For example, on a national scale, 1 out of every 15 African
American men are incarcerated, and 1 out of every 36 Latino men in the U.S. are incarcerated.”” Compared to the ratio of 1 of every 106
white men™ incarcerated, the outcomes of the criminal justice system exacerbate the loss of concomitant political power in minority
communities, and therefore dilute minority voting strength.

In New York, this was evident before the state legislature corrected the usual residence policy for state and local redistricting. Latinos in
New York State were 18 % of the general population® but were overrepresented at 22% of the state prison population.® This raises
direct concerns over potential vote dilution of Latino voting strength. Study after study’® has shown that state criminal justice systems in
fact carry a racially discriminatory effect where they disproportionately disenfranchise people of color, whether or not such
disenfranchisement is intentional. This creates unlawful racial gerrymandering and vote dilution where prison populations reflect the
systemic over-incarceration of African American and Latino communities. This practice not only mischaracterizes the demographics of
the community and constituents represented, it also reinforces systemic ethnic and racial inequality.’’

In addition, nine of the state house districts in Connecticut were able to meet the federal minimum population in Connecticut 's 2011
statewide redistricting process by including the prison populations in those areas.”® Connecticut 's Enfield District reported 3,300 African
American and Latinos residing in their district, when in reality, 72% of the African American and 60% of the Latino populations of that
district were incarcerated in the local correctional facilities.”” Hence, African American and Latino voting power was not only
potentially dilé‘%ted, it was largely displaced in these largely rural, white communities from largely African American and Latino
communities.
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In at least seven state house districts in Connecticut, white residents gained significantly more power because of the minimum 1,000
incarcerated African American and Latino people that were counted in their districts.” This in effect gave the largely white population
who lived near the prisons extra electoral clout compared to the largely African American and Latino neighborhoods in urban areas of
Connecticut that are the home districts of these prisoners. In addition, by counting the incarcerated population in the town's general
population, the prison population remains physically and forcefully segregated from the surrounding community.

Prison gerrymandering could also lead to a potential vote dilution claim under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (VRA).*
Voting rights advocates have suggested that in in order to bring a Section 2 claim, the plaintiff must specifically indicate a remedy to
their claim, and reallocating incarcerated people to their place of prior permanent residence could serve as a Section 2 remedy.” This
could equalize voting in both communities with and without prison facilities because incarcerated people will no longer be misplaced in
the location of the prison where they are held. Despite the Ninth Circuit's opinion in Farrakhan v. Gregoire that a Section 2 vote dilution
challenge under the VRA based on felony disenfranchisement required a showing of intentional discrimination by the state criminal
justice system itself,* the U.S. Supreme Court has upheld the Section 2 VRA vote dilution standard to address discriminatory effect as
well as discriminatory intent.*

Third, it is imperative for the Bureau to change its current method of counting incarcerated people in communities where the
prison facility is located, because over 200 counties and municipalities in a majoritv of states do not count or consider prisons as a
"usual residence" in redistricting.

Over 200 counties and cities in a majority of states avoid prison-based gerrymandering through state constitutional provisions and/or
state and local legislation.* At last count, 225 of these cities and counties do not count prisons as a "usual residence” for local and state
based redistricting and apportionment counts, and instead rely on detained people's usual residence prior to incarceration.”’

Municipalities in states with the largest Latino populations are amongst the majority, and include municipalities in Arizona, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, New Mexico, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, and Texas.*® Of these states, Arizona,
California, Connecticut, Florida, New York and Texas contain explicit language in their state laws that an incarcerated person's domicile
does not charggoe when they are in a state or public prison.” Colorado, Nevada and New York include similar language in their state
constitutions.

In New York, in particular, after the 2000 Census, seven state senate districts only met population requirements in state apportionment
because the Census counted detained people as if they were upstate residents.”’ The New York State Constitution makes clear that "For
the purpose of voting, no person shall be deemed to have gained or lost a residence... while confined in any public prison."” For this
reason, New York State passed legislation to adjust the population data after the 2010 Census, to count incarcerated people at their home
addresses in state legislative apportionment and redistricting.”

In Little v. LATFOR, the Supreme Court of the State of New York in Albany upheld this state law that requires incarcerated people to be
reported under their address prior to incarceration.™ The Court reasoned that there was nothing in the record that indicated that the
incarcerated people had any permanency in the locations of the facilities or that they intended to remain there afier their release.”” The
Court found that the Department of Corrections and Community Supervision decided when and where incarcerated people would be
transferred, not the incarcerated people themselves.” There were no records that indicated that the incarcerated people had ties to the
communities where they were incarcerated, where they were "involuntarily and temporarily located."™’
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Following the ruling in Litfle, it would be incongruous at best, and erroneous at worst, for the U.S. Census Bureau to count incarcerated
people living in the communities where prison and criminal detention facilities are located, because incarcerated people are both de jure
and de facto excluded from participating in the civic life of these communities. People incarcerated for felony convictions, for example,
cannot vote in virtually every state in the country due to felony disenfranchisement laws.”® California, Florida, Texas, and New York are
among the states that disenfranchise people who are serving time in state prisons for felony convictions.” Furthermore, people so
detained cannot purchase homes, become employed, or make a living while they are incarcerated.®’

California and New York, two states with the largest Latino populations,®’ are joined by Delaware and Maryland in taking a statewide
approach to avoiding prison gerrymandering, modifying the Census Bureau data to count detained people in their residence prior to their
incarceration.”” Counting detained people in their prior residence serves not only the ideals of equity and equal protection in democracy,
but is also rooted in the understanding that people who are detained are transferred often and incarcerated in distinctly different
jurisdictions temporarily.

Most incarcerated people do not choose the location of the facility where they will be incarcerated, nor the length of time they will be
incarcerated at that facility.” The average state prison term is 34 months, and during their sentence, detained people may be transferred
to a different facility numerous times, at the state custodial agency's discretion.** In New York, for example, the median time served in a
facility for 2007 was seven months.” When the Census Bureau counts detained people where they are temporarily incarcerated, it
appears to contradict the Bureau 's goal of accuracy in enumeration, because the Bureau is recognizing a temporary, involuntary stay as a
"usual residence".” Once detained people complete their sentence, they are not allowed to remain in the facility; they are more likely
than not to return to the community where they lived prior to being forcibly removed.®’

As the most comprehensive data collection system in the United States, the U.S. Census Bureau can improve its accuracy and efficacy by
counting incarcerated people in their last primary residence rather than in their facility where they are temporarily detained. Because it is
a resource that government agencies at all levels rely on to make vital decisions for all of its communities, it is imperative that the U.S.
Census Bureau report all incarcerated persons in their "usual residence” as defined by the persons themselves, or based on the last
residence the incarcerated person resided prior to incarceration.”®® A majority of the states have at least one city or county that favors this
changf:7.(6)9 The U.S. Census Bureau should follow suit to achieve a more accurate and fair count of the U.S. population by changing its
policy.

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 LatinoJustice PRLDEF believes in a population
count that accurately and equitably represents the demographics of diverse communities, we urge the U.S. Census Bureau to count
incarcerated and detained people as "usual residents” at their regular or permanent home addresses.”’

' As used in this Comment, the terms "Hispanic" or "Latino" are used interchangeably as defined by the U.S. Census Burcau and "refer to a
person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin regardless of race.” Karen R. Humes,
Nicholas A. Jones & Roberto R. Ramirez, Overview of Race and Hispanic Origin: 2010, 2010 Census Briefs, 1,2 (March, 2011),
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br02.pdf.

? See Peter Wagner, Eric Lotke & Andrew Beveridge, Wh the Census Bureau can and must start collecting the home addresses of incarcerated
people, Prison Policy Initiative (February 10, 2006), http://wwwprisonpolicy.org/homeaddresses/report html.

? See 2010 Group Quarters Shapefile, Prison Policy Initiative, www.prisonersofthecensus.org/data/201 0/groupguartersshapefile.html (last visited
Jul. 13,2015).

* Rose Heyer & Peter Wagner, Too big to ignore: How counting p eople in prisons distorted Census 2000, Prison Policy Initiative (April 2004),
http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/toobig/size. html.
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*Id.
® Michelle Davis, Assessing the Constitutionality of Adjusting Prisoner Census Data in Congressional Redistricting: Maryland's Test Case, 43
U. Balt. L.F. 35,60 (2012), citing Prison Policy Initiative & Demos, The Census Count and Prisons: The Problem, the Solutions and what the
Census Can Do (Oct. 4,2010), http://www.demos.org/sites/default/files/publications/FACTSHEET PBG_ WhatCensusCanDo_Demos.pdf.
7 See Peter Wagner & Daniel Kopf, The racial geography of mass incarceration, Prison Policy Initiative (July 2015),
http://www.prisonpolicy.org/racialgeography/report.html. See also Wagner et al., Why the Census, supra note 2.
® Heyer & Wagner, supra note 4.
® Wagner & Kopf, supra note 7.
“Id.

11 Heyer & Wagner, supra note 4.

*1d.

13 See Nathaniel Persily, The Law of the Census: How to Count, What to Count, Whom to Count, and Where to Count Them,32 Cardozo L.Rev.
755,787 (2011) ("[i]n several states, such as New York and Illinois, the prison population is heavily minority and from urban centers, while
prisons are located in rural, largely white counties.").

" Heyer & Wagner, supra note 4.

Y.
' Heyer & Wagner, supra note 4.
*Id.
1
.
> 1d.
** See Persily, supra note 13, at 787 ("[iJn several states, such as New York and Illinois, the prison population is heavily minority and from
urban centers, while prisons are located in rural, largely white counties.").
» See, e.g., Gray v. Sanders, 372 U.S. 368, 379 (1963) ("How then can one person be given twice or ten times the voting power of another
person ina state-wide election merely becausehe lives inarural area orbecause helivesin thesmallestrural county? Once the geographical
unit forwhich arepresentative istobe chosen isdesignated, all who participate inthe election are to have an equal vote [...]. Thisisrequired by
the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment™); Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533,566 (1964).
** Gray, 372 U S. at 379.
*" Reynolds, 377 U.S. at 566.
i Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1,84 S.Ct. 526 (1964).

Id.
*%'U.S.Const. amend. XIV § 1;U.S. Const. amend. XV § I;Revnolds, 372 U.S. at 566.
*! See Peter Wagner, Breaking the Census: Redistricting in an Eva o Mass Incarceration, 383 Wm. Mitchell L.Rev. 1241, 1244(2012),
http://web.wmitchell.edu/law-review/wp-content/uploads/Volume38/documents/2. Wagner.pdf; see also Davis, supra note 6, at 38 (citing Dale E.
Ho, Captive Constituents: Prison-Based Gerrymandering and the Current Redistricting Cycle, 22 Stan.L. & Pol'y Rev. 355, 388 (2011)).
*2 This data pertains to African American, Latino and white men of ages 18 and older. African American men ages 20-34 have a much higher
rate of 1in 9. The PEW Center on the States, One in 100: Behind Bars in America 2008, 6,40 (February 2008),
ElSttp Jwww . pewtrusts.org/-/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_asset s/2008/o0ne20in20100pdf.pdf.
> Id.
** Sharon R. Ennis, Merays Rios-Vargas, & Nora C. Albert, The Hipanic Population: 2010,2010 Census Briefs, 1, 6 (May 2011),
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-04 pdf.
** These numbers reference the percentage of Latinos in prisons and jails. See Leah Sakala, Breaking Down Mass Incarceration in the 2010
Census: State-by-State Incarceration Rates by Race/Ethnicity, Prison Policy Initiative (May 28,2014),
http://www .prisonpolicy.org/graphs/2010percent/NY Hispanics 2010.html.

000054
51

BC-DOC-0000010909



*® Several major studies recognize the growing Latino population affected by disenfranchisement, approaching the rates suffered by African
American communities. See Christopher Uggen, Sarah Shannon & Jeff Manza, State-Level Estimates of Felon Disenfranchisement in the
United States, 2010, The Sentencing Project, 1,10 (July 2012),
http://sentencingprgject.org/doc/publications/fd_State Level Estimates of Felon Disen 2010pdf; see also Nancy E. Walker, Francisco A.
Villarruel, J. Michael Senger, & Angela M. Arboleda, Los (pportunities: The Reality of Latinos in the U.S. Criminal Justice System, National
Council of La Raza, (2004), http//www.nclr.org/ima ges/uploads/publications/file Lost Opportunities PDF pdf; Marisa J. Demeo & Steven A.
Ochoa, Diminished Voting Power in the Latino Community: The Impact of Felony Diserfranchisement Laws in Ten Targeted States, MALDEF
(December, 2003), http://maldef.org/assets/pdf/FEB I 8-LatinoVotingRightsReport.pdf.

37 See sources cited supra note 36.
%% Prison Gerrymandering in Connecticut, Prison Policy Initiative & Common Cause Connecticut (April 9, 2014),
hgt tp://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/factsheets/ct/ct.pdf (hereinafter "Prison Gerrymandering”).

> Id.
Y
Hd.
jf Davis, supra note 6 at 38 (citing Ho, Captive Constituents, at 388).

" Id.
" Farrakhan v. Gregoire, 623 F.3d 990,992 (9th Cir. 2010).

 See Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S.30,44. (1986) (citing S.REP.NO.97-417 at 2,27-29, 36);see also White v. Regester, 412 U.S. 755,767
70 (1973) (establishing the "results"-based standard Congress intended to follow in establishing the civil VRA cause of action); S.REP. NO. 97-
417,97TH CONG. 2ND SESS. at 28 (1982) (repudiating the Court's intent requirement in Mobile v. Bolden, 446 U.S. 55, 60-61 (1980)).
6 See AR.S. § 16-593 (2015) (Arizona law); Cal. Elec. Code § 21003 (2015) (California law); Conn. Gen. Stat. § 9- 14(2014) (Connecticut
law); Fla. Stat. § 101.045 (2015) (Florida law);N.M. Stat. Ann. § 1-1-7 (West 2015) (New Mexico law); Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 293.487 (2013)
(Nevada law); N.Y. Const. art. [T, §4 (New York Constitution); N.Y. Elec. Law § 5-104 (McKinney 2015);N.Y. Correct. Law § 71(8)
(McKinney 2015) (New York laws); N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-57(2014) (North Carolina law); Tex. Elec. Code Ann. § 1.015 (West 2013) (Texas
law); Local Governments that Avoid Prison-based Gerrymandering Prison Policy Initiative, May 29, 2015,

http://www prisonersofthecensus.org/local/ (hereinafter "Local Governments”).

7 Local Governments, supra note 46.

* Emus et. al, supra note 34,

¥ See AR.S.§ 16-593 (2015) (Arizona law); Cal. Elec. Code § 21003 (2015) (California law); Conn. Gen. Stat. § 9- 14 (2014) (Connecticut
law); Fla. Stat. § 101.045 (2015) (Florida law);N.M. Stat. Ann. § 1-1-7 (West 2015) (New Mexico Jaw); Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 293.487 (2013)
(Nevada law); N.Y. Elec. Law § 5-104 (McKinney 2015); N.Y. Correct. Law § 71(8) (McKinney 2015) (New York laws); N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-
57 (2014) (North Carolina law); Tex. Elec. Code Ann. § 1.015(West 2013) (Texas law).

30 Colo. Const. art. VIL §4 (Colorado constitution); Nev. Const. art. II § 2 (Nevada Constitution); N.Y. Const. art. II, § 4 (New York
Constitution).

>! Peter Wagner, Aleks Kajstura, Elena Lavarreda, Christian de Ocejo & Sheila Vennell O'Rourke, 50 State Guide: Fixing prison-based
gerrymandering afier the 2010 Census: New York Prison Policy Initiative (March 2010) (hereinafter "50 State Guide"),

http://www prisonersofthecensus.org/50states/NY html.

> N.Y. Const., Art. I1.§4.

¥ Wagner et al., 50 State Guide, supra note 51.

Z‘ Little v. LATFOR, No. 2310/2011 at 7 (N.Y. Sup. Ct., Albany Cnty. Dec. 1,2011).

7

7 1d.

*¥ Maine and Vermont are the only two states that do not allow incarcerated people to vote. The Sentencing Project, Felony Disenfran chisement
Laws in the United States, 4,4 (April, 2014),

lsfgltp:,"/ sentencingproject.org/doc/publications/fd Felony%20Disenfranchisement%20Laws%20in%20the%20US.pdf.

Id.
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0 Wagner et al., Why the Census, supra note 2.
®! Ennis et. al, supra note 35.
2 Local Governments, supra note 46.
 Wagner et al., Why the Census, supra note 2.
“1d
% Dan Bernstein, HUB SYSTEM: Profile of Inmate Population Under Custody onJanuary 1, 2008, New York State Department of Correctional
Services, 1, 11 (March, 2008), http://www.doccs.ny.gov/Research/Reports/2008/Hub_Report 2008 .pdf.
 Wagner et al., Whythe Census, supra note 2.
67
Id.
 prison Gerrymandering, supra note 38.
% Local Governments, supra note 46.
P Id.
™ LatinoJustice PRLDEF is grateful for the research and writing assistance provided by Helen Martinez of the Class of 2016, Northeastern
University School of Law and 2015 Summer Legal Intern at LatinoJustice PRLDEF  in the preparation of this Comment.

c75 [ represent the District in , and submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). I urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

As an elected representative, [ am keenly aware that democracy, at its core, rests on equal representation. And equal representation, in tum,
rests on an accurate count of the nation's population.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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.

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.

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. It makes far more sense for the Bureau to provide accurate
redistricting data in the first place, rather than leaving it up to each state to have to adjust the Census' data to count incarcerated people in
their home district.

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 democracy relies on a population count that accurately
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represents communities, | urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c76 The Campaign for Youth Justice (CFYJ) submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20,2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

CFY1 is a national organization focused entirely on ending the practice of prosecuting, sentencing, and incarcerating youth under the age of
18 in the adult criminal justice system. The strategic goals of CFYJ are to reduce the total number of youth prosecuted in the adult criminal
justice system and to decrease the harmful impact of trying youth in adult court.

We strongly believe that any movement must involve those who are most impacted by the laws and policies. Thus, we seck to empower
those affected by encouraging them to use their voices and experiences to affect meaningful change. Therefore, we are particularly
troubled by the Census Bureau's interpretation of the residence rule; counting incarcerated people as if they were residents of the prison
locations rather than residents of their communities hurts our democracy and further disempowers our communities.

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. We want to ensure equal representation for all communities so that those most impacted by youth incarceration can have an
equal voice in setting criminal justice policy, and so we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c77 The prison population has increase dramatically in the last decade thus incarcerated people should be counted in their home districts, not
where the prison is located. If this is done, extra representation is given to the communities that house the prisons. Especially African-
American and Latinos communities are then under counted because of the high number of minorities in the prison population.

Gerrymandering of legislative districts is bad enough as it is, we do not need further under representation.

c78 My comment is in response to the Census Bureau's
federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 80 FR28950 (May 20, 2015).

T urge you to count incarcerated people at their home
address, rather than at the particular facility that they

are located in on Census Day. By designating a prison cell
as aresidence in the 2010 Census, the 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 these
incarcerated people. When this data is used for
redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of those
people who live near them.

North Carolina has three of the top ten most gerrymandered
districts (1st, 4th, and 12th) in the country. Counting prisoners
as local residents only gives more unethical power to the politicians.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations as the Census Bureau
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strives to count everyone in the right place. In keeping with
changes in society and population realities, I believe in a population
count that accurately represents communities. This would be
accomplished by counting incarcerated people as residents at their
home address.

c79 Project Vote submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register notice entitled, 2020 Decennial Census Residence
Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015), Docket No. 150409353-5353. Project Vote urges you to count incarcerated
people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility at which they happen to be located on Census day.

Project Vote is a national nonpartisan, non-profit organization dedicated to building an electorate that accurately represents the diversity of
America’s citizenry. Project Vote takes a leadership role in nationwide voting rights and election administration issues, working through
research, litigation, and advocacy to ensure that every eligible citizen can register, vote, and cast a ballot that counts.

Because African-Americans and Latinos are disproportionately incarcerated, counting incarcerated people in the wrong location is
particularly detrimental to proper representation of African-American and Latino communities. These communities are already historically
underrepresented in the electorate and prison gerrymandering only contributes to this problem. Thus 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. When this data is used for
redistricting, prisons artificially inflate the political power of the areas where the prisons are located.

Various states, including New York, Califormia, Delaware, and Maryland, have taken statewide action to end prison gerrymandering when
drawing districts, and other localities have made similar efforts.” But this ad hoc approach cannot be implemented universally. The
Massachusetts legislature, for example, concluded that the state constitution did not allow it to pass similar legislation, so in 2014 it passed
and sent the Census Bureau a resolution urging the Bureau to count incarcerated persons at their home addresses.” A national approach is
needed to ensure proper representation of communities.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the 2020 Decennial Census Residence Rule and Residence Situations. Because Project Vote
believes in a population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home
address.

! Prison Gerrymandering Project, Detailed Demographics of Correctional Populations Now Available for Nation (Sept. 13, 2011),

http://www prisonersofthecensus.org/mews/2011/09/13/sf1/ (last visited July 7, 2015).

? Prison Gerrymandering Project, Legislation, http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/legislation.html (last visited July 7, 2015).

? See The Massachusetts General Court Resolution “Urging the Census Bureau to Provide Redistricting Data that Counts Prisoners in a Manner
Congsistent with the Principles of 'One Person, One Vote™ (188th Session, Adopted by the Senate on July 31, 2014 and the House of Representatives on
August 14, 2014), available at http://'www prisonersofthecensus.org/resolutions/MA-resolution-0814 14 pdf.

c80 [ am writing to urge you to change the residence designation of prison
inmates from the place where they are incarcerated to the place of last
known residence before incarceration, when counting for the 2020 U.S.
Census.

Counting prisoners where they are incarcerated, as opposed to their last
residence, distorts the one-man, one-vote rule which is a linchpin of our
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decennial redistricting. Counting prisoners in a large institution as
resident of the area where the prison is located artifically increases
the representational strength of the prison area, while diluting the
representational strength of the areas where the prisoners hail from.
In Oregon, the Snake River Correctional Institution in the extreme
eastern part of the state gives extra representational power to
residents in those legislative and congresssional districts. The
prisoners are in this area only temporarily, have no connection to the
community and cannot vote. Yet they are counted as part of the
population for purposes of redistricting.

1 urge you to adopt a nationwide policy of counting prisoners as
residents of their last area before incarceration to end this distortion
of our redistricting process.

c81 Prison Action Network is submitting this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule
and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015).

We suggest the Census bureau revise their rules because the way prisoners are counted now results in unequal representation in the
political process.

The needs of citizens in the neighborhoods from which prisoners were taken are not the same as those in the districts where they are
counted. It makes no sense to include incarcerated people in their prison's district. Why include people who are temporary and whose
needs are not considered by the officials elected to represent the district?

It also dilutes the voting power of those located outside the districts with prisons. For instance, in New York, where we are located, each
Senate district should have 306,072 residents. District 45, which claims the populations of thirteen large prisons, however, has only
286,614 actual residents. Crediting all of New York’s incarcerated people to a few locations, far from home, enhances the political clout of
the people who live near prisons, while diluting voting power of all other New Yorkers.

That’s why NY is 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.

Why not make it easier and move that responsibility to the Census Bureau that has decades of experience?
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 Prison Action Network believes in a population count that
accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c82 I serve as the State Representative for Legislative District (including ), and I would like to submit this comment in
response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20,
2015). Turge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at
on Census day.
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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 a handful of Census blocks far from their actual homes. In my state, for example, 60%
of incarcerated people have their home residences in County, yet the Bureau counted 99% of them as if they resided outside
County.

I have long supported counting incarcerated people at home, and have been working on a solution for since 2009, when I introduced
the Prisoner Census Adjustment Act in the and again in the proposing that for purposes of creating election districts and
redistricting, requires that State and local governmental bodies use census figures adjusted to reflect the pre-incarceration addresses of
persons imprisoned in State or federal facilities in ; this measure passed the House, but stalled in the Senate. As an elected
representative, I am keenly aware that democracy, at its core, rests on equal representation. And equal representation, in turn, rests on an
accurate count of the state’s population.

When we use this data for redistricting, we shift political power to people who live near prisons. This needs to be corrected. The legislation
[ introduced would adjust redistricting data to count incarcerated people where they live. The bill applies to state, county, and municipal
redistricting data, ensuring that prison populations are not used to skew political power in state or local government. And although the bills

1 introduced in specifically had no impact on funding formulas, [ am confident that our state’s aid distribution is sophisticated
enough that a methodology change at the Bureau will not have any significant impact on our funding streams. (For example,
highway funds already separately fund , so that no change in the population count would shift highway funds from to )

Currently, four states (California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York) are implementing 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, including at least 22 here in

But this ad hoc approach is not efficient. It makes far more sense for the Bureau to provide accurate redistricting data in the first place,
rather than leaving it up to each state or county to have to adjust the Census’ data to count incarcerated people in their home district.

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 democracy relies on a population count that accurately
represents communities, | urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c83 The census claims to report where people reside but its definition of
"reside" is amiss. It's inappropriate to say that a person held against
his will resides in the jail.

Such a claim has implications for elections.

Iowa law creates election districts based on population. But if the
population includes prisoners, they should not count as residents. They
cannot vote.

Anamosa, lowa once found itself with an election district comprised of so
many prisoner "residents"” that practically no one in the district could
vote. Yet they were supposed to elect a member of the city council.
Anamosa had to eliminate districts altogether to get around this problem
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caused by the Census Bureau.
My own state senate district is also home to a pair of state prisons. Why
do those prisoners count as residents here when they cannot vote? With so

many Americans in prison this can lead to a lot of distortion.

Some changes should be made in this practice.

c84 The Latino and Puerto Rican Affairs Commission (LPRAC) was created by an act of the Connecticut General Assembly in 1994, In
essence, we are a 21 member non-partisan commission mandated by state law to make recommendations to the legislature and the
Governor of Connecticut for new or enhanced policies that will foster progress in achieving health, safety, educational success, economic
self-sufficiency, and end discrimination for the Latino community in our state. LPRAC conducts educational and outreach activities to
strengthen connections across the state’s Latino population, establishing innovative partnerships, listening to stakeholders on issues
particularly impacting the Latino population, and conducting wide-ranging socioeconomic research to fill gaps in the state's data collection
and provide policy makers with comprehensive, up-to-date statistical information from which to develop effective and responsive laws,
regulations, policies and procedures.

We strongly recommend that residence rules should be changed in the 2020 census for People in Correctional Facilities for Adults and
People in Juvenile Facilities. The current residence rules and residence situations adversely affect the political representation of Hispanics
in Connecticut.

For example, in the town of Somers, CT, the prison population accounts for 20 percent of the total population.! Furthermore, 24 percent of
prisoners in Somers are Hispanic.” There are approximately 535 Hispanic prisoners in Somers but only 150 Hispanic residents who are not
in the prison population.” Consequently, the Hispanic prison population in Somers outnumbers Hispanic residents by over 250 percent.
Furthermore, most of the Hispanic prisoners in Somers come from urban areas such as Hartford and Bridgeport, while Somers is a
predominately-white rural town.

Lonnectiout Towns: Percent Prison Pogulation

3 P Prieis Roptiion a0l

Because of the current practice of counting prisoners at their prison location, political representation for residents of Somers is artificially
increased when legislative district boundaries are drawn for state senators and representatives. In order to stop this skewing of political
representation, we ask that the residence rules and residence situations for People in Correctional Facilities for Adults be changed as
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follows:

(a) People in correctional residential facilities on Census Day: Prisoners with a household residence in Connecticut should be counted
at the location of their household residence. Prisoners with a household residence outside Connecticut should be counted at the
correctional residential facility.

(b) People in federal detention centers on Census Day: Prisoners with a household residence in Connecticut should be counted at the
location of their household residence. Prisoners with a household residence outside Connecticut should be counted at the federal
detention center.

(¢c) People in federal and state prisons on Census Day: Prisoners with a household residence in Connecticut should be counted at the
location of their household residence. Prisoners with a household residence outside Connecticut should be counted at the location of
the federal or state prison.

{d) People in local jails and other municipal confinement facilities on Census Day: Prisoners with a household residence in
Connecticut should be counted at the location of their houschold residence. Prisoners with a household residence outside
Connecticut should be counted at the location of the local jail or the municipal confinement facility.

For People in Juvenile Facilities, residence rules should be similarly changed as follows:

(a) People in correctional facilities intended for juveniles on Census Day: Juveniles with a household residence in Connecticut should
be counted at the location of their household residence. Juveniles with a household residence outside Connecticut should be counted
at the correctional facility.

(b) People in group homes for juveniles (non-correctional) on Census Day: Juveniles with a household residence in Connecticut
should be counted at the location of their household residence. Juveniles with a household residence outside Connecticut should be
counted at the group home.

(¢) People in residential treatment centers for juveniles (non-correctional) on Census Day: Juveniles with a household residence in
Connecticut should be counted at the location of their household residence. Juveniles with a household residence outside Connecticut
should be counted at the residential treatment center.

These recommended changes to residence rules and residence situations will not affect congressional reapportionment; however, it will end
the existing over-representation in state legislatures of communities with group quarters such as correctional and juvenile facilities.
Furthermore, in Connecticut most of the communities with these types of facilities have a predominately-white population while the prison
and juvenile facilities located in these communities are disproportionately Hispanic. These suggested changes in residence rules and
residence situations will end the current dilution of political representation in Connecticut’s predominately-Hispanic urban areas.

" ACS 2013 Syr B01001
> CT Dept. of Corrections April 2015
* ACS 2013 Syr B110021

c85 Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the Bureau’s Notice, seeking comments on the Bureau’s 2010 Census Residence Rule and
Residence Situations (80 FR 28950, dated May 20, 2015). The League of Women Voters of Virginia urges a change to Rule 13, People in
Correctional Facilities for Adults, due to the impact it has on voter representation and on the work of the League to protect voting rights,
ensure fair and equal representation, and promote accurate redistricting.

The Bureau’s current policy, as reflected in Rule 13, has the effect of improperly inflating the true population of a county or state district.
Counting prisoners as if they are residents of the prison location effectively gives greater representation to people who happen to live in
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districts that contain prisons. Often those prisoner counts are in the hundreds and at times in excess of one thousand per prison. Thus,
prisoners, whose home residences are in cities and towns scattered across the state, are concentrated and counted in just one block.

The result: a county supervisor representing a district with a prison will have fewer actual constituents in his or her district than a legislator
m an adjoining district that has no prison. This results in an unfair diluted representation for residents of the district with no prison.

Prisoner home addresses are in the communities they come from and most often typically return to. While incarcerated prisoners in
Virginia cannot vote, they do retain affiliation with their home communities because their families, friends and roots are in their home
area. Prisoners in one state in this country who can vote while incarcerated must do so by absentee ballot, using their home address, not
their prison address. In no sense can a prison be considered a home.

Currently, Virginia’s inmate population in state and federal prisons is over 30,000. Those prisons are located predominately in rural areas
where local districts experience the greatest impact when redistricting. During the 2011 decennial redistricting in Virginia, the prison
populations identified by the Census Bureau were all counted at their prison locations for state House and Senate districts. This resulted in
skewed representation at the state legislature. People incarcerated in state and federal prisons located in State House District 75, for
example, accounted for over 12% of the district’s population as reported by the Census in 2010. This means that residents of District 75
were given more voting power in the Legislature than any other resident in the state.

Some Virginia county governments have sought to avoid this kind of undemocratic outcome. Lack of uniformity prevails, however, in the
way prisoner counts are used for redistricting in local jurisdictions. Six counties adjust the Census data and do not include prisoner counts
when drawing their supervisors’ districts. Eighteen other counties in Virginia use Census counts and include prison populations when they
redistrict, leaving them with inaccurate population counts upon which to draw boundaries.

This hodgepodge manner in which census data is used during the redistricting process at the local level strikes at the heart of fairness in
electoral representation. Counting prisoners uniformly at their home addresses would solve that problem.

For all of these reasons, the League of Women Voters urges the Bureau to change Rule 13 and count prisoners at their true home addresses
in 2020 so state and local districts can be drawn accurately, consistently, and fairly during redistricting.

c86 The Tribal Law Journal of the University of New Mexico School of Law writes in response to your May 20 federal register notice
regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

As a premier academic and legal journal, we take an interest in the accuracy of the methodology that the U.S. Census Bureau uses to count
the U.S. population. Our authors often rely on population data offered by the U.S. Census Bureau in their articles. In turn, members of the
legal profession depend on our articles to support advocacy efforts, lawmaking, rulemaking, legal strategy, and jurisprudence.

It has come to our attention that the US Census Bureau’s 2010 Residence Rule and Residence Situations skews the accuracy of the U.S.
Census data by counting incarcerated people at the facilities that they are confined in, rather than at the their home addresses, on Census
day. By designating a prison cell as a residence in the 2010 Census, the Census Bureau located a population that is disproportionately male,
urban, and Black, Native American or Latino into Census blocks far from their homes. This inflates the apparent size of the towns of
people who live near prisons. When this data is used in submissions to our publications, the reliability of important scholarship is risked.

More worrisome, when used for redistricting, the 2010 U.S. Census deprives political power from those communities, including sovereign
tribal nations, where a disproportionate amount of people are arrested and imprisoned away from home. Members of our journals identify
with those communities.
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Because we believe in a population count that accurately represents our Nation, we urge you to count incarcerated people at their home
address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

Thank you for your consideration.

c87 The Drug Policy Alliance submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule
and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). The Drug Policy Alliance urges you to count incarcerated people at their home
address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

The Drug Policy Alliance is the nation’s Ieading organization promoting drug policies grounded in science, compassion, health and human
rights. We work to ensure that our nation’s drug policies no longer arrest, incarcerate, disenfranchise and otherwise harm millions —
particularly young people and people of color who are disproportionately affected by the war on drugs. Prison gerrymandering is one of the
most troubling ways that our current policies discriminate against communities worst harmed by the war on drugs.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 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.

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 Hlinois, 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.

When this data is 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 afier
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. 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).
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The Drug Policy Alliance is concerned that the Bureau’s current method of counting incarcerated people is inaccurate. We share the
following two examples of specific inaccuracies flowing from the Bureau’s current method of counting incarcerated persons as follows:
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. In Texas, in two legislative districts
drawn after 2000, 12% of the population consisted of incarcerated persons.

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.

So we 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 the Drug Policy Alliance believes in a population
count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

c88 The Voting Rights and Civic Participation Project and the Racial Justice Project at New York Law School submit this comment in
response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 Fed. Reg. 28950 (May
20, 2015). We urge the Bureau to change the “usual residency” rule to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
correctional facility where they are located on Census Day.

Under the current rule, the Bureau counts people in prison as residents of their prison cells rather than their home communities. Based on
this census data, incarcerated individuals are grouped with non-incarcerated individuals living in the surrounding community to form
legislative districts. However, the vast majority of people in prison cannot vote and they have no ties to the local community beyond being
sent there by the Department of Corrections.! Consequently, people in prison become “ghost constituents” to whom the legislator from the
district has no connection or accountability, but whose presence in the prison allows the legislator’s district to exist. The voting strength of
the actual constituents who live adjacent to the prison is unfairly inflated simply because of their proximity to a correctional facility.

The inverse to this skew in the prison districts is the erosion of voting strength in the home communities — often located many miles away
— to which most incarcerated individuals return.” Every person counted in prison on Census Day is one fewer resident counted in the home
community. The result is fewer voices and fewer votes to demand accountability and representation by local officials. As the prison
districts artificially inflate, the representation of home communities diminishes and declines. A similar imbalance occurs between
neighboring districts. A district that contains a prison will have inflated voting strength compared to a neighboring district without a
prison, creating inequalities between residents of neighboring communities.

The home communities that are disproportionately impacted by the current usual residency rule are largely urban communities of color.
Aggressive policing tactics in recent decades have targeted minority neighborhoods across the country. Because of high incarceration
rates, these neighborhoods lose significantly more residents than other neighboring districts, the impact of which is felt for decades.
Losing residents means losing political power.’

In 2010, New York and Maryland were the first states in the country to pass laws to correct the skew caused by the Bureau’s current “usual
residency” rule. Under the 2010 laws, officials in New York and Maryland undertook the process to remove each individual who was
incarcerated in state prison on April 1, 2010 from their prison district and reallocate that person back to his home address for purposes of
drawing new legislative districts.

Professor Erika Wood’s recent analysis of how Maryland and New York implemented their new laws explains in detail the process each
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state undertook to reallocate each incarcerated person back to his or her home community, and provides detailed information about the
specific steps each state took to implement these new laws.* The report details the challenges each state faced, including legal disputes and
data deficiencies, and the steps taken to meet and overcome those challenges.

While Maryland and New York were successful in correcting the imbalance caused by the current policy, doing so was required significant
effort, hours and dollars. Passing and implementing the Maryland and New York laws involved multiple agencies and actors, including
legislators and their staff, government agencies, the Attorneys General’s offices, private software companies and consultants, and outside
advocacy organizations. In researching this process, including interviews with dozens of officials in each state, it became clear that there
was widespread consensus among officials in both states that the most effective way to correct the imbalance caused by the current
practice, is for the Bureau to change its usual residence rule to count people in prison as residents of their home communities rather than
their prison cells.

Professor Wood’s analysis resulted in the following specific recommendations for the Bureau:

1. Update the interpretation of the Usual Residency rule to ensure that incarcerated persons are allocated to their home residence
rather than at the location of a correctional facility. The Bureau should consult with stakeholders, including redistricting experts,
elections officials, corrections officials, criminal justice advocates, and others to develop the best strategies and data choices for
meeting this goal.

2. Consider using “self-enumeration” data wherever possible to tabulate incarcerated people. Allowing incarcerated individuals to
complete and submit their own Census forms would allow them to identify their race and ethnicity as well as enable them to
directly list their current home address.

o Conduct a self-enumeration pilot study in select correctional facilities to develop protocols and test the utility of inmate-
completed forms, as suggested by the Bureau’s 2013 Ethnographic Study.

o Where administrative records are to be used to tabulate incarcerated people, rely on agency-level administrative records
collected by the Federal Bureau of Prisons and state correctional agencies — as suggested by the Bureau’s 2013
Ethnographic Study of the Group Quarters Population in the 2010 Census. Jails and Prisons” — rather than collecting
this data on the individual facility level.

o Consult with the Bureau of Justice Statistics to identify best practices for designing effective systems for collecting
accurate and reliable state corrections data.’

o Assure that state correctional agencies are aware of the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Standards for the
Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity, and advise state correctional agencies on how data systems can be
structured to facilitate data collection consistent with these standards. Encouraging states to use the OMB standards
would eliminate inconsistencies in how race and ethnicity data are recorded.’

3. Conduct experiments using existing state corrections data to evaluate how these administrative records, in their current form,
would impact Census Bureau workflow and quality standards, as well as to develop protocols for addresses that cannot be
successfully geocoded.

4. Consider how to allocate persons in the limited circumstances where an individual’s home address is unknown or nonexistent.
For example, the Bureau may have to tabulate a limited number of people at the correctional facility where there is insufficient
home address information.

5. Explore whether the recommendation of the 2013 Ethnographic Study of the Group Quarters Population in the 2010 Census: Jails
and Prisons to establish “correctional specialists” to coordinate the Bureau’s enumeration of people confined in correctional
facilities will improve efficiency and standardization.®
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As long as the Bureau continues to count incarcerated individuals as residents of their prison cells, the demographic data of their home
communities will continue to be skewed and incomplete, resulting in long-term disenfranchisement and disempowerment. To correct this
injustice, we urge the Bureau to amend its usual residency rule to count incarcerated individuals as residents of their home communities.

! Only Maine and Vermont allow people to vote while in prison. See Erika Wood, Brennan Center for Justice, Restoring the Right to Vote 3 (May 11,
2009), available at http://www.brennancenter.org/publication/restoring-right-vote. In those two states, incarcerated people maintain residency in their
home communities for voting purposes and vote in their home district by absentee ballot; they do not vote in the district where they are incarcerated. See
Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 17, § 2122(a); Me. Rev. Stat. Ann. tit. 21-A, § 112(14).

* See Fletcher v. Lamone, No. 1:11-cv-03220, at 18 (D. Md. Dec. 23, 2011), aff*d 133 S. Ct. 29 (2012) (mem.) (citing Nancy G. La Vigne et al., 4
Portrait of Prisoner Reentry in Maryland 33 (Urban Institute 2003) available at

http.//www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/410655 MDPortraitReentry.pdf which found that most Maryland prisoners returned to Baltimore after their release
from prison).

? See Erika L. Wood, One Significant Step: How Reforms to Prison Districts Begin to Address Political Inequality, 49 U. MICH. J. LAW REF. 101
(2015) (forthcoming).

* See Erika L. Wood, Implementing Reform: How Maryland and New York Ended Prison Gerrymandering (Demos 2014), available at
http.//'www.demos.org/publication/implementing-reform-how-maryland-new-vork-ended-prison-gerrymandering.

° Barbara Owen and Anna Chan, Ethnographic Study of the Group Quarters Population in the 2010 Census. Jails and Prisons 2-3 (2013), available at
http://www.census.gov/srd/papers/pdf/ssm2013-06.pdf.

¢ The Bureau of Justice Statistics conducted a survey of state correctional data systems in 1998, finding that the majority of state prison systems had
mostly complete electronic records of home addresses. See Bureau of Justice Statistics et al., State and Federal Corrections Information Systems: An
Inventory of Data Elements and an Assessment of Reporting Capabilities, Bureau of Justice Statistics (Aug. 1998), available at
http://'www.bis.gov/content/pub/pdf/sfcisq.pdf. The Census Burcau should determine how these data collections have improved in the last sixteen years,
and consider how the Bureau can help these systems continue to improve as 2020 approaches. Further, the Census Bureau may wish to explore the state
of data collection in the nation’s largest jail systems; the fifty largest jail systems in the U.S. hold more than a third of the nation’s jail population.

" The OMB standards provide a common language to promote uniformity and comparability for data on race and ethnicity and were developed in
cooperation with federal agencies, including the Census Bureau, to provide consistent data on race and ethnicity throughout the federal government. For
an explanation of OMB standards, see Office of Mgmt. & Budget, Revisions to the Standards for the Classification of Federal Data on Race and
Ethnicity (Oct. 30, 1997), available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/fedreg_1997standards/.

¥ Owen and Chan, supra note S, at 37,

c89 [ am writing this letter in response to the NOFA of the U.S. Census Bureau requesting public comment on the 2010 Census Residence Rule
and Residence Sitnations. I strongly believe that the Bureau's method of counting incarcerated people at prison locations, rather than in
their home communities, leads to an unequal distribution of political power in state and local governments known as "prison
gcerrymandering.” I have attached an April 1, 2013 joint Congressional letter written to then Acting Director Thomas Mesenbourg outlining
our support for changing this Census program. Please do not hesitate to contact my office regarding any questions or concerns regarding
this issue. Thank you.

April 1,2013

Mr. Thomas Mesenbourg
Acting Director

U.S. Census Bureau
4600 Silver Hill Road
Washington, DC 20233

Dear Mr. Mesenbourg:
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We are writing to request that the Census Bureau begin counting incarcerated people as residents of their home addresses
rather than of the prisons in which they are confined. The Census Bureau has long maintained that an accurate census count yields
not only a correct number of residents, but also the correct location for each resident. We believe additional thought should be
given to the deemed place of residence in this unique situation. As Members of Congress, we have an interest in ensuring that the
decennial enumeration provides fair and equitable representation for all.

In 2011, nearly 1 in 107 adults in the United States was imprisoned.' The Census Bureau's current "residence rules” count
incarcerated individuals as residents of the prisons where they are serving their sentences. These incarcerated individuals normally
have no ties to the prison location, cannot vote, and most often return to their home communities upon release. The designation of
a prison cell as aresidence prevents populations in more than 1,500 Federal and state prisons that are largely male, urban, and
African-American or Latino from being counted as residents of their home communities.

Four states containing 21% percent of the U.S. population have enacted legislation to adjust census data to ensure that
prisoner counts do not comprise legislative districts. Maryland and New York enacted legislation to ensure that incarcerated people
are counted by home addresses, and Maryland 's"No Representation without Population Act” was recently upheld by the U.S.
Supreme Court.”

We applaud the Census Bureau's decision to release prison data from the 2010 census to assist individual state and local
governments in their redistricting efforts. We hope the Census Bureau will develop a standardized national solution to the problem
of redistricting distortion, relieving state and local governments from the need to make piecemeal adjustments to ensure prisoners
are accurately assigned to their home residences and accurately allocated among legislative and Congressional districts. We
therefore urge the Census Bureau to take the steps necessary to ensure that Census 2020 counts prisoners at their home addresses to
assist state and local governments in accurately representing these populations.

We thank you for your careful consideration of this issue.
! Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Correctional Populations in the United States, 2011 (Nov. 27, 2012) (online at

www.bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/index.cfm?ty=pbdetail&iid=4537).
*Fletcherv.Lamone, U.S. 2012WL 1030482 (June25,2012).

c90 I am writing in response to your federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20,
2015).

I was incarcerated at York Correctional Institution in Niantic, Connecticut from December 7, 2007 to March 18, 2014. Knowing my
convictions remained on appeal and were, therefore, legally stayed, the local registrar of voters in my hometown of Orange, Connecticut
never removed my name from the town’s list of registered voters.

Because of the current residence rule, during the last Census I was counted as if I were a resident of Niantic, the town containing the prison
where | was incarcerated, despite the fact that I was registered to vote in another town: Orange, Connecticut. This was not fair to my
community, nor to any community in Connecticut that didn’t have a prison.

Furthermore, it is an inaccurate way to count voters. The right to vote is sacred; counting me in one town when I was registered in another
is a poor example of how to protect a citizen’s most treasured right.
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Because I believe in a population count that accurately represents my community and counts voters where they are actually registered, 1
urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census
day.

c91 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 areas of the community and surrounding metropolitan and
unincorporated areas to thrive.

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 situation
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 | explains how the Census Bureau's current procedures for counting deployed military members have
negatively impacted North Carolina and its military communities. Appendix 1 provides information on the impacts at the state level, the
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military county level, the Fort Bragg annexation area level, and the City of Fayetteville level.)
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 is 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 Bureau 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.

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.
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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 gquestion 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 1 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, , at , or by way of email at

Appendix 1

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 1 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
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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.

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 Carolina, Based on 2010 Census

) Apportionment population
Geographic Number of Resident U.S. overseas
area representatives Total population population
United States 435 309,183,463%* 308,745,538 1,042,523
North Carolina 13 9,565,781 9,535,483 30,298

Notes:*The total apportionment population of the US includes the resident population for the 50 states, as ascertained by the Twenty-Third Decennial
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 Bureau. 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 1 above, the total U.S. overseas population was 1,042,523, and the North Carolina overseas population was 30,298,
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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
deploved temporarily to conflict zones (such as Afghanistan and Iraq), 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)
Number Percente Number Percent

Total 1,042,523 100.060% 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 Employees 23,686 2.27% 688 2.27%
Dependents of Fed Employees 608,141 58.33% 17,674 58.33%
Armed Foroes Dependents 592,153 5680% 17,209 56.80%
Fed Civilian Dependents 15,988 1.539%, 465 1.53%
Total Armed Forces & Dependents 1,002,849 96.19% 29,145 96.19%,
Total Fed Civ Empl & Dependents 39,674 3.81% 1,153 381%

Source: US data based on report entitled, 20 1 0 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 | (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.

On March 2, 2012, the Census Bureau released the P.L. 94-171 Redistricting Summary File Data for North Carolina. This release provided
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detailed information down to the block level for resident total population by race, voting age population by race, Hispanic Origin, and
number of housing units. The Census Bureau provided summaries of this data by block groups, census tracts, voting districts, cities, and
counties. Thus, local officials were able for the first time to know what their new 2010 Census populations were. The Redistricting Data
release did not include any information about the group quarters population.

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. 1A).

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.

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 is 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.¢., 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 arca
level, and the City of Fayetteville level. Each is discussed below.

Analvysis 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.
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Table 3

Number of Persons Living in Military Quarters in North Carolina in 2000 and 2010

Absolute Percent
Geographic 2000 2010 Change, Change,
Area Census Census 2000-2010 2000-2010
North Carolina 37,022 26,326 -10,696 -28.89%

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 torn 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.

Analysis 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.

Number of Persons Living in Military Quarters in North Carolina, by County,

Table 4

in 2000 and 2010

Absolute Percent
Geographic 2000 2010 Change, Change,
Area Census Census 2000-2010 2000-2010
Onslow Co 18,491 16,697 -1,794 -9.70%
Cumberland Co 13,857 5,949 -7.,908 -57.07%
Craven Co 3,420 2,986 - 434 -12.69%
Wayne Co 563 594 31 5.51%
Richmond Co 374 0 374 -100.00%
Brunswick Co 222 4 218 - 98.20%
Pasquotank Co 33 41 8 24.24%
Dare Co 27 6 21 - 77.78%
New Hanover 22 29 7 31.82%
Carteret Co 13 15 2 15.38%
Pamlico Co 0 4 4
Mecklenburg 0 1 i
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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.

It 1s 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))

Analysis at the Fort Bragg 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 5

Data for the Part of Fort Bragg Annexed Into the City of Fayetteville Effective 9/1/08
Population As of 2000 AsofJuly I, | As of July 1, As of 2010
Components Census (1) 2008 (2) 2009 (2) Census (3)
Total Number
Housing Units 4,142 4,338 4,338 4,185
# Vacant Housing
Units 103 500 500 379
# Occupied
Housing Units 4,039 3,838 3,838 3,806
Average
Household Size 3.7096 3.6201 3.6201 3.1742
Household
Population 14,983 13,894 13,894 12,081
Group Quarters
Population 13,132 12,053 11,028 5,116
Total
Population 28,115 25,947 24,922 17,197
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Seurces:

1. The data as of the 2000 Census are based on a tabulation of 2000 census blocks that were completely within the boundaries of the arca 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.

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 household 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.

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 household 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

000077
74

BC-DOC-0000010932



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.

c92 The Maryland State Conference of NAACP Branches, the Somerset County Branch of the NAACP (together, “the NAACP”) and the
American Civil Liberties Union of Maryland (“the ACLU-MD”)' submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s Federal
Register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Specific Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015) to support counting
incarcerated people at their places of last residence, rather than at their places of incarceration. As detailed below, our experience with
this issue in Maryland provides strong support, from a civil rights perspective, for this change.

The NAACP and the ACLU-MD are committed to preserving all citizens’ right to be equally represented in the electoral system, and we
have worked to make that promise a reality in our own state. Somerset County, on Maryland’s Eastern Shore, has long been one of the
state’s most racially-divided communities, with a sad history that includes Iynchings, formal opposition to school integration through the
1960s, and court-ordered reforms to racially discriminatory clection and employment practices into the 1980s and 1990s.”

At the time of the last U.S. Census, Somerset County was 42 percent African American—the highest ratio of blacks to whites in any
Eastern Shore County.’ Yet, despite Somerset’s demographic diversity, blacks have historically been left virtually unrepresented in
County government.* Indeed, until 2010, no black person had ever been elected or appointed— in all of the County’s 350-year history—
to any top County office, including County Commissioner, County Administrator, Sheriff, Detention Center Warden, Judge, State’s
Attorney, State Delegate, County Treasurer, County Finance Director, County Attorney, County Personnel Director, County Planning
Director, County Fire Marshall, County Emergency Management Director or County Elections Administrator, among others.’” The
situation persisted even though the historically black University of Maryland, Eastern Shore (“UMES”), located within the county,
graduates many candidates qualified for government jobs and offices.

In 2008 and 2009, the NAACP and ACLU-MD began to understand that part of the reason African Americans had remained shut out of
Somerset government for so long related to what is now known as “prison-based gerrymandering.” Because the County is rural and
relatively sparsely populated, the inclusion for redistricting purposes of the large prison population at Eastern Correctional Institution
(“ECT") severely undermined the racial fairness of the local election system.

Due to a Voting Rights Act challenge to the County’s at-large election system in the mid-1980s, the County switched 1o a system of five
single-member districts to elect its County Commission. The County planned one district as a remedial district with a majority black
population, but by the time that district was established, ECI had opened. ECI’s mostly minority inmates were counted as residents of the
so-called remedial district, even though they were ineligible to vote in Somerset elections. The prison’s inclusion distorted the district’s
voting power, because only a small share of those counted in the district were actually eligible to vote, and an even smaller share of those
eligible to vote were African American. As such, the district could not and did not function as a true remedial district, and for two
decades consistently elected white officials to represent the “minority” district. Moreover, because inmates significantly outnumbered
other district residents, their inclusion in the redistricting database led to over-representation of non- prison residents within that district,
as compared to residents in other districts that did not include a prison.

In 2009 and 2010, the NAACP and ACLU-MD partnered with community leaders to challenge this system. Together, they advocated
with local Somerset officials, the Maryland Attorney General, and the Maryland General Assembly for exclusion of the prison population
from the redistricting database. Eventually, as a result of this advocacy, the Maryland legislature became the first in the nation to adopt a
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law mandating that prisoners be counted at their place of last residence, rather than their place of incarceration.’ This simple change
finally gave meaning to the voting rights remedy put in place by Somerset County in 1986 and paved the way for greater participation by
minorities in Somerset County’s local government. In fact, the County’s first black County Commissioner, Rev. Craig Mathies, was
elected shortly after the law was enacted. Furthermore, Somerset’s 2012 redistricting plan includes two districts with majority minority
populations, better reflecting the demographics of the community and enhancing minority electoral opportunities within the County.

The story of Somerset County illustrates one adverse collateral consequence that can follow from the dramatic growth of our nation’s
prison population over the past few decades: a reduction in the suitability of current Census counts for use in redistricting. 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.® This change implicates a need for corresponding change in application
of the Census’s “usual residence” rule with respect to incarcerated persons, to ensure that redistricting decisions and remedies count
populations accurately and promote electoral fairness for all.

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.” Although Maryland (along with California, Delaware, New York, and over 200 counties and municipalities) has approved a
measure to adjust the Census’ population totals to count incarcerated people at home, this ad hoc approach is neither efficient nor
universally feasible. For example, the Massachusetts state legislature 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.'

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Specific Residence Situations as the Bureau strives to count
everyone in the right place, in keeping with changes in society and population realities. Because of our experience in Somerset County—
and our awareness of the difference that Maryland’s new rule made to African American residents there—the Maryland State Conference
of NAACP Branches, the Somerset County Branch of the NAACP and the ACLU of Maryland urge the U.S. Census Bureau to count
incarcerated people as residents of their last home addresses.

! The American Civil Liberties Union submitted separate comments to the Census Bureau reflecting the work of the ACLU nationwide to ensure
population counts that accurately represent our communities.

* See ACLU of Maryland and Somerset County NAACP, “Semper Eadem— Always the Same’?” at 5 (2009), available at
http://www.aclu-md.org/uploaded _files/0000/0348/finalreportwapp.pdf [hereinafter “Report”].

3 See U.S. CENSUS, “2010 Census Interactive Population Map,” available at http://www.census.gov/2010census/popmap/. According to the 2010 U.S.
Census, Somerset County is 53.53% white and 42.28% black; the only parts of Maryland with a higher percentage of black residents are Prince
George’s County and Baltimore City.

* See Report, supra note 1, at 4. According to the Report, African Americans represent 35 percent of Somerset County’s available labor force, but only
12.6 percent of County employees.

3 See id. at 2-3. Indeed, according to EEO filings at that time, not a single African American was employed by the County in a professional capacity.
The County employed 46 people full or part time that year in official, professional, technical or paraprofessional positions, but none was African
American.

8 Md. Code, State Gov’t § 2-2A-01 (2015).

"See US. Department of Justice, Burcau of Justice Statistics, “Historical Corrections Statistics in the United States, 1850—1984” at Table 4—1
(December 1986), available at http://www.bis.gov/content/pub/pdf/hcsus5084.pdf.

¥ See US. Department of Justice, Burcau of Justice Statistics, “Correctional Populations in the United States, 2012” at Table 2 (December 2013),
available at http://www .bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/icpus] 2.pdf.

? See Prisoners of the Census, “Detailed demographics of correctional populations now available for nation” (Sept. 13, 2011), available at
http.//www.prisonersofthecensus.org/mews/2011/09/13/sf1/.
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1% 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).

c93 I am writing in response to the May 20 Federal Register notice soliciting comments on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations.

I am a data scientist (BS Math Caltech '86, PhD Math MIT '89) with several refereed publications on the mathematics of voting. The data
which the census bureau collects inmates according to the home address is of critical importance and I strongly urge you to count inmates
at their home address rather than the particular prison in which they are incarcerated on April 1, 2020.

This data will help us researcher understand the effect of incarceration on the home community.

On a more practical level, without this data, citizens who are barred from voting become literally political prisoners as their place of
incarceration can be chosen to transfer representation from their home community to the location of their prison.

I would be happy to discuss this matter in more detail with you or any members of your staff.

c%4 Prison inmates should be counted as residents of their permanent home addresses, not at the places of incarceration. I will not
attempt a comprehensive discussion of this issue, which many competent persons have addressed. I wish, however, to call attention to one
facet of the question that should receive more attention: the inconsistent treatment of transient populations.

[ will then offer some observations based on my own experience. I directed the staff work on redistricting for successive Minority
Leaders of the New York State Senate, from 1980 through my retirement at the end of 2005; was the principal consultant to the Committee
on Election Law of the Bar Association of the City of New York in the development of its 2007 report on reform of the New York
redistricting process; worked closely with legal teams on litigation concerning New York redistricting during each of the last four decades;
consulted with New York State Senate and Assembly staff on the drafling of the prison population re-allocation law enacted in 2010; and
consulted with California Assembly staff in connection with the latest amendment to California’s prison population re-allocation law. (I am
not a lawyer.)

L. The counting of prisoners at the places of incarceration is not part of a consistent rule for defining residence.

This can be understood by comparing the rules for counting three categories of transient populations: a) college and university
students away from home; b) persons traveling for business and pleasure; and ¢) those who are away from home as prison inmates. I do not
wish to argue that the rules for students and travelers should be changed. But the comparison will illuminate the problem with the rule that
applies to prisoners.

Students and prisoners are counted at their temporary residences, and travelers are counted at their permanent home addresses. Yet
the students and the travelers have much in common with each other, in ways in which both groups differ from the prisoners. Unlike the
prisoners, both the students and the travelers:

1. are at their Census Day location voluntarily;
2. are part of the social and economic fabric of the communities where they temporarily reside: walking freely in the streets, using the

roads and public transit, frequenting restaurants, visiting parks, attending sports events, museums, theatres, etc., and free to
participate in politics and other aspects of civic life;
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3. use public services financed by local taxes: roads, public transport, police, ambulances and emergency rooms, building code
enforcement, restaurant inspections, etc.; and

4. pay local taxes: sales taxes, for both groups; hotel occupancy taxes and, indirectly, real estate taxes, for travelers; and real estate
taxes, either directly or indirectly (depending on whether they own or rent), for students living off-campus.

Students may also be employed, holding the sort of jobs that might also be held by permanent local residents, and likewise subject
to taxes on their earnings. And many travelers are paid to perform duties away from home in connection with their employment.

Furthermore, members of Congress and state legislators, in furthering the interests of the permanent residents of their districts, also
seek to further the interests of the students and visitors. It is not only from the love of learning or recognition of the social value of research
that elected officials seck to support and expand institutions of higher learning in their districts. But by seeking to maximize the local
economic benefit derived from such institutions — supporting expansion and making the colleges and universities attractive to students —
they also further the interests of the students.

Similarly, in secking prosperity for their districts by making them attractive destinations for business travelers and tourists, they
serve the interests of the visitors. In both cases, the elected representatives would entirely fail to serve the interests of their permanent
constituents if they did not also faithfully serve the interests of the students and visitors.

In contrast, no Congress member or state legislator seeks to represent the interests of the prisoners incarcerated in his or her
district. Their offices do not offer the prisoners the ‘constituent services’ that they provide to permanent residents of their districts. To the
degree that they seek to maximize the economic value of the prisons — which are, indeed, the major local employer in some places, as
universities are in others — they regard the prisoners merely as the raw material of a local industry. To the degree that the prisoners enjoy
representation in Congress or state legislatures, it is only from the representatives of the communities where they left behind their families
and friends, to which they will eventually return, and where they may once again be voters.

New York City, where I live, is disadvantaged by the census rules relating to both prisoners and visitors.

On the one hand, thousands of permanent residents of the city are counted at prisons outside of the city. Under the New York State
law' subtracting prisoners, for purposes of legislative apportionment, from their places of incarceration, and re-allocating them insofar as
possible to their permanent home addresses, the population of New York City showed a net increase of 21,082, while the balance of the
state showed a net decrease of 14,705. This actually understates the effect on New York City of the rule for counting prisoners, because the
legislative task force” charged with making the calculations had no access to data from Federal agencies or other states, a subject I will
return to below.

At the same time, the city’s population is permanently swollen by hundreds of thousands of visitors, but these persons are not
counted here.” There is, of course, a good deal of turnover among the individuals who constitute this transient population, but the total
remains fairly steady. There is seasonal variation in this number, but not nearly so large as the seasonal variation in the number of students
in a college town. In many college towns, almost the whole student population will vanish about two months after Census Day, not to
return for about three months. And when the fall term begins, many who were counted in April will be gone, to be replaced by new
enrollees.
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For all of these reasons, if visitors are to be counted at their permanent home addresses, not where they are sleeping on Census
Day, there is an even stronger argument for applying that principle to prisoners.

The Census Bureau should be guided by the ruling of the three-judge court in Fletcher v. Lamone, 831 F. Supp.2d 887 (D. Md.
2011), that the careful attribution of prisoners to their permanent home addresses for congressional and legislative redistricting is consistent
with the constitutional rules. There is no basis for supposing that such attribution is permissible for congressional redistricting, but not for
congressional reapportionment. Note especially the Court’s observation distingnishing prisoners from other ‘group quarters’ populations:

We also observe that the plaintiffs' argument on this point implies that college students, soldiers, and prisoners are all similarly
situated groups. This assumption, however, is questionable at best. College students and members of the military are eligible to
vote, while incarcerated persons are not. In addition, college students and military personnel have the liberty to interact with
members of the surrounding community and to engage fully in civic life. In this sense, both groups have a much more substantial
connection to, and effect on, the communities where they reside than do prisoners. (/d. at 896)

The Court also observed that:

According to the Census Bureau, prisoners are counted where they are incarcerated for pragmatic and administrative reasons, not
legal ones. The Bureau has explained that counting prisoners at their home addresses would require "collecting information from
each prisoner individually" and necessitate "an extensive coordination procedure” with correctional facilities. (/d. at 895)

But while it is possible to imagine many technical difficulties that would arise in counting business travelers and tourists where
they are actually sleeping on Census Day, we now have extensive experience demonstrating that it would be quite practicable to count
prisoners at their permanent home addresses. The states of New York and Maryland successfully adjusted their population databases for
the 2010-12 redistricting without a huge investment of resources. An account of how New York and Maryland accomplished this, and an
excellent review of the entire subject, is provided in Prof. Erika L. Wood’s study, Implementing Reform: How Maryland and New York
Ended Prison Gerrymandering (New York: Démos, 2014)." These experiences can provide a model, and should lead the Census Bureau to
reconsider its previous view that it would be prohibitively expensive to do what New York and Maryland accomplished.

II. I'wish to add a few observations from my own experience to Prof. Wood’s findings and recommendations.

A. In the discussions leading to the enactment of the New York law in 2010, those of us who had experience with redistricting
databases, and with the use of geographic information systems to geocode addresses to census blocks, agreed that it would be possible to
re-allocate to their home addresses about 60% of the prisoners on the list to be provided by the NYS Department of Corrections and
Community Supervision (DOCCS).” We were wrong. As Prof. Wood documents, 79% of the addresses on the DOCCS list were
successfully attributed to New York census blocks. And even that figure understates the success of the project, since the remaining 21%
mcludes those prisoners whose permanent homes were not in New York State.

B. In my consultations during 2010 with New York legislative staff concerning the drafting of Part XX of Chap. 57, it was clear
that the decision to exclude congressional redistricting from the use of the adjusted database was entirely a matter of legal caution. There
was case law supporting the use of an adjusted database for state legislative redistricting, but there was much uncertainty about whether the
courts would permit such a database to be used for congressional redistricting. The use of the adjusted database was limited to legislative
redistricting to avoid creating a possible basis for a legal challenge to the congressional districts to be enacted in 2012, Happily, Maryland
was more bold, and the matter was settled in Fletcher. I am certain, from the discussions in which I participated, that the New York law
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would have encompassed congressional redistricting if the issues later decided in Fletcher had already been settled in 2010.°

C. The California re-allocation law, which will apply to the next decennial redistricting, originally provided for subtraction of
prisoners from their places of incarceration only if they could be re-allocated to a permanent home address within the state. The law
therefore excluded prisoners in the custody of the U.S. Government. The law has now been amended to provide, as in the New York law,
for the subtraction of all inmates of Federal and state prisons, and then for their re-allocation to their permanent home addresses insofar as
possible. The laws in both states are now based on the principle that counting a person in the wrong place distorts the apportionment
database even more than excluding the person entirely.

D. There is nothing novel about excluding from the PL94-171 data set those persons who are part of the U.S. population, but who
cannot be attributed to a specific U.S. address for purposes of reapportionment and redistricting. That is the rule for U.S. citizens and their
dependents living outside the U.S. while in the employ of the U.S. Government or serving in the armed forces.

E. The drafters of the New York law assumed that it would be impossible to obtain from the U.S. Bureau of Prisons the sort of list
that was provided by NYSDOCCS. Maryland did attempt to obtain such a list from BOP, and was rebuffed. BOP explained its refusal as
based on a concern to protect the confidentiality of records about prisoners. This a legitimate concern, and underlies the confidentiality
provisions that were written into the New York and California re-allocation laws. One cannot blame BOP for being cautious about
providing such lists to state agencies, and of course the state legislatures cannot command BOP’s cooperation. But the Census Bureau may
well be able to address BOP’s concerns about preserving confidentiality. If the Census Bureau can obtain the necessary lists from BOP
(and also from ICE), it will be in a far better position than the states, individually or collectively, to allocate prisoners to the census blocks
of their permanent home addresses. The Census Bureau, unlike the states, will also be able to re-allocate those prisoners who are being
held, either by Federal or state authorities, in a state other than that of their permanent residence.

For all of the above reasons, the residence rule for prison inmates should be changed. Prisoners should be counted at the homes to
which they will eventually return, where they left behind their families and friends, where they are represented by clected officials, and
where they may once again be voters.

! Legislative Law, Section 83-m, Subsection 13, enacted by Part XX of Chapter 57 of the Laws of 2010.

* The Legislative Task Force on Demographic Research and Reapportionment, known as LATFOR, an acronym derived from an older name of the task
force.

*NYC & Company, the city’s tourism promotion organization, estimates that there were 54.3 million visitors in 2013,
[http://www.nvcgo.com/articles/nyc-statistics-page] The New York Times reports that there were 108,592 hotel rooms in the city in 2013, and estimates
that the average daily occupancy was 68% in January 2015, down 4.7% from January 2014 (the January 2014 figure having been swollen by the Super
Bowl). [http:/www .nvtimes.com/2015/03/04/realestate/commercial/hotel-market-staggers-in-new-york-city html; web edition, March 3, 2015; New
York print edition, March 4, 2015, p. B6] Allowing for some uncertainty about the estimated number of visitors, the proportion who did not remain for
the night, the average number of persons in an occupied hotel room, and the proportion of visitors who found other accommodations, it is reasonable to
suppose that some 200,000 visitors sleep here on an average night. That is a good enough estimate for the present discussion.

* Available at: http://www.demos.org/publication/implementing-reform-how-maryland-new-york-ended-prison-gerrymandering

> The list provided all of the address information available to DOCCS about each prisoner, but no names. Each record was identified only by a number
that the Legislative Task Force could use in addressing inquiries to DOCCS. Furthermore, the Task Force was required to hold all of the address
information in confidence, making public only the revised block-level counts. The California law has a similar provision.

¢ In the event, the New York Legislature failed to agree on a congressional redistricting plan in 2012, and the task fell to a U.S. District Court after all.
But that was not foreseen in 2010.

c95 I am writing in response to your May 20 Federal Register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence situations.
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As a philosopher of science focused on social demography and social ecology, I analyze studies that, among other things, investigate the
effects of crime, incarceration, and recidivism in American communities. In order to understand those effects it is crucial to have reliable
data regarding the incarceration rates in those communities. The Census Bureau is the only reliable source of demographic data. Should
the proposed rule be adopted this research would be impossible. I, therefore, urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that the happen to located at on Census Day.

Thank you for your consideration.

c96 These comments are submitted in response to the Public Notice, dated May 20, 2015, regarding proposed changes to the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations for the upcoming 2020 Census.' The Public Notice sought comment on the Residence
Rule, and the undersigned secks to provide comment on the Residence Rule as it relates to those who are incarcerated (Rule 13) and
those in Juvenile Facilities (Rule 16) (collectively, the “Detainees™).

1 have served as the pro bono counsel for the family members of those who have been incarcerated in a proceeding before
the Federal Communications Commission since 2010. The proceeding relates to the telephone rates and other charges that are
imposed on families to remain in contact with Detainees, and I have actively advocated before the FCC, Congress, and the US
District Court for the establishment of rate caps and elimination of excessive fees. The telephone is uniquely important to the
families 1 represent because correctional facilities tend to be located very far away from their homes. In this context, I have become
uniquely aware of the economic and personal impact of the difficulties of family members to remain in contact with Detainees,
especially with the 1.7 million children with at least one family member who are Detainees.

Rule 13 and Rule 16 count Detainees as being a resident at the facility, rather than their residence before being detained,
i.e., their permanent residence. Not only is this determination different than many states’ laws which specifically do not change
Detainees’ permanent residences, and actually permit Detainees to vote for candidates at their permanent residence. Thus, the
rules are in conflict with state law, and do not reflect the reality of how states treat Detainees in connection with their right to
vote.

Moreover, this rule incentives the construction of detention facilities at distant locations far away from the Detainees’
permanent residences. In particular, because Census figures are used to determine state legislative districts, these rules skew the
population of districts by adding additional people to districts that do not actually have the ability to vote for candidates in those
very same congressional districts.

Because the current Census rules count Detainees as residents at the facility location, there is a strong incentive for
communities to volunteer to construct detention facilities in order to increase their population without permitting the Detainees to
vote in local elections. Studies have shown that more than 60% of those incarcerated are at facilities more than 100 miles from their
permanent residence, and 10% of those incarcerated are located at facilities more than 500 miles from their permeant residence.”

The more reasonable approach would be for the Census Bureau to count Detainees at their permanent residence. This
would lead to the accurate determination of the number of eligible voting residents for that particular district. Moreover, it would
eliminate the perverse incentive to site detention facilities far distances from Detainees’ permanent residences. If detention
facilities are more easily accessible, then the recidivism rate will be reduced by increase contact between families and friends and
Detainees, which will reduce the prison and jail costs.
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Thank you this opportunity to provide comments on this very important criminal justice matter.

! See Notice and Request for Comment, 80 Fed. Reg. 28950 (rel. May 20, 2015) (the “Public Notice™).
* Incarcerated Parents and Their Children, Bureau of Justice Statistics (Aug. 2000) (www.bis.gov/content/pub/pdf/iptc.pds).

c97 I am writing this letter to respond to the proposed 2020 Census “Residence Rule and Residence Situations” that is open for public
comment.

I believe that there is a serious problem with category number 13, ("People in Correctional Facilities for Adults"). In each of the listed
subcategories (a through d) of number 13, people are proposed to be: "Counted at the Facility."

Your question was about problems seen in the 2010 Census with the rules; but as this part of the rule has been unchanged for at least the
last several decades; my experience in the 1990, 2000 and 2010 redistricting cycles may be helpful.

1 live, since the late 1990's, in Franklin County, New York, a rural county that has a large prison population. Prisoners are not residents of
our community as they originate outside of our community, they have no interaction with our community and immediately leave the
community when their sentences expire or when the Department of Corrections chooses to transfer them elsewhere. Enumerating these
populations as part of our community forces our community to choose between either: (1) rejecting your counts, or (2) using census data
that dilutes the votes of most of our community's residents to the benefit of the few who live immediately adjacent to the prison.

I'have been concerned about the implications of your "residence rule” for democracy within rural communities since the 1990 Census
when I was a resident of another upstate New York county which similarly hosted a large correctional facility. I, and many of my Jefferson
County neighbors were concerned and raised public awareness that relying on your counts resulted in county apportionment that diluted
the votes of residents who did not leave near the prisons.

In the late 1990's, I moved to Franklin County and was again involved as a citizen activist in redistricting. There, I was pleasantly surprised
to learn that I would not need to organize a post-2000 lawsuit against Franklin County because my county was already committed to
modifying your census data to remove the prison populations and avoid what is now commonly called "prison gerrymandering.”

However, a controversy that erupted in the neighboring county of St. Lawrence over prison-counting after the 2000 Census led me to
discover that the rejection of Census Bureau prison counts in rural communities was the rule, not the exception. In summary,

St. Lawrence County had, after the 1990 Census, traditionally rejected your prison counts, but for “outcome determinative” reasons
decided to include the prison populations in the post-2000 districts. The public objected, with thousands of county residents signing a
petition requesting the redistricting plan be put on the ballot. The county leadership rejected the petition and in response the public defeated
the political party responsible for the prison gerrymandering in the next election.

Around this time, an upstate newspaper contacted other counties in the state to see how they were currently handling the prison
populations, and I surveyed several counties that this newspaper missed. This survey work inspired the Prison Policy Initiative to do a
more formal survey analysis which they published as “Phantom constituents in the Empire State: How outdated Census Bureau
methodology burdens New York counties” concluding that the majority of New York State counties with large prisons rejected prison
gerrymandering.
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What should be obvious from my letter is that I, along with the elected leaders of my county, were concerned that including the prison
population where the Census Bureau counted it but where those people -- 10% of our county's Census population -- do not reside would
have a vote dilutive impact on the other parts of our county. We simply did not want to draw a county legislative districts that had a
preponderance of incarcerated people. Such districts would have given every county resident living near the prisons much more voting
power than the other residents of the county.

Having considered the effects of "prison gerrymandering” on rural counties that host prisons, [ and many of my neighbors came to the
obvious conclusion that the Census Bureau's counts are inaccurate in so far as the Bureau counted incarcerated people as residents of the
prison locations. As a result, we removed the prison populations from the one set of legislative districts that we could control -- our county
districts.

And here I feel I need to clarify our approach, given current statements from some plaintiffs in the current Texas case about excluding
some non-voting populations from redistricting,.

For us, in Franklin County, the decision was not whether to count incarcerated people, but where they should rightly be counted, which we
think is at their home of record. We had no right to count prisoners as local constituents, they relied on the representative services of their
home legislators, and there is nothing that one of our county legislators could do for them.

Removing the prison population was the best we could do because we lacked authority over the redistricting bodies of the New York City
Council, the Albany City Council and the other home locations of the incarcerated people. As I, along with two neighbors wrote to you in
our July 9, 2004 comment letter: "We know of no complaints from prisoners as a result, as they no doubt look to the New York City
Council for the local issues of interest to them.”

Thankfully, New York State took things one step further with the passage of Part XX (ending prison gerrymandering at the state and local
levels) which made sure that all state prisoners are counted in the appropriate locations. This is legislation that I and many of my neighbors
supported. And while I support Part XX, I must note that the law had one shortcoming that only the Census Bureau can fix: Part XX did
not reallocate federal prisoners to their homes; it simply removed them from the count.

The Census Bureau is the only entity which can provide a complete solution to the redistricting confusion caused by the current "usual
residence rule.” I urge you to adjust this policy and count all prisoners at their homes of record in the next federal Census.

c98 My name is . For over 25 years, I have provided redistricting expertise to civil rights organizations, community groups, and local
governments across the country. I estimate that I have developed state and local election plans for at least 750 jurisdictions in about 40
states — primarily in the American South and Rocky Mountain West (Indian Country). I have testified in federal courts on voling matters
in about 35 cases and submitted declarations or been deposed in an additional 50 cases.

I always recommend to local-level clients that the prison population should be removed or reallocated to establish an apportionment base
that 1s in keeping with the principle of one-person, one-vote. But this adjustment is not always possible to do, given the current structure
of the PL94-171 files and some state and local laws that restrict the apportionment base to the counts in the PL94-171 files.

I submit this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations,
80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). I urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility where
they happen to be located on Census Day. Below are four specific steps that I believe you must take for the 2020 Census to more
accurately reflect present-day demographic realities.
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(1) Reassign or reallocate all adults in prisons and jails to their home address. This single step would eliminate a distortion in
the complete count Census that often results in extreme violations of the one-person, one-vote constitutional principle in
state and local election plans.

(2) Cordon off all prisons and jails (using building footprints) into 2020 census blocks that contain only incarcerated persons.
This step is necessary because some percentage of the incarcerated population will continue to list prison and jail facilities
as their home address. This will facilitate overpopulating prison-impacted districts to meet one-person, ong-vote
requirements in statewide election plans and allow for the removal or reassignment (using other official prisoner address
documents not relied upon by the Census Bureau) of this remaining non-voting population in local election plans.

(3) Release an Advance Group Quarters Summary File as I understand you plan to do, within the PL94-171 files (I use the
2010 Advance Group Quarters Summary File almost every day to identify prisons, college dorms, military bases, etc. as [
develop election plans. I cannot overstate how useful the 2010 file has been for my work.) The 2020 Advance Group
Quarters Summary File will be extremely helpful to identify any of the remaining incarcerated persons who report prison
facilities as their home address, as noted in (2) above.

(4) Release a complete count census block-level summary file that tallies the reallocated prison population by race, age, and
ethnicity. I have in mind that this file would be identical in format to the PL94-171 file. It should be released no later than
the early summer of 2021. This block-level summary file is critical for Voting Rights Act “ability to elect” analysis --
especially for districts that are close to having 50% minority voting-age populations.

In conclusion, the incarcerated population in the United States is now about 2.3 million. There are 16 states with populations that are less
than 2.3 million. A summary file as noted in (4) above is important for various social policy and programmatic reasons unrelated to
election plans, such as community development, targeted neighborhood-level programs to reduce recidivism, academic research, etc.
Such a summary file will pay for itself over time.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, as it pertains to the 2020 Census.

c99 I am writing in response to your federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20,
2015). Thank you for asking for input from the public.

1 was once incarcerated. My last residence prior to my incarceration in various Upstate New York prisons was in Queens, New York
City. But, I was always counted as if | were a resident of the prison where I was incarcerated.

This most respectfully skews the results of the census so badly, that one is forced to ask: *“"What is the point of using the census results to
ascertain political representation?”

For example. I was in in the town of Warwarsing for some years, and in that town this is what the Census in 2010 showed:
According to the 2010 Census :

Total number or residents in Warwarsing: 13,157

Total prison population in Warwarsing: 1,723

Thus 13% more people are counted as living in Warwarsing than actually live there. As a result Warwarsing is allocated 13% political
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representation more than it should have. Representation which some other community is being deprived of. Like the community I lived in
before [ was incarcerated for example. And, if you add to that equation the evidence that that African-Americans and Latinos are
disproportionately incarcerated, then the figures may even be more seriously skewed for incarcerated members of these communities.

[urge you therefore to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located
at on Census day.

The present system of counting residences in a community, may have worked before the 1980°s when the number of people in prison in the
U.S. was much lower than it is now. But now, as your own Census Bureau data shows: The count is so skewed, it cannot be considered
accurate.

In which case one has to ask why bother doing a census at all if the results are inaccurate up to 13% and perhaps even more?

Before closing I would like to thank you again for requesting public feedback. This is a very important part of the democratic process.

cl100 My name is I spent a considerable amount of time in Federal Prison despite never being convicted of a crime. It is
because [ have never been convicted that my voting rights remain intact. I was not aware for most of my incarceration that I was being
counted in the various states of my incarceration for certain purposes but would be denied the right to vote in those states due to a lack of
residency.

In 2014 while being held in the United States Medical Center for Federal Prisoners in Springfield, Missouri [ attempted to
register to vote. I received the voting registration forms and submitted them to the Greene County Clerk. I received mail stating that my
registration was not completed because I had not submitted identification and I did not provide an acceptable address. I assumed this to
mean that I could not use a P.O. Box as an address and I corrected this by resubmitting my form with a copy of identification and the
physical address of the facility. Even at this point the Greene County clerk refused to complete my registration on the grounds that I was
not considered a resident for voting purposes despite being counted as a resident for districting purposes. For this level of
disenfranchisement to exist in the United States in 2015 is incredibly alarming and in need of immediate attention at all Ievels of federal
and state government.

clol The NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. (“LDF”) submits this comment letter in response to the Census
Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015), (“Rule”™).
Beginning with the 2020 Census and each subsequent decennial census, LDF urges the Census Bureau to count incarcerated people as
residents of their last known pre-arrest home address, rather than of the particular prison facility where they happen to be located on
Census day. Not only would this change to the Rule be consistent with many state laws, whereby incarcerated people maintain their pre-
arrest address and do not lose that residence by virtue of being temporarily incarcerated, but also it would help bring the redistricting
processes of states and localities into greater conformity with fundamental principles of an inclusive democracy.

Founded under the leadership of Thurgood Marshall, LDF, now in its 75th anniversary year, is the nation’s oldest civil rights
and racial justice law firm. One of LDF’s core missions is the achievement of the full, equal, and active participation of all Americans,
particularly Black Americans, in the political process." Consistent with this mission, LDF has advocated — through litigation and public
policy — for the elimination of prison-based gerrymandering, the practice by states and localities of counting, for redistricting purposes,
incarcerated people as residents of the prison facilities where they are held, rather than where they actually lived prior to their arrest.”

In carrying out prison-based gerrymandering, states and localities often rely on Census data and, under the current Rule, the
Census Burcau counts incarcerated people where they are confined.” As explained in further detail below, however, prison-based
gerrymandering is unlawful precisely because it artificially inflates population nmumbers, and thus, the political influence, of districts
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where prisons are located, at the expense of voters living in all other districts. Indeed, prison-based gerrymandering is all-too reminiscent
of the infamous “three- fifths compromise,” whereby enslaved and disfranchised African American people were counted to inflate the
number of constituents in—and thus, the political influence of—Southern states before the Civil War.!

On previous occasions, LDF has called upon the Census Bureau to change its Rule’ to count incarcerated people at their last
known pre-arrest home address, not where they are incarcerated, to: (1) conform with legal principles on residence; (2) conform with the
ordinary definition of resident; (3) avoid inflating the political power of more rural and suburban areas where prisons tend to be located
and where white residents predominantly live, at the expense of urban arecas where there are fewer prisons and minority communities
predominantly live; and, (4) provide a more accurate picture of the nation.

First, the current Rule, which counts incarcerated people as residents of the facilities wherein they are incarcerated,
contravenes basic legal principles on residence. Nearly every state has a constitutional provision or statute providing that a person does
not gain or lose residence in a place by virtue of being incarcerated. Rather, an incarcerated person typically “retains the legal residence
that he or she had prior to arrest, and continues to maintain residence in that county for a variety of purposes, such as court and tax
filings.”® For example, under Connecticut state law, a person does not gain or lose legal residence by virtue of being incarcerated,” and,
similarly, under Rhode Island state law, a person’s domicile shall not be lost based on confinement in a correctional facility.®

Second, incarcerated people are not residents, in the ordinary sense of the word, of the areas in which they are confined. Most
fundamentally, in the overwhelming majority of states, incarcerated people cannot vote as residents of the places where they are
confined.” And, in the limited places where incarcerated people are permitted to vote, as in Maine and Vermont, they do so by absentee
ballot in their home communities.'® Incarcerated people do not choose the places in which they are confined and can be moved at any
time at the discretion of prison officials.'" Wherever they are located, incarcerated people do not interact with or develop meaningful and
enduring ties to the communities surrounding the prison facilities since, for example, they cannot use local services such as parks,
libraries, highways, and roads.

Third, counting incarcerated people as residents of the places in which they are confined artificially inflates the population
numbers, and thus, the political influence of the residents in districts where prisoners are located, to the detriment of all other voters who
do not live in districts with prisons."” Additionally, by counting incarcerated people as residents of the facilities where they are
incarcerated, rather than in the place where they hived prior to incarceration, Census data suggests many counties are racially and
ethnically diverse, even when this is not the reality."”” Subsequently, officials use that flawed data to draw legislative districts, and the
districts that gain political clout are often places where diverse populations have little presence, voice, or influence. ™

Indeed, the stark racial and ethnic disparities that exist between those in prison and those living in the surrounding county, due
at least in part from the prison construction boom, which took place primarily in rural areas, is distressing. For example, in Martin
County, Kentucky, 884 incarcerated Black individuals make up 56 percent of the incarcerated population, but 12 Black residents make
up only about 1 percent of the county’s non-incarcerated population.”

Ultimately, artificial inflation of voting power often benefits more rural and suburban areas where prisons tend to be located
and where white residents predominantly live."® Conversely, this artificial inflation dilutes the voting strength of urban areas where
prisons are fewer and, thereby, weakens the political power of minority communities. This contravenes the constitutional principle of
one person, one vote, which requires that everyone is represented equally in the political process,'” as well as the prohibition by the
Voting Rights Act, now celebrating its 50th anniversary year, on the dilution of the voting strength of minority communities.'®
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For example, after the 2000 Census, while 68 percent of Maryland’s incarcerated individuals were from Baltimore, the Census
Bureau counted only 17 percent of the state’s incarcerated individuals in that City."” Maryland responded to this distortion of its
legislative districts in 2010 by passing legislation, which requires certain officials to work in tandem to adjust population data so that
incarcerated individuals are counted at their last-known residence for Congressional, state, and local redistricting.*

Similarly, after the 2000 Census, in New York, seven state senate districts met minimum population requirements only because
the Census counted incarcerated people as if they were upstate residents.”’ New York responded to this artificial inflation of these
legislative districts by passing legislation to adjust the population data after the 2010 Census to count incarcerated people at their
respective homes for redistricting purposes.™

Maryland and New York are not the only leading jurisdictions to take action statewide to end the problem of prison-based
gerrymandering. Other states, like California and Delaware have passed similar laws,” and over 200 local counties and municipalities,
have all individually adjusted population data to avoid prison-based gerrymandering when drawing their districts.”® Notably, the
democracy-distorting effects of prison-based gerrymandering are felt most keenly at the local level where total population numbers are
smaller and the presence of large prison facilities can have a greater skewing effect.

Meanwhile, other states, like Illinois, where, for example, 60 percent of incarcerated people have their home residences in
Cook County (Chicago), yet 99 percent of them were counted in the 2010 Census as if they resided outside of Cook County,” have
considered legislation to respond to such artificial inflation.”

Despite progress on these fronts, this ad hoc—state by state and locality by locality— approach to addressing prison-based
gerrymandering is neither efficient nor universally implementable. The Massachusetts Legislature, for example, concluded that the state
constitution did not permit legislation to eliminate the practice of prison-based gerrymandering; though, in recognizing the need to
address the problematic practice, the Legislature sent the Census Bureau a resolution in 2014 urging the Bureau to tabulate incarcerated
persons at their home addresses.”’” The Bureau should heed these calls to update the Rule.

Consistent with the Bureau’s notice inviting comments on the Rule, and the Census Burcau’s agreement in 2010 to make
prisoner population numbers available to states and localities in time for those figures to be taken into account in the redistricting
process, LDF recognizes that the Census Bureau continues to strive to count everyone in the right place in keeping with changes in
society and population realities. And, indeed, society has changed with the incarcerated population in the U.S. exploding from less than
half a million in the 1980s to over two million people today.”® This incarcerated population is disproportionately male and Black and
Brown.” Accordingly, the current Rule should be updated to count incarcerated people at their last known pre-arrest address rather than
the prison facility where they are confined on Census day.

By changing the current Rule, the Census Bureau will support state and localities” efforts to ensure compliance with the one-
person, one vote constitutional principle and the Voting Rights Act’s protection of minority communities’ voting strength. Ultimately
then, an updated and more accurate Rule that counts incarcerated people at their pre-arrest address, rather than at the prison facilities
where they are incarcerated, will help ensure a more robust democracy for the benefit of all Americans.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Rule. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to
contact , Assistant Counsel, at or me.

! LDF has represented parties in voting rights cases before federal courts throughout the country and the U.S. Supreme Court. See, e.g.,
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Shelby County Alabama v. Holder, 570 U.S. 2 (2013) (defending the constitutionality of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act); Nw. Austin Mun.
Util. Dist. No. One v. Holder 557 U.S. 193 (2009) (same); Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986) (defining the scope of Section 2 of the
Votmg Rights Act); Smith v. Allwright, 321 US 649 (1944) (abolishing the white primary).

See, e.g., Brief of the Howard University School of Law Civil Rights Clinic, the American Civil Liberties Union of Maryland, the Maryland
State Conference of the NAACP Branches, Somerset County Branch of the NAACP, the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc.,
the Prison Policy Initiative and DEMOS as Amici Curiae Supporting Respondents, Fletcher v. Lamone, 831 F. Supp. 2d 887 (D. Md. 2011),
aff’d, 133 S. Ct. 29 (2012), http://www.naacpldf.org/document/fletcher-v-lamone-brief-naacp-legal-defense-and-educational-fund-inc-et-al
(arguing for the constitutionality of Maryland’s legislation, “No Representation Without Population Act,” which, for purposes of redistricting,
credited incarcerated people to their last known address); Decision/Order, Index No. 2310-201, Little v. Latfor (N.Y. Sup. Ct. Aug. 4, 2011),
http://www.naacpldf.org/document/order-granting-intervention (granting motion to intervene of LDF, the Brennan Center
for Justice, the Center for Law and Social Justice, D&€mos, LatinoJustice PRLDEF, the New York Civil Liberties Union, and the Prison Policy
Initiative, to defend New York’s Part XX legislation to end prison-based gerrymandering).

See also Letter from Leah C. Aden, Assistant Counsel, LDF, to Cale P. Keable, Chairperson, Rhode Island House Committee on the
Judiciary, Apr. 13,2015, http://www.naacpldf.org/document/letter-urges-rhode-island-house-committee-judiciary-
pass-pending-legislation-ending-prison-(urging the Rhode Island legislature to pass legislation to end prison-based gerrymandering
in the state); Hearing Regarding HB 6679 Before the Connecticut General Assembly Joint Committee on Judiciary, Apr. 1, 2013,
http://www.cga.ct.gov/2013/JUDdata/Tmy/2013HB-06679-R000401-Leah%20Aden%%20%20NAACP%20Legal%20Defense%20and
%20Educational%20Fund-TMY .PDF (urging the Connecticut legislature to pass legislation to end prison-based gerrvmandering in the state);
Hearing Before the Kentucky General Assembly Task Force on Elections, Constitutional Amendments, and Intergovernmental Affairs, Aug. 23,
2011, http://www.naacpldf.org/document/dale-ho-testimony-kentucky-prison-based-gerrymandering
(urging the Kentucky legislature to pass legislation to end prison-based gerrymandering in the state); Hearing Regarding AB 420 Before the
California State Senate Committee on Elections and Constitutional Amendments, June 21, 2011,
http://'www.naacpldf.org/document/dale-ho-california-testimony (urging the California legislation to pass legislation to end prison-based
gerrymandering in the state).

3 While there is no requirement that states and localities rely exclusively on Census data during redistricting, states and localities
commonly do. See, e.g., Bethel Park v. Stans, 449 F.2d 575, 583 (3rd Cir. 1971) (“Although a state is entitled to the number of representatives in the
House of Representatives as determined by the federal census, it is not required to use these census figures as a basis for apportioning its own
legislature.”).

4 NAACP LDF, CAPTIVE CONSTITUENTS: PRISON-BASED GERRYMANDERING AND THE DISTORTION OF OUR DEMOCRACY
at 2, available at hitp://www naacpldf.org/files/case_issue/captive_constituents.pdf (last visited Jun. 23, 2015) [bereinafter Captive Constituents).

3 See, e.g., Letter From Stakeholders to Thomas Mesenbourg, Acting Director, U.S. Census Burcau (Feb. 14,2013)

(http://'www .prisonersofthecensus.org/letters/feb2013 html).

6 Captive Constituents, supra n.4 at 2.

Gen. Stat. Conn. 9-14 (“Electors residing in state institutions. No person shall be deemed to have lost his residence in any town by reason
of his absence there from in any institution maintained by the state. No person who resides in any institution maintained by the state shall be
admitted as an elector in the town in which such institution is located, unless he proves to the satisfaction of the admitting official that he is a bona
die resident of such institution.”).

§ Rhode Island General Laws § 17-1-3.1 Residence for voting purposes (“(a) A person’s residence for voting purposes is his or her fixed and
established domicile. The determinant of one’s domicile is that person’s factual physical presence in the voting district on a regular basis
incorporating an intention to reside for an indefinite period. This domicile is the place to which, upon temporary absence, he or she has the intention
of returning. Once acquired, this domicile continues until another domicile is established. A person can have only one domicile, and the domicile
shall not be considered lost solely by reason of absence for any of the following reasons: . . . (2) confinement in a correctional facility . . .”)

? Peter Wagner & Christian de Ocejo, Prison Policy Initiative, Imported Constituents: Incarcerated People and Political Clout in

Connecticut (Mar. 25, 2010), available at http://www.prisonersofthe census. org/ct/report.html (last visited Mar. 31, 2013)).
10

7

Captive Constituents, supra n.4.

" Legal Defense Fund Applauds Legislation Ending Prison-based Gerrymandering, NAACP LDF (Aug. 4, 2010),
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http://www.naacpldf.org/press-release/legal-defense-fund-applauds-legislation-ending-prison-based-gerrymandering-new-york.

12 See PRISON POLICY INITIATIVE, THE PROBLEM, http://www.prisonersof the census.org/impact.html (last visited June 23, 2015).

13 In 2010, there existed 161 countics where incarcerated Black individuals outnumber non-incarcerated Black individuals. See PRISON
POLICY INITIATIVE, THE RACIAL GEOGRAPHY OF MASS INCARCERATION, http://www .prisonpolicy.org/racialgeography/report.html (last
visited July 16,2015).

1 Id.

1 Id.

16 Although non-metropolitan counties contain only 20 percent of the national population, they are host to approximately 60 percent of new
prison construction. Captive Constituents, supran.4 at 3.
17 The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution requires that electoral representation—other than to the
United States Senate—"be apportioned on a population basis.” See Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 567 (1964).
18 Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act prohibits any “voting ... standard, practice, or procedure...which results in the denial or
abridgment of the right of any citizen of the United States to vote on account of race or color.” 42 U.S.C. § 1973. Section 2 also prohibits voting
practices that deny the right to vote outright on the basis of race, and those practices that have a dilutive effect on minority vote power. See Bartlett
v. Strickland, 556 U.S. 1 (2009).
19 PRISON POLICY INITIATIVE, ENDING PRISON-BASED GERRYMANDERING WOULD AID THE AFRICAN-AMERICAN VOTE IN
MARYLAND (January 22, 2010), http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/factsheets/md/africanamericans.pdf.
20 H.B. 496, 2015 Reg. Sess. (Md. 2010) (Entitled “No Representation Without Population Act of 2010”) (stating “[t]he population count
...shall count individuals incarcerated in the state or federal correctional facilities, as determined by the decennial census, at their last
known residence before incarceration if the individuals were residents of the state.”)

The U.S. Supreme Court subsequently denied a request to consider a challenge to the constitutionality of Maryland’s landmark
legislation. NAACP LDF, United States Supreme Court Affirms Landmark Law Ending Prison Based Gerrymandering,
http://www.naacpldf.org/update/united-states-supreme-court-affirms-maryland %E2%80%99s-landmark-law-ending-prison-based-gerrymanderin

2 PRISON POLICY INSTITUTE, Gerrymandering and Relying on the Miscount of Prisoners Combine to Violate the U.S. Constitution in
New York (last visited July 6, 2015), http.//www prisonersofthecensus.org/nygerrymander.htmi.
2 A. 9710/ S. 6610-C, 233rd Leg., 2010 N.Y. Sess. Laws 57 McKinney) (“...For such purposes, no personal shall be deemed to have

gained or lost a residence, or to have become a resident of a local government, as defined in subdivision eight of section two of this chapter, by
reason of being subject to the jurisdiction of the department of correctional services and present in a state correctional facility pursuant to such
jurisdiction.”).
23 An Act to Add Section 21003 to the Elections Code, Relating to Redistricting, AB 420, 2011-12 Reg. Sess. Ch. 548 (Cal. 2012) (“...the
Legislature hereby requests the Citizens Redistricting Commission to deem each incarcerated person as residing at his or her last known place of
residence, rather than at the institution of his or her incarceration, and to utilize the information furnished to it ... in carrying out its redistricting
responsibilities.”); An Act to Amend Title 29 of the Delaware Code Relating to State Government, H.B. 384, 145th Gen. Ass. (Del. 2010) (“The
Act provides that the General Assembly may not count as part of the population in a given district boundary any incarcerated individual who was
not a resident of the State prior to the individual’s incarceration. In addition, the Act requires that an individual who was a resident of the State of
Delaware prior to incarceration be counted at the individual’s last known residence prior to incarceration, as opposed to at the address of the
correctional facility.”)
24 PRISON POLICY INITIATIVE, Local Governments That Avoid Prison-based Gerrymandering, http://www prisonersofthecensus.org/local/
(last updated July 3, 2015).
» Rose Heyer & Peter Wagner, Too Big to Ignore: How Counting People in Prisons Distorted Census 2000, PRISONERS OF THE
CENSUS (Apr. 2004), http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/toobig/toobig html#ftnref3.
26 During the 2014 and 2015 legislative sessions, the Illinois Legislature has considered legislation to end prison-based gerrymandering.
PRISON POLICY INITIATIVE, Illinois, http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/illinois.html.

During multiple legislative sessions, the Connecticut legislature also has considering legislation to address the practice of prison-based
gerrymandering. See LDF Testimony before Connecticut General Assembly, Joint Committee on Judiciary, at 2,
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http://www.cga.ct.gov/2013/JUDdata/Tmy/2013HB-06679-R000401-Leah%20Aden%20-
%20NAACP%20Legal%20Defense%20and%20Educational%20Fund-TMY .PDF; See also supra n.2 (reflecting consideration by Kentucky and
IHlinois to end prison-based gerrymandering).

27 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); see also PRISON POLICY INITIATIVE, Massachusetts Legislature Calls on U.S. Census Bureau: Support Fair Redistricting, End
Prison Gerrymandering (Sept. 30, 2014), http://www prisonersofthecensus.org/mews/2014/09/30/mass-fair-redistricting/.

28 See U.S. DEP’T OF JUSTICE, BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS, PRISONERS IN 2008, at 8 (Dec. 2009),
http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/index.cfm?ty=pbdetail &iid=1763 (tabulating the total incarcerated population at 2,304,115).
29 PRISON POPULATION Initiative, Breaking Down Mass Incarceration in the 2010 Census: State-by-State Incarceration Rates by

Race/Ethnicity May 28, 2014), http://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/rates.html;see also Bruce Drake, Incarceration
Gap Widens Between Whites and Blacks, PEW RESEARCH CENTER (Sept. 6, 2013),
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2013/09/06/incarceration-gap-between-whites-and-blacks-widens/.

cl02 After the 2010 census, my students at DePauw University, located in Putnam County, Indiana, did a project on local government
redistricting. As part of this process, we found that some of Indiana’s 23 state and 3 federal prisons were distorting representation in local
governments, sometimes dramatically.

For example, we have four school corporations and one major state prison in our county. At the time of the 2010 census, the South Putnam
School Board had four single-member electoral districts plus one member elected at-large. Seventy percent of the “residents” of one of
those electoral districts were actually prisoners in Putnamville prison. The 765 “free residents” of that district elected one board member,
as did the 2,493 residents of the school board’s most populous district. Thus, voters in the district with a prison had nearly four times the
electoral power of voters in the district without a prison. We persuaded the South Putnam School Board to switch to residential districts
rather than single-member electoral districts to address this problem, but Henry, Madison, and Vigo were other counties that used single
member electoral districts and in which sizable portions of one school board district were prisoners.

School boards were not the only local governments in which we saw dramatic effects. The Sullivan County Council has four members
elected from single-member districts (plus three at-large seats). In 2010, Sullivan County had 21,475 residents. Thus, the ideal size of each
of the four county council districts would be 5,369. The Wabash Valley correctional complex had 2,118 prisoners or 39% of one district.
We found 7 other counties (Henry, LaPorte, Madison, Miami, Parke, Perry and Vigo) where large prisons or prison complexes were
seriously distorting democratic representation. My students created a informative website on every county council in Indiana, including
maps and analysis, which you might find of interest:

http://indianalocalredistricting.com/counties

Counting prisoners as residents of their prison rather than as residents of their home undermines one-person-one-vote by giving greater
electoral power to those who happen to live near prisons than to other members of their community or district who do not live near a
prison. Furthermore, unlike other transient populations who live in group quarters, such as college students and military families, prisoners
are disenfranchised, their residency is non-voluntary, they do not participate in the local economy, they are not beneficiaries of local
government decisions, which they are powerless to influence, and, in the case of school board districts, prisoners rarely have children who
attend local schools.

A survey of all members of the Indiana House of Representatives in 2004 showed that our elected officials who happen to have prisons in
their districts do not consider the prisoners to be their constituents. The survey asked:

Which inmate would you feel was more truly a part of your constituency?
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a) Aninmate who is currently incarcerated in a prison located in your district, but has no other ties to your district.

b) An inmate who is currently incarcerated in a prison in another district, but who lived in your district before being convicted
and/or whose family still lives in your district.

To quote the study:

"Every single one of the forty respondents who answered the question - regardless of their political party or the presence or
absence of a prison in their district - chose answer (b). . . . [1]t is quite clear that representatives do not consider inmates to be
constituents of the districts in which they are incarcerated - unless, of course, they happen to have prior ties to those
distriets.” (“Counting Matters,” Virginia Journal of Social Policy and the Law, Winter 2004)

Electoral equality and representational equality in Indiana would be best served by not counting prisoners as residents of the prison where
they happen to be incarcerated at the time of the census.

cl03 In response to the Census Bureau’s Federal Register Notice and Request for Comment dated May 20, 2015, the League of Women Voters
of New lJersey respectfully submits this comment regarding Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950,

The League of Women Voters of New Jersey urges you to count incarcerated people as residents of their legal home addresses. The
Census Bureau is “committed to counting every person in the correct place...to fulfill the Constitutional requirement (Article 1, Section2)
to apportion the seats in the US House of Representatives among the states.” For fair and equitable apportionment for legal voters,
counting incarcerated populations at a correctional institutional is counting them at the incorrect location, one in which they happen to be
temporarily located on Census day.

The League of Women Voters has been dedicated to protecting voter’s rights since our organization was founded in 1920. The League’s
mission — Making Democracy Work® — includes ensuring a free, fair and accessible electoral system for all eligible voters. In  protecting
voting rights, we also want to ensure that each vote carries equal weight when electing state and federal legislators.

Counting incarcerated people at their facility address violates the constitutional principle of “One Person, One Vote” and the Supreme
Court’s mandate that districts be designed to give each resident the same access to government.” Including prison populations as
legitimate constituents in the prison’s district gives disproportionate weight to the votes of those legal voters living in that district, more
weight than voters living in districts that do not have correctional facilities.

The consequences of the Census Bureau’s policy of tabulating incarcerated people as residents of prison locations, rather than at their
home addresses, skews democracy on both the state and local levels and is especially problematic in New Jersey where this policy
unfairly enhances the weight of cast vote in 13 districts where state correctional facilities are located while diluting the vote in every other
district.”*

This is particularly unfair for residents in Newark, New Jersey’s largest city, where the added prison population does not offset the
disproportionate number of residents that have been incarcerated and counted in a different district.” Another urban center, Camden, is
considered the poorest city in the nation and prison gerrymandering has reassigned 12% of its residents to faraway districts, diluting
further the power of the remaining voters.’
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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. For New Jersey, that number represents 76% of offenders in New Jersey correctional institutions as of January 2015.”

The League of Women Voters of New Jersey also has identified other unfair outcomes flowing from the Bureau’s current method of
counting incarcerated persons. For example, New Jersey does not require school board districts based on population that have 8 or fewer
members to exclude correctional populations when apportioning county districts thereby creating significant vote dilution in districts with
prison populations.®

We have previously called upon the Census Bureau to change its practice when the League joined in a letter to Census Bureau Acting
Director Thomas Mesenbourg (of February 14, 2013), requesting that the Census Bureau count incarcerated persons at their home
address.” The League will continue to watch the NJ Senate Bill 480 and Assembly Bill A-659 that require incarcerated individuals to be
counted at their residential address for legislative redistricting purposes.'’

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 the League of Women Voters of New Jersey believes in a
population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to implement changes to the “usual residence’ rule to provide a
count in the 2020 Census of incarcerated persons at their pre-incarceration addresses.

Uhttp://www.census.gov/population/www/cen2010/resid_rules/resid_rules.html

2 http://www.njleg state.nj.us/legislativepub/our.asp Legislators are elected from 40 legislative districts of substantially equal population.
? hitp://www.state.nj.us/corrections/pages/about_us/org_struct/Division_of Ops.html

* This count does not include a 14th state facility opened since the 2010 Census. http://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/50states/newprisons.html
> 14% according (o http://www.state.nj.us/corrections/pdf/offender_statistics/2015/By%20County%200{%20Commitment%20 2015.pdf
8 http://www.state.nj.us/corrections/pages/about_us/org_struct/Division_of Ops.html and
http://www.state.nj.us/corrections/pdf/offender_statistics/2015/By%20County%200f%20Commitment%20 2015.pdf

" http://www.state.nj.us/corrections/pdf/offender_statistics/2015/By%20Ethnicity Race%202015.pdf

¥ http://www prisonersofthecensus.org/50states/NJ html

? hitp://Iwv.org/content/league-urges-census-bureau-end-prison-based-gerrymandering

' hitps:/legiscan.com/NJ/text/S480/id/916795/New Jersey-2014-8480-Introduced html

cl04

This comment submission contains graphics and cannot be be displayed in this table. It is available as Appendix Attachment c104.

cl05

The Center for Living and Learning submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau's federal register notice regarding the
Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20. 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address,
rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

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. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons inflate the political power of those people who live near them.

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 |org name] believes in a population count that accurately
represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

clo6

Common Cause Delaware (CCDE) and Delaware Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) submit this comment in response to the
Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge

000095
92

BC-DOC-0000010950



you to count incarcerated people at their home addresses, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at 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 both
CCDE and ADA to promote civic engagement and accountability in government, 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.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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
explosion in the prison population requires the Census to update its methodology again. A fair redistricting process not only involves
complying with the federal law of “one person, one vote” but also with the federal Voting Rights Acts of 1965 which protects minority
communities’ opportunities “to participate in the political process and to elect representatives of their choice.”

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.

Currently, four states including our own (California, Delaware, Maryland, and New York) have taken a state-wide approach to adjust the
Census’ population totals to count incarcerated people at home, and over 200 counties and municipalities individually adjust population
data to avoid prison gerrymandering, when drawing their local government districts.

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 ¢ollected 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. A change in the residence
rule for incarcerated people by the Census Bureau would meet the state’s needs in a much more streamlined fashion.

We’re proud Delaware took the first step towards undoing prison-based gerrymandering, but it hasn’t been a smooth process, and there 1s
a better way. This ad hoc approach in a few states is neither efficient nor universality implementable. If the Census Bureau would
change its practice of counting incarcerated individuals at their home address rather than at the prison location, it would significantly
alleviate the burden on state and local agencies and provide an efficient solution to greatly improve the fairness of apportionment and
representation for millions of Americans. As you well know, states across the country look to the Census Bureau as the nation’s
foremost expert on national demographics and data, and more often than not count incarcerated persons the way the Bureau does. Once
the Bureau leads the way with an update to a now outdated practice, states are sure to follow.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Residence Rule and Residence Situations; we appreciate the Bureau’s aim to count
everyone in the right place in keeping with changes in society and population realities. Because Common Cause Delaware and Delaware
Americans for Democratic Action believe in a population count that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count
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incarcerated people as residents of their last-known home addresses.

clo7 Common Cause Minnesota submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule
and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated people at their home address, rather than at the
particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

Common Cause Minnesota works to insure every voice in every community is heard and that those we elect to serve in office are held
accountable. Counting those incarcerated at the particular facility fails Minnesota’s democracy in two ways.

First, counting prison populations as if they were actual constituents of the district the prison is located gives a few small communities
more political power at the expense of everyone who does not live near a prison. The effect is that everyone who does not live in a district
that contains a prison has their vote diluted by these artificially inflated populations.

Second, counting prison populations in this way also creates a second and more serious problem here in Minnesota in that if people are
being counted in prison, they are not being counted in their home community. 47% of people currently incarcerated are people of color
which is a huge disparity with the 18.1 % people of color represent in Minnesota’s population. In turn, the communities in which those
incarcerated lived are now under-represented in terms of their size for every elected official, from city council all the way to their
congressional representation.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 as 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.

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 universality 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. 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).

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 |org name] believes in a population count that accurately
represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

cl08 On behalf of the NAACP, our nation’s oldest, largest and most widely-recognized grassroots-based civil rights organization, I would like to
submit this letter as a comment on the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR
28950, issued on May 20, 2015. We strongly support the Census Bureau’s counting incarcerated people at their most recent residence prior
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to incarceration, rather than at the particular facility in which they are incarcerated in on Census day.

As was recently described in its 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”.

One example cited in the report is Martin County, Kentucky, which has a ratio of the percentage of its incarcerated population that is African
American to the percentage of its non-incarcerated population that is African American of 529, because the 884 incarcerated African
Americans make up 56% of the incarcerated population but the 12 African Americans freely living in the county make up only about 0.1%
of the county’s free population’. This large scale census inaccuracy leads to Martin County, and similar counties like this all across our
nation, as being considered diverse when they are not. Furthermore, because of felon dis-enfranchisement laws, the non-ethnic population
has much more political power than the racial and ethnic minorities who reside among them. As a result, when state legislatures use that
flawed data to draw legislative districts, they transfer African American political values to districts where African Americans have no
voice.

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 the federal Census that counts incarcerated people as if they
were willing residents of the county that contains the correctional facility for redistricting purposes.®”

The need for change in the “usual residence” rule, as it relates to incarcerated persons, has been growing over the last few decades; and as
clearly demonstrated by the report cited above, 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.

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. When this data is used for redistricting, prisons artificially inflate the political power of the areas where the prisons are located.

As the Bureau strives to count everyone in the 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 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 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
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* Thid.
* Ibid.

cl09

Asian Americans Advancing Justice | AAJC (Advancing Justice | AAJC) submits this comment in response to the Census Burcau’s federal
register notice regarding the Residence Rule and Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). We urge you to count incarcerated
people at their home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at on Census day.

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 |
AAIJC 1s 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, 120 organizations are involved in Advancing Justice’s community partners network, serving communities in 29 states and the
District of Columbia.

Together with the Advancing Justice affiliates and our Community Partners, AAJC has been extensively involved in improving the current
level of political and civic engagement among Asian American communities and increasing Asian American access to the voting process.
We work on enforcement and protection of the VRA 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.

We recognize that American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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 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.' 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).” 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 lilinois, 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. 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).

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 Advancing Justice | AAJC believes in a population count
that accurately represents communities, we urge you to count incarcerated people as residents of their home address.

! 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/

? 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/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/aapip bymoc-final.screen.pdf.

cl10 Common Cause/PA submits this comment in response to the Census Bureau’s federal register notice regarding the Residence Rule and
Residence Situations, 80 FR 28950 (May 20, 2015). Our organization strongly urges you to begin counting incarcerated individuals at their
home address, rather than at the particular facility that they happen to be located at 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
into inflated populations for penal institution municipalities. 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 address.

As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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
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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.

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. Pennsylvania has 18
congressional districts with average populations of 705,688 residents. Over 51,000 inmates are incarcerated in 26 state prisons which are
dispersed across twelve of those congressional districts (six districts have no state prisons), according to the PA Dept. of Corrections. Five
congressional districts have one state prison; four have two state prisons; two have three state prisons; and the very large rural Sth
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.

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, 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. 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).

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.

clil The State of Connecticut African-American Affairs Commission has as its mission to improve and promote the economic development,
education, health and political well-being of the African-American community in the State of Connecticut.

We strongly urge that the residence rules be changed in the 2020 census for people in correctional facilities for adults and people in
juvenile facilities. As you know, American demographics and living situations have changed drastically in the 225 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.

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.

The great racial disproportionality in the make-up of the prison population skews the demographics for communities when doing census
calculations and gives ce