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MINUTES OF THE _HOUSE __ COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATIVE, JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSTONAL

APPORTIONMENT
The meeting was called to order by Representative Vince Snowbarger at
Chairperson
12:05  a%./p.m. on January 24, 1989 in room _313=S  of the Capitol.

All members were present except:
Representatives Bunten, Miller, and Shore who were excused.

Committee staff present:
Fred Carmen, Revisor of Statutes
Robert Coldsnow, Legislative Counsel
Mary Galligan, Legislative Research
Marian Holeman, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Ruth Wilkin, League of Women Voters of Kansas

Mark Stafford, Asst. Attorney General

Brad Bryant, Director of Census Division, Secretary of State
Brent Anderson, Deputy Asst. Secretary of State - Legal Counsel

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Snowbarger at 12:05 p.m.

Ruth Wilkin spoke on behalf of the League of Women Voters of Kansas on
redistricting the House of Representatives. (Attachment 1)

Common Cause was originally scheduled to appear today, but they have
requested to be placed on tomorrow’s agenda.

Chairman Snowbarger commented that the Committee, as well as the
Legislature, 1is governed by a constitutional provision which provides
that we are to use the census that has been certified by the Secretary
of State. Lawsuits have been filed against the Secretary of State
concerning the census. Therefore, there are some constraints on the
types of requests for information or questions to which the Secretary
of State’s office is able to respond. They appeared at their request
to try to be helpful to the Committee in understanding how they
carried out their census responsibilities.

Because of the pending lawsuits and the legal ramifications involved,
the first person to make a statement for the Secretary of State’s
office was Mark Stafford, an Assistant Attorney General who is working
on the cases. (Attachment 2)

Brad Bryant made the presentation for the Secretary of State’s Office.
(Attachment 3)

In response to a question about adoption of rules and regulations,
Brent Anderson explained that the census law contained the necessary
provisions to enable the Secretary of State to carry out what needed
to be done. After consulting with the Attorney General’s office, they
decided not to promulgate rules and regulations.

The presentation of the Secretary of State’s office was continued
until the January 25, 1989 meeting.

Meeting adjourned at 1 p.m.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
heen transeribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for
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editing or corrections.
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF KANSAS
9193 Kansas Avenue
Topeka, Kansas
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is Ruth Wilkin, and 1 am speaking today for the League of Women Voters of
Kansas. We appreciate the opportunity to testify on this very important issue of redis-
tricting of the House of Representatives.

The League of Women Voters has been closely associated with reapportionment and redis-
tricting since ‘the early 1960's. At that time the League was one of the leaders of the
movement to guarantee 'one person, one vote." Today Leagues continue to supply leader-
ship for organizations working to carry out that guarantee.

I became involved in the redistricting issue in 1970 when the federal court took
control of redistricitng the Senate of Kansas after failure of the legislature and the
governor to agree upon a plan. The lLeague of Women Voters brought 12 to 15 women to
Topeka from across the state, and, armed with plain old adding machines, we worked day
and night for a long week end, using maps and census figures supplied by the Legislative
Research Department. We redistricted the state in accordance with the basic principles
we supported: population with as litle deviation as posisble, compact and contiguous
districts, and observance of political boundaries. We also sought to keep ethnic and cul-
tural groups from being divided and diluted. We opposed the multi-member districts that
had been in existence. The Court drew its own plan that year, but for Johnson County
it adopted the League plan completely.

In 1973 the League of Women Voters entered énother suit involving the House of Repre-
sentatives, and again we reapportioned the House and submitted our plan to the Court. As
I was at that time a member of the House, I did not particpate. We used the plan approved
by the legislature and attempted to improve upon it. We think we did, but the only
question before the Court was: '"Was the plan approved by legislature constitutional?"
—--and not "which was the better plan?" At any rate, the Court approved the plan passed
by the legislature.

In 1983 the League of Women Voters entered an amicus brief in a court case requesting
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a new redistricting following issuance of the 1980 federal census figures. Our position
has always _been that federal figures should be used rather than a state census. The
Court did not mandate a redistricting at that time.

We simply want you to know that the League of Women Voters has much experience in re-
districting and has not hesitated to present our differences with legislative plans to
the courts.

Court cases in the past 20 years have firmed up some guidelines for redistricting
which you have been briefed on. We hope you will adhere as strictly as possible to those
guidelines. We would oppose any redistricting that appeared to be done to purposely
eliminate any incumbent or to dilute the effectiveness of any ethnic or minority group.

Having actually reapportioned ourselves, we are aware of the problems that arise
with trying to get equal districts and observe political boundaries. Sometimes it is not
possible, but usually some good and fair way can be found.

In the late 1960's and early 70's several redistrictings were done. I remember
people complaining that they had been in three separate legislative districts in six years.
We would call your attention to the fact that when you redistrict again in 1992, following
the 1990 federal census, you may have people in one district in 1988, another in 1990,
and yet another in 1992. I assure you the public resents this. Therefore, there is some
rationale for looking at existing districts as you make your plan. We hope you will not
disturb any more voters than necessary, but we recognize the shifts in population will
require many people to be placed in different districts.

Having been in the legislature in 1979 when the existing plan was drawn, I know the
problems you will face. Districts will have to be consolidated in some cases, and incum-
bents placed in the same district. They will consider this a personal attack upon them.
We hope you can prove it is not. Partisan politics is inevitably involved, but, again,
we hope its influence is minimal. Political gerrymandering is as abhorent to the courts
as is geographical gerrymandering.

We have attached a few newspaper clippings from former years that may be of interest.

I will be happy to answer any questions that I can.
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Somebody Up There

1

There’s one thing to be said about the -

new House apportioment bill approved

by the 1973 Kansas Legislature. It's a .

beaut.

Something else, too. Somebody up
there in Topeka doesn’t like southeast
Kansas! .

- Present apportionment of the lower
house was thrown out by a three-judge
federal court. One of the basic faults it
found was the division of too many
counties into too many parts, par-
ticularly in southeast Kansas. .
Crawford County, as we recall, won

the prize. The judges cited it as being

split among four counties for purposes
of apportionment, and blew the

" whistle,

So what does the House do this time
around? It divides Labette County into

‘three representative districts. Ditto for

Neosho County. Erie, the Neosho
County seat, is to be represented by a
fellow way up in lola. .

Labette’s representatives will be in
districts which slice through Cherokee
County to the Missouri line on the east
and reach the Oklahoma line on the
south.

- Reapportionment is necessary. The
court says so. But this is ridiculous.

The bill embracing the latest mon--
- strosity is on Gov. Robert Docking’s

desk, awaiting his decision on whether
to sign or veto. He should veto, of
course, and not be a party to this
legislative nonsense. ‘ :
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House Remap p

By NILA WALKER
OF The Sun Staff

A Kansas House reapportion-
ment bill on the desk of Gov.
Robert B. Docking for possible
signature places Parsonsin a T-
shaped 6th district including
townships in Labette and
Cherokee counties.

Labette Countv_will be di-

vided into districts represented

by three different legislators.

according to a reapportionment
plan drawn by the 1973 legis-
lature in response to a directive
from a three-judge federal
court.

State Reps. David L. Miller,
D-Parsons, Richard Overman,

R—Oswego and Fred M. Harris,
R-Chanute, all voted against the
plan.

It didn't make much sense to
me,”" Miller said today, **to split
Labette County into three
districts. T think the governor
probably will veto it and we'll
have to reapportion again
hecause I don't think there will
be enough votes to override.”

Legislators return Monday to
Topeka to consider any vetoes
made by the governor,

The plan for the 6th district as
approved by the legislature
including Parsons would

eliminate_three Neosho County

townships now in the district
e ptstrrmtts
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and Osage Walton and Mound
Valley townships in Labette
County. )

The district would extend
south to the Oklahoma border
and east in Cherokee County

almost to the Missouri line,

Labette Township would be the '

western border.

Included in the new district
would be Labette, North,
Liberty, ;—eoghg_and Montana
townships in _Labette County
plus Sheridan, Ross. Mineral,
Lola, Neosho and Cherokee
townships_j County.

The new district wouid in-
clued parts of school districts in
Parsons.. Altamont, Oswego,
Cherokee and Columbus.

The 2nd district represented
by Overman would lose one
township in Cherokee County
and add Mound Valley township

in.Labette County,

Harris’ district would gain
three Neosho County townships

“formerly represented by Miller

plus Osage and Walton town-
ships in Labette County. Walton
Township borders Parsons on
the west. The Neosho townships
are Shiloh, Ladore and Lincoln.

Erie, the Neosho County seat,
would be in the same district
with Iola although Harris would
represent most of Neosho
County,

One of the principal reasons
the federal court threw out the

lan Shces Coun

previous House reapportion-
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ment plan  was becau
numerous counties we
divided among an excessi
number of representative
particularly in southez
Kansas. )

The reapportionment effe
attempted by the House wou
appear to repecat the san
error. Labette County w:z
divided between tw
representatives in the pl:

. voided by the federal judge

although one of its distric
extended into Cherokee ar
Montgomery counties and it
second included the thre
Neosho townships.

Under the reapportionme
plan, the sixth district includin
Parsons will have a populatic
of 17,751 persons. The secon
district represented by Ove
man will have 18.608 resident
and the fifth district reprc
senled by Harris includes 14 99
persons.

Miller said the court ordere.
a variance of three to five pe
cent among representative dis

tricts. Populations, he said
range from about 17,000 t
about 19,000, :

Sl
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- By NILAWALKER
"~ of The Sun Staff
State Rep. David L. Miller. D-
Parsons, said today he would
join a Wichita representative in
filing a suit against a House
reapportionment recently
completed by the Kansas
Legislature.

Miller said he and Frank
McMasters, a Wichita
Republican, currentiy were
attempting to enlist other
citizens as plainti{fs in the suit
which he said probabiy would
be filed in U.S. District Court
against Robert B. Docking.
governor, as representative of
the state. The filing date is
uncertain, he said.

Miller said other legislators
probably would be involved in
‘the case. He said William A.
Dearth of Parsons, former state
senator, and Richard C. Dearth,
.also of Parsons and former

- Labette County attorney. had
agreed to be named with those
filing the suit. Other individuals

Vi
ouse Rema

The Parsons Sun rIpril 20, 19

will be contacted, he said.

Docking permitted the
reapportionment bill to become
law this week without signing it.

“We think the reap-
portionment bill,”" Miller said.
*is unconstitutional according
to previous court decisions.
Labette County is divided into
three districts and isn’t large
enough to be divided into more
than two.”

A decision by a three-member
U.S. District Court panel in
February labeled . reap-
portionment completed by the
1972 legislature as uncon-

Am&AMCwT 3 Q |

for county lines and deviation in
population among districts.

If the legislature has not
reapportioned itself by Feb. 16.
1974. the court said it would
proceed with judicial reap-
portionment. '

Miller said Labette County’s
division compared with
previous 1972 division of
Cherokee County's population
of 21,594 into three separate
districts. Labette County has a
population of about 24,000 and is
included with legislative
districts reaching east almost

stitutional because of disregard

W .

“House Remap

. Continued from pagel.
Mineral, Lola, Neosho and
Cherokee townships in
Clrlre}:okee County,

e division of Neo
County, which places the Es:}g
county seat in a district with
most of Allen County, is similar
to t'he 1972 apportionment
placing Girard, the Crawford
County_ seat, with a district
comprised primarily  of
B?}trbon County, he said,

.The court ruled,” Miller
said. *‘that reapportionment is
not supposed to split county
lines if it could be avoided. The
population deviance in this
current plan is about 1] per cent
and it’s supposed 1o be between
th‘rfrehand seven per cent.

- There’s always an at
made by legislators to pl"(e;,t?exc)tt
Ancumbents. It happens in every
legislature, and causes this typ.e
of Feapportionment."

_ ‘Cltllzens would be asked 1o
Join in the suit, he said. to show
a brga.d representation of
dissatisfaction with the plan

-

St
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to the Missouri line and south to

p Test to Be Filea

the Oklahoma border.
The plan for the 6th Distr

. including Parsons elimina

three Neosho County townsh
in the district and Osg
Walton and Mound Vel

townships in Labette Coun..

Walton Township. whi
borders Parsons on the we
and Osage would be in a Neos
County district represented
Fred Harris. R-Chanute.

Included in the new ¢
district would be Labet
North, Liberty. Neosho 2
Montana townships in Labe
County plus Sheridan. Fo

Continued on page 12.
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STATE OF KANSAS

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

2ND FLOOR, KANSAS JUDICIAL CENTER, TOPEKA 66612-1597

ROBERT T. STEPHAN MAIN PHONE: (913) 296-2215
ATTORNEY GENERAL CONSUMER PROTECTION: 296-3751

M EMORA N D UM TELECOPIER: 296-6296

T0: The Honorable Vincent K., Snowbarger, Chairman
House Legislative, Judicial and Congressional
Apportionment Committee
FROM: Mark W, Stafford, Assistant Attorney General
DATE: January 24, 1989

RE: Testimony by the 0ffice of the Secretary of State

On behalf of Secretary of State Bill Graves and members of his
office, 1 appear before this committee, seeking your assistance
and cooperation regarding questions about the 1988 state census.

As you know, there are lawsuits concerning the 1988 state census
pending in the United States District Court in Topeka and in the
Shawnee County District Court. The issues involve the statutes
which directed the 1988 state census, as well as the
implementation of those statutes., Daniel P, Kolditz,

Assistant Attorney General, and I represent Secretary Graves and
other members of his office in the above-mentioned litigation.

I will not discuss the merits of the lawsuits before this
committee, Neither is it my purpose or the Secretary of State'’s

hey T +C. Olpfor“hovxmmf
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purpose to interfere with, frustrate or delay the legislative
task of apportionment.

The Secretary of State is anxious to answer questions from this
committee. However, due to the pending litigation, 1
respectfully request your indulgence in allowing me to counsel
the census staff regarding questions directed to them, The
Secretary of State certainly wants to answer any questions which
do not concern the lawsuits, Nonetheless, if a question
touches, or may touch, on an issue which might be litigated,
then I respectfully request that such question be submitted to
the Secretary of State in writing, You can be assured that any
guestion submitted in written form will be promptly reviewed and
answered to the extent appropriate. If a question directly
involves an issue in the lawsuits, we must respectfully decline
to discuss the matter,

Since some of the members of this committee are attorneys, they
should have a special understanding for the reasonableness of
our request., Qur request seems even more reasonable since one
of the opposing parties in the lawsuits is a member of this
committee, Since I am not permitted to have contact with that
party, I will address only the committee chairman, The
Secretary of State greatly wishes to cooperate with this
committee. The 1987 Legislature directed an important task to



be carried out by his office and he is certainly eager to
discuss the results of the census with this committee,

MWS:bas
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2nd Floor, State Capitol
Topeka, KS 66612-1594
(913) 296-2236

Bill Graves
Secretary of State

STATE OF KANSAS

HOUSE APPORTIONMENT COMMITTEE
January 24, 1989
Testimony of
Brad Bryant, Census Director

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee:

My name is Brad Bryant, and | am director of the state census.
I'm sure you detected some reluctance on the part of our iegal
counsel about our appearance, but we are pleased to have the
opportunity to appear before you today. Pleased because we are
proud of the result of nearly two years of work. We believe
that the 1988 Kansas Census represents the most accurate
count of the state population ever. It represents the diligence
and hard work of more than 1,500 Kansans who successfully
carried out your directives in conducting the census.

In compiling these figures we used methods and procecures
that have been tried and tested by the U.S. Bureau of Census.
Specifically, the Kansas Census was designed based on
procedures used by the federal census bureau in conducting
special censuses. Through newspapers, teievision, radio and
literally hundreds of personal appearances, we launched a
massive informational campaign to alert Kansans o the
census. We adopted quality control methods patterned after the
federal census bureau's quality control programs, including an
extensive local review program in which we worked with locai
governmental officials to assure that all enumerations met
reasonable standards of quality.

in addition to all this, we were able to secure the services of
Mr. Rex Pullin as census consultant. Mr. Pullin worked for the

U.S. Bureau of Census for 25 years. He was regional director of
the Bureau of Census in Kansas City from 1973 to 1979 and

L, T+ a,o,oor’{’(anmcn“f’
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House Apportionment Committee
January 24, 1989

from 1979 to 1981 he worked in Washington, D.C., as national
director for field operations. Because Mr. Pullin happens to live
in Kansas City, we were able to secure his extensive expertise
in the planning and carrying out of this important project. And
we are fortunate that Mr. Pullin could be present today. He
recently returned from Pakistan where he was serving as an
adviser to the United Nations in its preparations for a census
of that country.

The techniques used in the conduct of the census were
designed to efficiently implement state law. The state was
divided into five regions, roughly corresponding to
congressional districts. A regional office was established in a
centrally located city in each region. These regional offices
were responsible for recruiting, hiring and training their local
employees. '

Initial data for the census were gathered through a mailing to
each household in the state. Following this mailing, trained
canvassers were sent into the field to create a listing of all

housing units and to interview households that had not
returned cards.

The mailing was coordinated with an intensive public relations
campaign designed to increase the response to the mailing. The
card itself was revised extensively based on the advice and
recommendations of the Census Advisory Committee, a group
of 18 citizens from across Kansas who gave of their time and
energy to advise the Secretary of State on the census project.
A 67 percent rate of return was achieved. This high rate of
return allowed us to spend more time and money on quality
control measures to assure the accuracy of our final figures.

About 1,200 canvassers were hired and trained to conduct the
field work in the state's 2,986 precincts. On the average, each
canvasser was responsible for 2 and 1/2 precincts. The
canvasser's job was to travel through the precinct in a

2



House Apportionment Committee
January 24, 1989

prescribed and systematic manner, listing the address of each
housing unit he encountered. As he listed each unit in the
Address Register, he checked the returned cards to see if the
occupants had returned their card. If they had, the canvassers
enumerated the residents according to the information they
provided. The card was retained as a permanent record. If the
occupants had not returned their card, the canvasser contacted
them personally to obtain the necessary information. If no
respondent was available at the home, the canvasser
attempted to reach them by telephone or made a call back to
the household.

Quality control measures were extensive. In November 1987,
we conducted a test run to discover how well the basic census
procedures would work in a field test. All of the procedures
tested worked well. Some technical problems were identified
and corrected for the actual census.

When the census field work was completed for each county, all

the precincts in that county were subjected to two separate
quality control checks.

One, the listing and matching program, was designed to
independently check a sampling of addresses in each precinct
against the results submitted by the canvasser.

Then, when the preliminary housing unit and population totals
were assembled for each county, the local review process was
initiated. A local review form was completed for each county -
- showing the housing unit and population totals for each
precinct as well as totals for the county. The county totals
from the 1979 Kansas Department of Agriculture Census, the
1980 U.S. Census and 1986 U.S. Census estimates also were
included for comparison. Also provided, when available, were
the housing unit and population totals for cities in the county.



House Apportionment Committee
January 24, 1989

This information was sent to the county clerk and to the mayor
of those cities for which separate totals were available. The
local officials were asked to review the totals, sign the forms
and return them if they found the totals to be reasonably
accurate. If they suspected errors or inaccuracies, they were
asked to call or write to specify where additional checks were
needed.

More than 90 percent of the county clerks and 77 percent of all
city officials signed and returned the local review forms.

A third quality control measure -- the Population Count
Evaluation Program (PCE) -- was used in Johnson, Sedgwick
and Wyandotte counties. Central office personnel obtained all
census books from the three counties and drew a random
sample for re-interview. The sample was every 205th housing
unit in the county, with an additional listing of the next five
units in the canvasser's path of travel.

Because there are about 144,000 college students in Kansas,
counting them at the correct addresses was the most difficult
aspect of the 1988 census. Instructions were carefully written
and clearly indicated on the census card mailings to encourage
respondents to correctly count their college-student
dependents. Also, canvassers were trained to ask each
respondent if they had such dependents who should be included.
Canvassers in college towns were given special instructions to
help them account for all households properly. Specially
prepared brochures were passed out during January enroliment
on all large campuses in the state.

As a further check on the college student count, computer
printouts of spring semester enrollees were obtained from
each college and university in the state. These lists were
distributed among the regional census offices, where clerks
checked the names against the completed census books to see
that all were included in the correct precincts.

4



House Apportionment Committee
January 24, 1989

The Division of Census undertook a survey of on-campus
residence halls at the regents' institutions. During the planning
phase of the census project, a decision had been made to
exclude on-campus residence halls from the original census
card mailing and the subsequent canvassing. This decision was
reached because residence halls were considered to be
temporary residences, and the law required that all citizens be
counted at their permanent residences. Married student housing
and all types of off-campus housing were included in the
mailing and canvassing.

At the request of local leaders in the affected areas, the
Secretary of State instructed the Division of Census to survey
the students in the residence halls to determine how many of
them considered those halls to be their permanent residences.
The election precincts containing the residence halls were
then credited with the appropriate number of students.

In Wyandotte County, corrections were made to population
totals submitted November 1. These corrections were made
following an extensive local review program in which state
employees worked in coordination with officials in Kansas
City, Kansas, and Wyandotte County. The result of this
extensive review in Wyandotte County was to lend further

confidence to the accuracy and reliability of the state census
project.

With me today are Mr. Pullin and former census director Brent
Anderson, the current legal counsel in the Secretary of State's
office. To the extent our legal counsel advises, we are
prepared to answer any questions that you might have.

Respectfully submitted,

Brad Bryant
Census Director
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Census Facts

Submitted to: House Apportionment Committee
January 24, 1989
By: Census Division, Secretary of State's Office

Introduction

The information contained
in this report is submitted in
conjunction with the written
testimony of Brad Bryant,
census director, to the House
Apportionment Committee

The 1988 Kansas Census
reports the population of
permanent residents, as

One of the more difficult
aspects of the census project is
communicating to both the
public and government offi-
cials the contrast in methodol-
ogy between the 1988 Kansas
Census and that used by the
federal bureau of census.

The Kansas Census total
population of 2,293,445 does
not and is not intended to
reflect the population of the
state of Kansas as defined by
federal standards. Because
K.S.A. 11-204 directs the
census division to count only
U.S. citizens who are perma-
nent residents of Kansas,
groups such as aliens, non-
resident college students and
non-resident military person-
nel are not included in the

defined by K.S.A. 11-201 ¢t
seq., as 2,293,445, As to
House and Senate districts,
this total results in target
district sizes as follows:

House District Target Size
18,348

Senate District Target Size
57,336

Contrasts: State and federal

population total. However,
special efforts were made to
make certain that those per-
sons who consider themselves
Kansas residents were in-
cluded in the state census.
For example, the census
division contacted the com-
manding officer at each
military installation in the
state and, working through the
chain of command, provided
for the distribution of census
cards to all soldiers living on-
base who claimed Kansas as
their place of permanent
residence. Military personnel
living off base or living on
base in single family units
were included in the original
mailing and canvassing.
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Until 1979, state law di-
rected the county assessor to
enumerate persons residing
within the county boundaries
as of January 1 of each year,
and report this information to
the State Board of Agricul-
ture.

The instructions pertaining
to the county of Kansas in-
habitants, provided by the
State Board of Agriculture, re-
quired county assessors to
“list all persons who have es-
tablished a permanent resi-
dence in the county, including
those who are temporarily
absent therefrom.” The board
of agriculture did not provide

-county assessors with a clear,
non-contradictory definition
of legal residency. In practice,
many definitions of legal resi-
dency exist. Some counties
used the federal definition of
residency, while others re-
quired evidence of intent to be
a resident, such as registered
to vote or the purchase of an
automobile license, before
counting that person as a
county resident.

Depending upon which
definition of legal residence a
particular county adopted, it is
evident that not all counties
adopted the same procedure,
thus leading to discrepancies
in the enumeration.

Lack of standard enumera-
tion procedures governing the
census-taking process was the
major complaint against the

State agriculture census

board of agriculture census.
Most decisions regarding resi-
dency and all other areas of
the process were made by the
105 county assessors acting
independently. Even the basic
decision on method of enu-
meration was left to the
county assessors.

The enumeration was con-
ducted, literally, 105 different
ways. Some counties used tax
rolls, some counties went door
to door, other counties sent
out questionnaires and some
counties used various combi-
nations of these approaches.
Quality control procedures
were rarely used. Because of
this, some counties would
significantly over- or under-
count its population.

Other problems with the
agriculture census include the
fact that the state required
local officials to conduct this
enumeration at local expense,
within a limited time and with
little or no guidance or assis-
tance.

The county assessors also
had clear economic incentives
to portray a less than accurate
population count. Because the
state of Kansas used the
annual agricultural census
data as a basis for distributing
some state taxes to local gov-
ernments, counties could
increase their share by inflat-
ing their census counts.

There is some evidence
that the inflating of population

)



figures may have been wide-
spread. In 1960, 83 of the 105
counties reported populations
that were greater than the U.S.

census figures, a result that on
a pure probability basis would
occur about once in every
100,000 trials.

Population Count Evaluation Program

The Population Count
Evaluation (PCE) Program of
the 1988 Kansas Census was a
quality control procedure used
in the three most populated
counties in Kansas —
Johnson, Sedgwick and
Wyandotte. The program was
designed to take a random
sample of housing units within
each of the three counties and
re-interview them to deter-
mine the accuracy of the
census data obtained by the
‘canvassers during the initial
count. Each structure in which
people live or could live is
defined as a housing unit
(HU). The random sample,
equal to 0.5 percent of the
total housing units, was taken
from the lists of housing units
in the census books from the
target county.

In addition to the inter-
views conducted at the se-
lected housing units, checks
were done on the next five
housing units in the
canvasser’s path of travel.
These checks were made in
order to test the completeness
of the canvasser’s original
address listing.

Several statistics that
resulted from the re-inter-
views at the sample housing
units indicate the quality and

reliability of the original
canvass. In Johnson County,
the 0.5 percent sample con-
sisted of 654 housing units,
resulting in a net population
change of +5, which equals
+0.32 percent of the sample.
In Sedgwick County, the
sample consisted of interviews
at 773 housing units and
results in a net population
change of +22, which equals
+1.23 percent of the sample.
In Wyandotte County, the
sample was 333 housing units,
which results in a net popula-
tion change of +17, which
equals +2.29 percent of the
sample. The PCE results
tended to confirm the local
review generated changes
requested by Wyandotte
County.

In sum, 1,760 interviews
were conducted, resulting in a
net population change of +44,
which represents a 1.07
percent increase in the popula-
tion of the three counties.
Those changes then were
included in precinct totals.

In addition to the correc-
tions summarized above, the
PCE Program resulted in other
improvements in the initial
canvassing of the counties
involved. When the findings
from the re-interviews or the



additional address listings
warranted them, further field .
checks were conducted in
specified areas. These checks
sometimes led to further
corrections in the totals, but
sometimes they merely served
to satisfy the regional office
that the original county was
accurate.

The value of the PCE
Program in analyzing the
census project as a whole was

Local Review Program

The Local Review Pro-
gram, which is patterned after
an identical procedure carried
out by the U.S. Bureau of
Census during its decennial
and special censuses, was
initiated when census field
work was completed for a
given county.

As preliminary county
population and housing unit
figures were completed, they
were sent to the county clerks
in each county and to the
mayors of the 168 cities for
which separate population
totals were obtainable. Popu-
lation totals were not obtain-
able for those third-class cities
that do not comprise precincts
distinct from the surrounding
townships.

Pursuant to the Local
Review Program, local offi-
cials were asked to evaluate
the preliminary census figures.
A number of questions were
received from local officials
regarding the figures, the

that it indicated that the
original canvassing had
produced data with an error
rate entirely acceptable to
experts on census taking.
Futhermore, the PCE Program
was conducted in the three
counties which contained
some of the most difficult
areas to accurately enumerate.
The error rate of the original
canvass in other counties can
be expected to be lower.

naming of precincts and the
geography of the census.

Among the 105 counties,
90 percent of the county
clerks returned the forms
signed, indicating approval of
the figures. Also, the four
election commissioners, who
serve in Johnson, Sedgwick,
Wyandotte and Shawnee
counties, signed and returned
the local review forms. Some
city forms were signed by
mayors, some by city plan-
ners, some by city managers
and some by city clerks.

Among the 168 cities, 77
percent of the forms were
returned and signed.

As part of its records, the
census division compiled the
oral and written responses to
the local review process by
city and county and by the
nature of the local review
inquiry, as well as by the
response from the census
division.

Whenever requested by
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local officials, representatives
from the census division and
the secretary of state’s office
met personally with the
officials to respond to any
questions or concerns raised.
Often the concerns of local
officials were directed to
housing units, as opposed to
population totals, based on
their information about utility
hookups, building permits,
postal delivery information
and federal census estimates.
However, many of the
questions about the census
were resolved when local

A review was conducted

of all precincts in Wyandotte

County during the months of
October, November and
December of 1988, as a result
of the local review. This
review was structured into
four phases that are described
below.

Phase 1 was carried out by
census personnel, the results
of which were included in the
November 1 report. Forty-six
(46) precincts were chosen at
random, and when plotted on
a map of the county they
represented all geographic
areas of the county. The
method used to conduct this
portion of the review was a
normal census procedure,
Address Listing Checks
(ALC:s). This procedure
required census personnel to
verify each house in the

officials were made aware of
the methodology contained in
the census statute and its
provision that no state census
information would be used for
funding purposes.

The most extensive local
review occurred in Kansas
City, Kansas, and Wyandotte
County, where as a result of
information provided by local
officials the census division
undertook a comprehensive
review of its initial canvass.
The results of that process are -
discussed elsewhere in this
Teport.

Wyandotte County Review

completed census book by
driving each street in the
chosen precinct. When a
housing unit was not verified,
the census personnel can-
vassed such unit for inclusion
in the census book.

Phase 2 and 3 were simi-
larly conducted, the difference
being the City of Kansas City
chose not to participate after
phase 2 because of the amount
of staff time involved. All
fifty-five (55) precincts
reviewed were selected at
random, with the City of
Kansas City research staff
selecting the precincts in
phase 2. Quarter-section
maps, utility hookup informa-
tion, building permit and
demolition records, and the
census books were used in the
review. Teams of city employ-
ees and census personnel
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(teams in the phase 3 were
composed only of census
personnel) reviewed addresses
and utility hookups in com-
parison to the census books.
Possible misses were cited, to
be later verified visually by
the teams. The person/housing
unit average and the occu-
pancy rate for each precinct
were then applied to the
verified missed housing units.

Counting college students

The Legislature chose to
continue the prior policy of
counting college students in
their home towns unless they
affirmatively adopted their
college towns as their perma-

nent residences. Since the
federal census counts students
wherever they are found,
special procedures were
adopted to accurately count
students using the Kansas
methodology.

Relying upon the recom-
mendation of the census
advisory committee, the
census card made special
reference to college students.
The cards were sent at a time
when college campuses were
closed and students would
likely be home.

When the students re-
turned to school, special
information sheets were
distributed at enrollment and
advertisements appeared in

A statistical correction
was used for phase 4. The
population corrections for the
preceding phases were aver-
aged, then such average was
applied to each of the remain-
ing precincts.

Figures from phases 2, 3
and 4 were then included in
the January 12, 1989 adden-
dum to the November 1, 1988
final census report.

local newspapers. Students
who lived off-campus or in
married student housing
actually received cards and
were canvassed by specially
trained canvassers.

Because dormitories were
closed on census day and
second semester assignments
were not made, dormitories
were not considered perma-
nent residences and were not
canvassed. However, in
response to local review
complaints, a survey was done
of dormitories on Regent
campuses. Only 9.9 percent of
the dormitory residents indi-
cated that they had abandoned
their former place of resi-
dence.

The average results of the
survey were multiplied by the
dormitory residents at all
colleges and universities in
Kansas and the number added
to the appropriate precincts.





