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
 Existing Lines
 Public Hearings 
 Public Mapping Suggestions
 Proposed BOS/MCCCD/SHCD
 Proposed JP/Constable
 Proposed Voting Precinct
Next Steps

Agenda

All maps in this presentation are 
available on the MCED website for 

zooming-in and closer analysis.




What are we using currently?

Existing Lines





BOS/MCCCD/SHCD

5 Districts





JP/Constable

25 Districts





Voting Precincts

1142 Precincts



 District 5 is 
our 

minority 
majority 
district 
which 

must be 
maintained




Public Hearings




 Please see the April presentation for full coverage of 

the public hearings and meetings through the first 
week of May when initial comments were gathered.

Spring Public Hearings




 Judges & Constables met to 

discuss some proposed changes & 
how they would impact their 
workload.

 These lines are not drawn on voter 
registration, but rather, on Judicial 
Productivity Credits (JPCs).

May 25, 2011
Justice of the Peace & Constables Meeting

We had a full house with almost 
all elected officials present!





 There was much discussion about 
where tickets are written, where there 
are high numbers of enforceable such 
as evictions, etc. which increase the 
JPCs.

 First-hand knowledge of the area is 
critical in shifting workload.





Although the lines are based on 
workload, we must still maintain 
the minority majority districts 
currently established.




Round Two

 The public suggestions and map 
proposals were gathered until June 1st.

 The second round of public hearings, 
one in each of the 5 
BOS/MCCC/SHCD, began on July 
11th presenting the public plans along 
with MCED’s proposal which 
incorporates some of the suggestions.

Hearing dates are posted on the 
website and were published 
repeatedly in all the area newspapers.




 The Honorable Supervisor Max Wilson 

and County Recorder Helen Purcell were 
present.

West MEC presented their board lines 
proposal also:

No members of the
public attended.

Estrella Mountain Community College
July 11th, 2011 




 The second hearing was held at Paradise 

Valley Community College.
We had 3 members of the public attend.
We received one comment supporting the 

MCED plan.

Paradise Valley Community College
July 18th, 2011





Turnout may have been 
impacted by the dust…




 The 25th wasn’t dusty, but we didn’t have any 

members of the public attend…

Scottsdale Community College 
July 25th, 2011




 The hearing on the 26th also was void of public 

participation.
Director Osborne was hoping for at least one person:

Chandler Gilbert Community College 
July 26th, 2011




We anticipated a good crowd for 

the final meeting—indeed there 
was a lobby full at MCTEC at 5 
PM but it was from voter 
registration drop-offs not 
hearing attendees.

We had a member of the media 
there, but no public attendees.

West MEC was present to share 
their proposed changes.

MCTEC 




The Maps

All maps presented here are available on the MCED website:
http://recorder.maricopa.gov/elections/redistricting.aspx




Overall population numbers to built districts which 

are equivalent
 Public suggestions
Demographics to maintain Minority/Majority districts
Respect communities of interest
 Ensure that packing and cracking is not being done.

 Is there a public purpose being served by the change?

What must be considered?




Not only does MCED take into consideration where 

incumbents live, but anyone who has filed candidate 
paperwork will also have their precinct frozen into 
their existing district.

New lines do NOT draw challengers out of one 
district and into another.

Additionally




 The Brennan Center for Justice has 2 publications on 

redistricting that are very helpful:
 Citizen’s Guide to Redistricting
 Know Your Lines

Packing & Cracking




 Packing: “to concentrate as 

many voters of one type into a 
single electoral district to 
reduce their influence in other 
districts” Wikipedia

Packing




Cracking: “involves 

spreading out voters of a 
particular type among 
many districts in order to 
deny them a sufficiently 
large voting block in any 
particular district” 
Wikipedia

Cracking





Minority Population Map





Native American Population Map




Public Map Suggestions

For the BOS/MCCC/SP




 There were a total of 4 plans submitted by the public 

via the online mapping tool.
 Each plan is posted on the MCED website and the 

public is invited to comment on them.
 Public support, or disapproval, will be taken into 

consideration in the final evaluation and 
combination of the proposals.

Public Maps





Redistricting Website 
Hits
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required 
extensive 

testing 
resulting 

in this 
spike. 

823 total hits (not just public use) March 23rd – August 2nd, averaging 6 a day.   
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
BOS Public Plan 1




BOS Public Plan 1



 It divides the Gila River 
Indian Community into 2 
by moving the Lone 
Butte precinct from 
District 5 to District 1.

 Divides and moves half 
of the community of 
Guadalupe into District 1 
which is contrary to 
what that community 
wants.

 Also makes Guadalupe 1 
noncontiguous with 
District 5.

BOS Public Plan 1
MCED Concerns:




BOS Public Plan 2




BOS Public Plan 2




Much of this plan is incorporated 

into the MCED proposal. 
However District 3 does not go as 

far to the west as this plan draws, 
rather, it comes straight down 43rd

Avenue.

BOS Public Plan 2:
MCED Concerns




BOS Public Plan 3




BOS Public Plan 3




Our current districts have all 5 Supervisors representing 

both urban and rural constituencies. 
One of the concerns with this plan is that it concentrates 

District 3 solely into the central valley with District 4 
representing huge tracks of rural area.

BOS Public Plan 3:
MCED Concerns




 This creates disparity in 

how effective and 
responsive a Supervisor 
can be in providing 
personal contact with 
their public—if one can 
traverse their district in 
20 minutes while another 
takes hours.

BOS Public Plan 3:
MCED Concerns




BOS Public Plan 4




BOS Public Plan 4




 This plan also divides up the Gila River Indian 

Community by moving Lone Butte over to District 1 
from District 5.

Additionally, there is a 
large portion that is 
noncontiguous: 

BOS Public Plan 4:
MCED Concerns

These blue precincts are an island of 
District 5 in the Middle of District 1





 This plan only moves 3 precincts from District 5 to District 2—
they are not contiguous, and this is not under consideration.

BOS Public Plan 5
This plan was submitted after the June 1st deadline and 

after 4 of the 5 public hearings were already completed…




BOS/MCCCD/SHCD

Proposal




Many of the suggested changes are a compilation of 

the 4 public plans submitted—indeed there was 
much overlap.

 In drawing the new lines we made every attempt to 
conform to municipal district and boundary lines, to 
only move voters from one district to another when 
absolutely necessary 

Drawing the lines





BOS/MCCCD/SHCD





Demographics of 
Proposal

The districts are all competitive politically 
when you consider that each one is comprised 

of roughly a third non-affiliated voters.




BOS/MCCCD/SHCD

Total population for Maricopa 
County:

3,817,117
Divided by 5 districts:

763,423




DISTRICT 1:

Goal Population:
763,423

Current Population:
798,245 (+34,822)

Proposed District:
774,059




Current vs. Proposed





District 1 Current




District 1 Proposed




DISTRICT 2:

Goal Population:
763,423

Current Population:
666,050 (-97,373)

Proposed District:
739,997




Current vs. Proposed





District 2 Current




District 2 Proposed




DISTRICT 3:

Goal Population:
763,423

Current Population:
645,787 (-117,636)

Proposed District:
738,832




Current vs. Proposed





District 3 Current




District 3 Proposed




DISTRICT 4:

Goal Population:
763,423

Current Population:
934,377 (+170,954)

Proposed District:
789,267




Current vs. Proposed





District 4 Current




District 4 Proposed




DISTRICT 5:

Goal Population:
763,423

Current Population:
772,658 (+9,235)

Proposed District:
774,962




Current vs. Proposed




Minor change





District 5 Current




District 5 Proposed




JP/Constable




We did not receive any maps submitted via the 

online mapping tool for the JP/Constable lines.
 There is a proposal among some of the JPs to add an 

additional district in the West Valley.
At this time we are awaiting current JPC numbers 

prior to making any recommended district changes.
We anticipate getting that updated information at 

the end of August and will then apply it to the 
current lines to determine where changes need to be 
made and if another district is warranted.

JP/Constable




Agua Fria 2010= 1489.5

Over by 289.5





Arcadia 
Biltmore

2010= 774.5
Under by 425.5





Arrowhead 2010= 1242.2
Over by 42.2





Desert Ridge 2010= 943.7
Under by 256.3




Downtown

2010= 925.1
Under by 274.9





Dreamy 
Draw

2010= 964.6
Under by 235.4





East 
Mesa

2010= 1073.1
Under by 126.9




Encanto 2010= 916.4

Under by 283.6





Estrella
Mountain

2010= 1626.2
Over by 426.2





Hassayampa 2010= 1306.4
Over by 106.4




Highland 2010= 1335.7

Over by 135.7




Ironwood 2010= 271.4

Under by 928.6




Kyrene 2010= 1255.5

Over by 55.5





Manistee 2010= 1008.2
Under by 191.8





Maryvale 2010= 1141.2
Under by 58.8





McDowell 
Mountain

2010= 962.9
Under by 237.1





Moon 
Valley

2010= 848.9
Under by 341.1





North 
Mesa

2010= 941.4
Under by 258.6





North 
Valley

2010= 1310.1
Over by 110.1





San 
Marcos

2010= 1365.3
Over by 165.3




San Tan

2010= 1228.8
Over by 28.8





South 
Mountain

2010= 1069.0
Under by 131





University 
Lakes

2010= 1233.9
Over by 33.9





West 
McDowell

2010= 1145.8
Under by 54.2





West 
Mesa

2010= 1187.0
Under by 13




Voting Precincts





Voting Precincts

? Precincts




We have consolidated precincts which were formerly 

consolidating/sharing polling facilities so that voters 
would have a single precinct and not get confused 
about which line to get into. (The “right church, 
wrong pew” scenario.)

While that work is completed, now we will align 
with the proposed district boundaries for the 
municipalities to prevent precinct splits and costly 
and confusing numerous ballot styles.

 This will also occur once IRC is done with their 
lines…

Why the “?” ?




 Facilities are taken 

into consideration 
(they are the stars) 

 For areas that are 
partially 
developed, 
location of voters 
is important so 
that they don’t 
have to drive an 
inordinate 
distance.

Example from Peoria:




 This is the 

perfect 
example of 
minor line 
adjustments 
to eliminate 
precinct 
splits:

Bits and Pieces




Next Steps




August 30th: Obtain JPCs for 2011
Mid September: Finalize JP/Constable proposal, hold 

public hearing
October 1st: Hopefully obtain IRC lines…or a commitment 

from them to use our new voting precinct lines (then we can 
hold off until November 1st ), adjust precinct lines to 
conform. Deadline for any additional public comment.

November 30th: Meeting of the Supervisors to approve final 
lines, submit proposals to DOJ.

December 1st: Voters in new districts per statutory 
obligation.

 January 30th: Estimated preclearance date

Timeline



Please submit any comments to the 
department by October 1st, 2011 


