Honorable commissioners and fellow citizens of New York County, City, and State, my name is Adam Cherson, I am a retired ecological policy attorney with a masters in public administration. I live in New York County, where I was born. The following testimony is an expansion of the verbal testimony given virtually on this date and supercedes any prior submission or testimony I have made to this commission.
New York State’s population grew by 4.2% in the decade from 2010 to 2020. The reason why New York State will have one less Congressional seat for the rest of this decade is because some other states in the union are growing faster, not because New York State is seeing population losses. I do not see the loss of a Congressional seat as a negative, because from a human ecological point of view, within the United States sustainable population growth is preferable to rampant and unsustainable growth, whether caused by natural or immigration processes. In a healthy democracy, whether of a direct or a republican style, voting law and procedure is what prevents political alienation and disenfranchisement in the course of population fluctuations, and why this redistricting process is such an important piece of that law.

I have studied the two proposals carefully, Letters and Names, as to their basic fairness. 

The basic methodology behind the plans is to take the total 2020 Census population and divide it by the number of districts, 150 for the State assembly, 63 for the State senate, and 26 for the US Congress. For each body, this simple math gives the numerical target for equal representation in each body.

The question I answer here is: how well do the two plans achieve the goal of equal representation?

First the Assembly:

The Letters plan makes 52 of the 152 districts have populations deviating by more than 2% from the equal numerical target, 25 deviate by more than 3%, and 6 by more than 4%. Given a population of about 20 million, that leaves about 7 million people, over a third of the state, unfairly represented by this plan.

In the Names plan no district deviates by more than 2%.

From this perspective, the Names plan is the preferable Assembly plan.

In the Senate:

The Letters plan creates a system where ten of the 63 districts deviate by more than 2%, with a maximum of 2.73%, meaning that about 3.2 million would be unfairly represented by the plan.

The Names plan does better downstate (Yonkers and below, including Long Island), where the deviations are nearly zero in every district, but does a little less better north of Yonkers where six of those 23 districts are over-represented by more than 1%, with a maximum deviation of 1.37%.

Between these two plans, the Names Senate plan is preferable because it represents the people of New York more equally.

And now the Congressional:

Since both the Letters and Names plans achieve a nearly perfect distribution in the 26 districts, the analysis turns on the creation of adjacent and contiguous voting blocs where local conditions are shared by voters. From this perspective, the Letters upstate map is better, because in the Names plan there is an awkward ‘JeffersonUlster’ district stretching all the way from Lake Ontario to the Catskills. Conversely and for similar reasons, the Names plan is better downstate, avoiding amoeba-like districts in New York City as retained by the Letters plan.

So for the Congressional map, I favor the hybrid use of the Letters plan as far south as ‘S’ district (covering Yonkers) and the Names plan for districts south of Yonkers, including Long Island.

I understand that there are other demographic factors to be considered in redistricting such as harming minority interests and breaking up neighborhoods. These are important considerations, yes, and as this process shows, there are an infinite number of points of view on demographic factors that cannot all be satisfied by any single redistricting plan. In my view, redistricting is not the mechanism by which to resolve every aspect of voter fairness in the election process: mechanisms such as rank choice voting, super-majority voting, referenda, and constitutional challenges can and should be used when appropriate. The utmost concern of a redistricting process is to secure the nearly equivalent value of every vote. Resolving other substantial demographic factors without substantially unbalancing basic voting fairness is permissible, but I would draw the line at about a 1.5% divergence from voter equality within any district.

Looking at my other demographic factors in my own district more carefully, I have no gripe with the basic fairness of the Names plans, but in the Names Congressional plan (which I generally favor for downstate), the NorthManhattan district could be improved a little.

I believe that the 59th Street southern border of the NorthManhattan district should be extended all the way to the River, encompassing the entire zone between 59th and 77th streets on the West Side. This is because the area in question is an artsy-studentsy-residential zone, with representational interests more akin to NorthManhattan, as compared to the more office-space and commercially oriented Midtown. The zone includes many institutions such as Juilliard, High School for the Performing Arts, Professional Children’s School, the Opera, the Ballet, the Philharmonic, and Fordham Law School; meanwhile, the sub-area between Central Park West and Broadway, from 67th to 76th, consists mainly of brownstone housing. These conditions make for place with a different economic and social character than midtown and downtown Manhattan, with representational interests more akin to Northern Manhattan. The northern border of the proposed district could easily be brought south from Washington Heights and/or the eastern border brought west from Queens to equalize population numbers across surrounding areas.

Thank you for your time.

