CITY OF KENT, OHIO

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

July 19, 2011
TO: Dave Ruller
City Manager
FROM: Gary Locke 5%&
Community Development Director
RE: Preliminary Evaluation of Ward Apportionment in Relation

To the 2010 Census Data

Introduction

Since the release of the first elements of the new 2010 Census Data several months
ago, the Community Development Department has been evaluating the new data in
relation to Section 64 of the Kent City Charter and the voting ward apportionment. For
those not familiar with Section 64, it is quoted below:

SECTION 64. VOTING WARD APPORTIONMENT.

Commencing as early as practicable in the year 1971, and every ten years thereafter, Council shall
determine by census the resident population of each ward, and shall apportion them equally, and, if
necessary, shall redefine the boundaries thereof, so that there is no disparity, in resident population, of
more than 10% between wards; provided, however, that this shall in no way limit, nor preclude, an
increase in the number of wards, and further provided that each ward shall be comprised of compact and
contiguous territory. (Added 5-5-70.)

Data to be used both nationally and locally for political apportionment is typically the
first data released by the Census Bureau. This data is released at the “block” level
which is the smallest geographic delineation used by the Census Bureau. As such,
ward boundary lines and the manner in which they are drawn are dependent on census
“block” boundaries.

Analysis

Staff's analysis of the new census data first focused on whether the new data, when
broken down by existing ward boundaries (from 2001), still met the Charter
requirement. To do this, we totaled the population data for each ward. We then took
the total population of the City using the new data and determined the average number
of persons in each ward.
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From that average, we created a population range where the high and low number of
the range did not deviate by more than 10%. With this range in hand, we could then
look at the new population total of each ward to see if it met the Charter test. We found
that two wards — Ward's 3 and Ward 4 did not meet the Charter test. Ward 3 was too
low and Ward 4 was too high. Since the two wards are contiguous, it was possible to
look at moving ward boundary lines between the two wards to make the adjustment
necessary so that the Charter requirement could be met.

Options

While there are a number of possible solutions for meeting the Charter requirement
which potentially could involve changing several or all of the existing wards, staff took
the approach that the fewer changes the better. We understand that residents get used
to voting in a particular ward and would prefer not to have to make changes in that
regard. Nonetheless, the Charter requirement has to be satisfied. In working with Ward
4 in particular, the census data presents challenges given the fact that the populations
on campus and in the privately owned areas along the south side of East Summit Street
are concentrated in large numbers and do not easily lend themselves to small
adjustments. We were able to come up with two possible solutions (Options A and B)
that we considered “minimal” and would like to present these to Council for
consideration. Both meet the Charter requirement.

Option A

Option A (see map and data attached) affects two different areas and moves people in
these areas between Wards 3 and 4. The area shown in green shading on the map
moves to Ward 3 and the area shown in purple moves to Ward 4.

Option B

Option B (see map and data attached) affects two different areas as well but only
moves people from Ward 4 to Ward 3. This option is more limited in changes than
Option A. Both areas in red on the map move from Ward 4 to Ward 3.

Summary

The two options being presented represent staff's first take on addressing the issue of
ward boundary adjustment based on the new census data. If Council likes either of the
presented options, they could move forward with legislation to make the preferred
adjustment. If Council would prefer to look at additional options, staff would be glad to
conduct further evaluation, however, other options would likely create more significant
changes in one or more of the wards and their boundaries.
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A list explaining the attachments to this report is provided below:

A-1
A-2
A-3
A-4
A-5

Existing Ward Map (2001)

Spreadsheet Of Ward Populations (2000 & 2010 Census Data)
Map Showing Proposed Option A (w/ spreadsheet)

Map Showing Proposed Option B (w/ spreadsheet)

Description of “Change” Areas (A through G) Note: These are areas that
were analyzed given their population counts, proximity to ward boundaries
and potential ability to be used to balance ward populations. Some were
looked at but not used in Options A or B.

Cc: James Silver, Law Director
Linda Copley, Clerk of Council
2011 Ward Apportionment File
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Ward Population Data (Based on Current Ward Boundary Lines)

2000 Census 2010 Census Change

Ward 1 4,642 4,758 116
Ward 2 4,723 4,906 183
Ward 3 4 547 4,271 -276
Ward 4 4,564 5,391 827
Ward 5 4,629 4,887 258
Ward 6 4,801 4,691 -110
Total 27,906 28,904 998
Avg / Ward 4,651.00 4,.817.33 166
Charter 10%

High 4,883 5,057

Low 4,419 4 577

Spread 480

































