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Using these same data to predict the outcome for 1990 is problematical because

of the many more uncertsin assumptions that sust be made.

The 1980 Apportionment

Table 4 summarizes trial apportionments based on the results of the 1980
Census. The table shows which States would have gained or lost seats if Passel
and Woodrov's alien estimates h;d been subtracted from each State's population.
Two scenarios are presented. The first is based on excluding illegals from the
population used for spportionment. This results in California and New York
esch losing a seat, with Georgia and Indiana gaining seats. The second
scenario subtracts all aliens, both legal and illegal, from the apportionment
population. This results in the following differences from the actual seat
, allocations made based on the 1980 Census: California (-3), Florida (-1), New
York (=2), Alabama (+1), Arkansas (+1), Georgia (*1), Indiana (+1), Missouri
(+1), and North Carolina (+1).

The apportionment showing the impact of excluding sll aliens from the
apportionment population is included decause, historically, the issue has been
stated in this way. Although the proposals that are pending before the
Congress at this writing only address the issue of illegal aliens, another
proposal (either by statute or constitutional amendment) would be to exclude

all aliens.
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Table 4. 1980 Apportionment Based on Various Assumptions About the Impact
of Accounting for the Alien Estimates of Passel and Woodrow

Seat geins or losses as
8 result of subtracting:

Illegal aliens All aliens

State 1980 Apportionment
Alabams 7 +1
Alsska !
Arizona 5
Arkansas 4 +*l
Celifornia 45 -1 -3
Cviorado 6
Ccanecticut 6
Delaware )
Florids 19 -1
Georgia 10 +1 +1
Bawaii 2
Idaho 2
Illinois 22
Indiana 10 +1 +1
Iowa 6
Kansas 5
Kentucky ?
Louisiana 8
Maine 2
Maryland 8
Massachusetts 11
Michigan 18
Minnesota 8
Mississippi 5
Missouri 9 +]
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Table 4. 1980 Apportionment Based on Various Assumptions About the Impact of
Accounting for the Alien Estimates of Passel and Woodrow--Continued

Seat gains or losses as
a result of subtracting:

State 1980 Apportionment Illegal aliens All alienc
Montana 2

Nebraska 3

Nevada 2

Mew Hampshire 2

New Jersey 14

New Mexico 3

New York 34 -1 -2
North Carolina 11 +1
North Dakota 1

Ohio 21

Oklahoma 6

Oregon 5

Pennsylvania 23

Rhode Island 2

South Carolins 6

South Dakots 1

Tennessee 9

Texas 27

Utah 3

Vermont 1

Virginia 10

Washington 8

West Virginia 4

Wisconsin 9

Wyoming 1

SOURCE: Apportionments

calculated on the Library of Congress central computer.
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The 1990 Apportionment

Atteapts to predict which 8tates in 1990 will be affected by excluding the
illegal aliens from State populations used to respportion the House are almost
certain to fail because of the assumptions of uncertain probability that must
be made. '8 First, the likely population for each State as of April 1, 1990
must be projected. Table 7, for example, is based on three such projections
vhich produce differing results. Second, a set of assumptions must be made
about the illegal alien population, including: (1) how many will be counted in
the next census; and (2) how they will be distributed among the States.

The first step, choosing & 1990 population projection, poses significant

problems.

Caveats About Population Projections

Projecting population is an inezact science. Generally, projections for
large geographic units are more likely to be accurate than those for smaller

units. To illustrate this, CBS conducted a "test" using projections for

predicting a future apportionment for which there are actual results, i.e.
population projections issued by the Census Bureau in 1979 that estimated the

1980 population were used.

78 e 1990 apportionment 2zamples do not include informstion about
excluding legal aliens in addition to illegal aliens because the issue
currently before the Congress and the courts is one of excluding illegal
aliens. Table 4, which presents data on excluding aliens from the 198¢C
apportionment illustrates that excluding all aliens would probally have a much
greater impact on apportionment than excluding only illegals.
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In 1979, the Bureau issued three separate projections of population for
1980 using three different sets of assumptions. 9 They all projected the same
total for the U.S. population, 221,220,100 (5,284,800 less than the actual
226,504,800 census count). Signe Wetrogen, in the introduction to her 1983
Census Bureau projections, writes that "the series B set of State population
projections was generally closer to the 1980 decennial data than either the
series A or C set of projections." 80 Thus series B vas chosen as the test
population projection to predict the apportionment after the Census. A
comparison of the apportionment results using series B with the actual 1980
apportionment results in the following differences. Five House seats would
have switched among ten States. Five States would have each received one fewer
seat than they actually receied as & result of the 1980 Census: Cealifornia,
Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, and Washington; while five States would each have
received one more seat than they actually received froa the 1980 Census?
Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey, and New York.

Wetrogen reports that the "largest differences between these projections
and 1980 Census occurred in the Western States, whers the series B set of State
projections were €.4 percent lower than the census data. For the Northeast the

turnarounds projected in the previous set of projections {series 8) did not

19 y,s. Bureau of the Census. Illustrative Projections of State
Populations by Age, Race and Sex: 1975 to 2000. Series P-25, No. 796, Mar. 1979,

80 4 s, Bureau of the Census. Provisional Projections of the
Population of States by Age and Sext 1980 to 2000. Series P-25, No. 937, Aug.
1983. p. 9. (Although all the projections were off by slightly more than five
million persons, the series B projections came closer to the individusl State
totals than either the Series A and C projections.)
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occur and the projected populations were i.4 percent higher than the census
data." 81

The 1979 projections illustrate the preblematic nature of trying to
predict future House apportionments. The apportionment formula is sensitive to
minute population shifts. Adding or subtracting a small number of people from
a State's population can make s difference in vhethqr or not & seat is assigned
to that State. MNevertheless, as imperfect as populstion projections are, they

are a necessary component in the process of anticipating what representation in

the House may be after the next reapportionment.

Caveats About lllegal Alien Assumptions in the Apportionment Illustrations

Although estimates exist as to how many illegal aliens were included in
the Census counts of eecch of the States in 1980, as vas discussed previously,
no information is available about hov many illegal aliens are currently
residing in each State, or what proportion of them is likely to be counted in
the 1990 Census. Because of the unknowables at this writing, it would be
preferable to avoid tables th‘t.purport to show the impact of excluding
illegal aliens from the 1990 Census, even for illustrative purposes, because
they are even more speculative than tables based on population projections that
are unadjusted to account for the alien population.

Nevertheless, in response to con‘re;uional requests to provide such

informstion, Table 7 has been prepared. At the outset, it should be

81 1pid.
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noted that: first, the table uses three different population projections for
1990 which produce different populations for the States; second, it is based on
the doubtful assumption that the illegal alien population will be distributed
in exactly the same fashion as Passel and Woodrow estimated that it wvas in
1980; and third, it reports results for illegal alien populations of two
million to ten millior. persons in two million person increments.
Table 7 should be read subject to the following caveats:
(1) The 1990 population projections may be wrong. Even if the projections
are substantially riggt, very small! population differences can affect how
seats are assigned.
(2) Assuming that the illegal alien population will be distributed among the
States in the same proportions that Passel and Woodrow estimated in the 1980
Census may also be wrong. In population forecasting past is not slways
prologue. This method to distribute the illegal alien population was chosen
because no other alternative is available at this time.
(3) The illegal alien populations shown in the table (two million to ten
eillion in two million person increments) are completely arbitrary. There is
no way of knowing how many aliens will be counted in the 1990 Census.
Given these caveats, how should the table be read? First, one must keep in
mind the illegal alien distribution information contained in Tables 1 and 2.
If one accepts the fundamental assumption that the distribution of the illegal
slien population in 1990 will mirror the estimate of that distribution in 1980,
the likelihood of an individual State being affected by excluding the illegsl
sliens is dependent on (1) how many such aliens are subtracted, and (2) how

close the State is to losing a seat in the House. An example from the 1980

Census can illustrate this point.

82 In 1971, fewer than 300 persons det-rmined whether Connecticut
received seven seats, leaving Oklahoma with fivs zzats. Both States received
siz seats that year.
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In 1980, New York's 34th seat in the House U;l the last seat assigned
(seat number 435). Indiana just missed retaining 11 seats in the House. 83 ¢
New York's population had been smaller by 23,063 persons, or if Indiana had
been larger by 7,226 persons, Indiana would have had the 433th seat in the
House and New York would bave had one less seat. According to Passel and
Woodrow's estimates, New York had 234,000 illegal aliens in its census count
(1.33 percent of New York's total of 17,557,288 persons); Indians had 8,000
illegal aliens (.15 percent of Indiana's total of 5,490,179 persons). If
illegal aliens had been excluded from all the States' populations according to
Passel and Woodrow's estimates, Mew York would have lost enough population, as
compared with Indiana's lesser loss, to enable Indiana's 11lth seat to "bump up"
five positions to number 433; Mew York's 34th seat would have dropped three
positions to 438; thereby causing Mew York to lose a seat and Indians to retsin
its 1lth seat.

In the case of California and Georgia, the two other States which would
have been affected if the 1980 Census had excluded illegal aliens, the
situation is more dramatic. According to Pacsel and Woodrow's estimates,
Californis had 1,024,000 illegal aliens (4.33 percent of C‘li{prnil'l
23,668,562 persons); Ceorgia had 12,000 illegal aliens (.22 percent of
Ceorgia's 5,464,265 persons). Excluding illegal aliens would bave lowered
California's claim to a 45th sest in the House which stood at 425, to 4423
Georgia's 1lth seat would have moved up to 435 from 437, causing California to

lose and GCeorgis to gain s seat.

83  Indiana's llth seat numbered 436 in priority.
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Although California, New York, Ceorgia and lﬁdinna are the only States
that would have actually lost or gained seats as a result of using
Passel and Woodrow's estimates to adjust the counts to exclude the illegal
alien population, Table 5, below, illustrates that excluding the illegal alien

population would have affected the entire sequence of seat assignments.
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Table 5. 1980 Census Seat Assignment Rankings Before and Afcer
Adjusting for 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens (Showing Seat Assignments
Numbers 420-440)

1980 assignments adjusted

Actual 1980 census assignments to exclude illegal aliens

Seq-

uence State Beat Priority State Seat Priority
420 Minnesota 8 5,448,318 Mew York 33 5,330,721
421 California 44 5,441,408 California 43 5,328,561
422 Tennessee 9 5,410,251 Iova 6 5,314,756
423 New York 33 5,403,882 Texas 27 5,299,881
424 Texas 27 5,370,157 Michigan 18 5,288,221
425 Californis 43 5,319,154 Pennsylvania 23 5,272,090
426 Tova 6 3,319,093 Xensas 5 5,266,221
427 Illinois 22 5,312,349 Ohio 21 5,263,880
428 New Mexico 3 5,307,097 New Mexico 3 5,243,341
429 Michigan 18 5,292,643 Oregon 5 5,250,520
430 Kansss 5 5,284,294 Illinois 22 5,249,301
431 Pennsylvania 23 5,275,404 Colorado 6 5,240,420
432 Cotorado 6 5,274,265 Indiana 11 5,227,491
433 Ohio 21 5,268,601 Plorida 19 5,223,381
434 Florida 19 5,266,784 California &4 5,206,051
435 New York 34 5,241,565 Ceorgia 11 5,198,851

~ Sequence Number 435 is the Last Seat Assignment Allowed by Law -

436 Indians 11 5,234,680 Alabama 8 5,191,900
437 Ceorgia 11 5,209,972 Missouri 10 5,176,701
438 California 46 5,202,196 . Mew York 34 5,171,551
439 Alabama 8 5,198,313 Texas 28 5,107,091
440 Missouri 10 5,183,441 Worth Carolina 12 5,104,921

Changing the sequence of assignments affects the States relatively. Thus,
certain State's seat assignments may be altered in their relationship to the

435th seat cutoff point mandated by law. 84 iy property expands the number

84 55 Stat. 761. (1941) Sec. 22 (a). Codified in 2 USC 2(a). Por &
fuller explanation of the reapportionment process, see: U.8. Library of
Congress. Congressional Research Service. Apportioning Seats in the House of
Representstives: the Method of Equal Proyortioas. Report Mo. 88~143 COV, by
David C. Huckabee. Washington, 1988.
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of seats which potentially are affected vhen evaluating an spportionment

scenario because of the very small differences in population which can make a

difference in whether a State gains, loses, or retains a seat. The NFA Data

Services 1990 projection can serve as sn example. Table 6, below sets out the

sequence of seat assignments between 420 and 440 using these projections.

Table 6. Projected 1990 Census Seat Assignment Rankings Before and After
Adjusting for 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens (Showing Seat Assignment
Numbers 420-440), Using NPA Dats Service Projections

Projectea 1930 census assignments

1990 assignments adjusted
to exclude illegal aliens

Seq-
uence Ste.e Seat Priority¥ State Seat Priority*
420 Michigan 16 5,944,900 Kentucky y 3, ,890
421 Mississippi S 5,943,461 Minnesota 8 5,878,941
422 Kentucky 7 5,942,061 *California 47 5,870,891
423 Illinois 20 5,914,551 Tennessee 5,861,32(
424 Minnesota 8 5,889,630 Louisiana 5,8517,6
425 Mew York 31 5,880,312 *Illinois 2 9,846,8¢
426 Tennessee 9 5,868,390 Wisconsin 2837,631
427 Louvisiana 8 5,865,710 Florida 2 5,829,010
428 Florida 22 5,865,301 *New York 3 4,814,550
429 Wisconsin 9 5,847,060 New Jersey 4 1806,641
430 California 49 5,834,961 Texas [ 5,762,350
431 New Jersey 14 5,833,330 Virginia 1 2160,431
432 Texas 30 5,824,051 *California 48 -1 5,747,281
433 Virginis 13 5,790,941 Massachusetts aldl,
434 Massachusetts 11 5,756,430 Morth Carolina 12 5,718 ,10K
435 North Carolins 12 5,725,061 Pennsylvania 22 +1 $5,707,21
- Sequence Number 435 is the Last Se¢i: Assignment Allowed by Lav ~
436 California 50 5,834,851 Ohio 20 43,591
437 Pennsylvania 22 5,710,000 West Virginis 4 2636,090
438 New York 32 5,702,301 New York 32 5,629,470
439 Ohio 20 5,650,521 *Californis 49 5,628,400
440 West Virginia & 5,640,131 Michigan 12 5,588,384

* States losing relative priority position due to excluding illegal sliens.

_ States gaining relative priority position due to excluding illegal aliens.

+- States vhere excluding illegal aliens altered the number of sests assigned
are indicated by a "+" or "<" gsign, followed by the number of seats the
State would gain or lose over no adjustment.
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Although only two States, California (-1) and Pennsylvania (+1), would
actually have their allocation of seats changed under this scenario, the
priority listing of seat assignments would be changed for all States. Table §
illustrates that adjusting for the illegal slien populsation would slter

priority rankings, i.e. putting some Btates in a lower position and others in a

higher position. Thus, while California and Pennsylvania are the only changes
indicated by this example, if the NPA Data Services based projections are not
éxactly correct (but they are close to being correct) other States on the

priority listing near position 435 may be affected instead of, or in addition

to, these States.

1990 Apportionment Scenarios

Given the caveats cited above, and the information evailable to us about
the distribution of the illegal alien populstion, California would be likely
(but not certain) to be particularly sffected by excluding illegal aliens 85
(because it was estimated to have half the illegal aliens counted in the 1980
Census). Which other States -i.ght be affected depends on how many illegasl
sliens are counted in each State's population, as well as how close a State is

to gaining or losing s seat. Thus, there may be a larger number of States

wvhich may be potentially affected than is reflected in Table 7 below. 86

85  This assumes that at least as many illegals will be counted in 1990
as vere counted in 1980 and that the distribution of the illegsl alien
population in 1990'will mirror the 1980 distribution. If a very small number
of illegals are included in the 1990 Census, it is possible that no States
would be affected.

86 Appendix A illustrates this point by setting out priority listings
of House seat assignments for three population projections, side-by-side. By
referring to the sequence number above and below number 435 (the last seat
assigned in the House), one can see that the potential universe of gainers and

(continued...)
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Table 7 reports the results of trial apportionments based on 1990
population projections produced by the Census Bureau in 1988, NPA Datas Services
in 1987, and the Bureau of Economic Analysis in 1985. The table presents what
the scat sssignments would be for each State if esach estimate were correct,
and then what would hapjen if various populations of illegal aliens were to be

subtracted from the projected apportionment population.

86 (...continued)
losers from an illegal slien adjustment is larger than one would assume from
the information contsined in table 7.



Table 7. 1990 Apportionment Scenarios Assuming Various Estimates of the Illegal Alien Population Are Subtracted
From Each State’s Population in the Proportion That They Were Estimated to be in 1980: Part 1--Subtraction of
2, 4 and 6 Million Aliens

Change in projected 1990 apportionment if illegals are subtracted:

Projected

1990 apportionment 2,000,000 4,000,000 6,000,000
Current
1980

apport. Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA

Alsbema 7 ? 7 7
Alaska 1 1 1 1
Arizona 5 7 6 6
Arkansas 4 4 4 4
California 45 50 49 49 -1 -1 -1 -2 -2 -3 -3 -4 -4
Colorado 6 6 6 6
Connecticut 6 6 6 6
Delavare 1 1 1 1
Florida 19 22 22 22
GCeorgia 10 12 11 11
Hawaii 2 2 2 2
Idaho 2 2 2 2
Illinois 22 20 20 20
Indiana 10 10 10 10
Iowa 6 5 5 5
Kansas S 4 4 4 +1 +] +1
Kentucky 7 7 7 7
Louisianas 8 8 8 8
Maine 2 2 2 2
Maryland 8 8 8 8

86~S4D
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Table 7. 1990 Apportionment Scenarios Assuming Various Estimates of the Illegal Alien Population Are Subtracted
From Each State's Population in the Proportion That They Were Estimated to be in 1980--Part 1, Continued

Change in projected 1990 apportionment if illegals are subtracted:

Projected

1990 apportionment 2,000,600 4,000,000 6,000,000
Current
1980
apport., Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA

Massachusetts 11 10 11 11

Michigan 18 16 16 16 +1 +1 +1
Minnesota 8 8 8 8

Mississippi 5 5 5 S

Missouri 9 9 9 9

Montans 2 1 2 2 +1 +1 2
Nebraska 3 3 3 3 o
Nevada 2 2 2 2 4
New Hampshire 2 2 2 2

New Jersey 14 14 14 14

New Mexico 3 3 3 3

New York 34 31 31 32 -1

North Carolina 11 12 12 11 +l +l

North Dakota 1 1 1 1

Ohio 21 19 19 19 +1 +l

Oklahoma 6 6 6 6

Oregon 5 5 5 5

Pennsylvania 23 20 21 21 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 +]

Rhode Island 2 2 2 2

South Carolina 6 6 6 6

(4 ¢4
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Tsble 7. 1990 Apportionment Scenarios Assuming Various Estimates of the Illegal Alien Population Are Subtracted
From Each State's Population in the Proportion That They Were Estimated to be in 1980--Part I, Continued

Change in projected 1990 apportionment if illegals are subtracted:

Projected

1990 apportionment 2,000,000 4,000,000 6,000,000
Current

1980
apport. Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Dats BEA Census NPA Data BEA

South Dakota 1 1 1 1
Tennessee 9 9 9 9
Texas 27 31 30 31 -1 -1 ~1
Utah 3 3 3
Vermont 1 1 1 1
nN
Pk
Virginia 10 11 11 10 =
Washington 8 8 8 8 Q
West Virginia & 3 3 3 +1 +1 1 +1 »
Wisconsin 9 8 9 9 . +1 F
Wyoming 1 b 1 1

SOURCES: See notes at end of part II of Table 7.




Table 7. 1990 Apportionment Scenarios Assuming Various Estimstes of the Illegal Alien
Population Are Subtracted From Each State's Population in the Proporion That They
Were Estimated to be in 1980: Part 2--Subtraction of 8 and 10 Million Aliens

Change in projected 1990 apportionment if
illegals are subtracted:

Projected

1990 apportionment 8,000,000 10,000,000
Current
1980

apport. Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA

Alabama 7 7 7 7 +} +1

Alaska 1 1 1 1

Arizona ] 7 6 6

Arkansas 4 4 4 4

California &5 50 49 49 -5 -5 -5 -6 -7 -7 o
b ood

Colorado 6 6 6 6 by

Connecticut 6 6 6 6 -

Delaware 1 1 1 1

Florida 19 22 22 22 *] +1

Ceorgia 10 12 11 11 +1 +1 +]

Hawaii 2 2 2 2

Idaho 2 2 2 2

Illinois 22 20 20 20

Indiana 10 10 10 10

Iowa 6 5 5 5

Kansas 5 4 4 4 +l +1 +1

Kentucky 7 7 7 7

Louisiana 8 8 8 8

Maine 2 2 2 2

Maryland 8 8 8 8

¥z

-y Y



Table 7. 1990 Apportionment Scenarios Assuming Various Estimates of the Illegal Alien
Population Are Subtracted From Each State's Population'in the Proportion That They
Were Estimated to be in 1980: Pari 2--Subtraction of 8 and 10 Million Aliens

Change in projected 1990 apportionment if
aliens are subtracted:

Projected

1990 apportionment 8,000,000 10,000,000
Current
1580
apport. Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA Census NP\ Data BEA

Massachusetts 11 10 11 11 +1
Michigan 18 16 16 16 +1 +1 +1 +] L3} +1
Minnesota 8 8 8 8
Mississippi 5 5 5 5
Missouri 3 9 9 9
o
Montans 2 1 2 2 +1 +1 @
Nebraska 3 3 3 3 3
Nevada 2 2 2 2
New Hampshire 2 2 2 2
New Jersey 4 14 14 14
Vew Mexico 3 3 3 3
New York 34 1 31 32 -1 -1 ~1 -1
North Carolina 11 12 12 11 +1 +1
North Dakota 1 1 1 1
Ohio 21 19 19 19 +1 +1 +1 +1 +1
Oklahoma 6 6 6 6
Oregon 5 5 5 5
Pennsylvania 23 20 21 21 +1 +1 +1 +1 «l +1
Rhode Island 2 2 2 2
South Carolina 6 6 6 6 +1

912



Table 7. 1990 Apportionment Scenarios Assuming Various Estimates of the Illegal Alien
Population Are Subtracted From Each State’s Population in the Proportion That They
VWere Estimated to be in 1980: Part 2--Subtraction of 8 and 10 Million Aliens

Change in projected 1990 apportionment if
aliens sre subtracted:

Projected

1990 apportionment 8,000,000 10,000,000
Current
1980

apport. Census NPA Dats BEA Census NPA Data BEA Census NPA Data BEA

South Dakota 1 1 1 1

Tennessee 9 9 9 9

Texas 27 31 30 k) -1 -1 -1

Utah 3 3 3 3

Vermont 1 ] 1 1

Virginia 10 1 11 10 +l 2]
Washington 8 8 8 s 1 41 @ at
West Virginia 4 3 3 3 +1 *1 -l +1 3 -]
Wisconsin 9 8 9 9 +1 *1

Wyoming 1 1 1 1

SOURCES: The NPA Data apportionments were computed based on: NPA Data Services, Inc.
Regional Economic Projections Series 1986-R-1. Summary Table 2. Stste Population,
Esployment, Personsl Income, 1970-2010. Jan. 1987. The BEA apportionments were computed
based on: U.S. Dept. of Commerce. Bureau of Economic Analysis. Regional Economic Analysis
Division. Regional State Projections of Income, Employment, and Population to the Year 2000.
Survey of Current Business, v. 65, no. 5, May 1985. p. 48. The Census apportion-

ments were computed based on: U.S. Dept. of Commerce. Bureau of the Cansus. Commerce

News (CB88-48). Three States Likely to Provide Half of U.S. Population Crowth into the Next
Century. April 1, 1988.

Method: Data on the State-by-State distribution of undocumented immigrants were obtained from:
Passel, Jeffrey S. and Karen A. Woodrow. GCeographic Distribution of Undocumented Immigrants:
Estimates of Undocumented Aliens Counted in the 1980 Census by State. International

Migration Review, v. 18, no. 3, Fall 1984. From the information presented, it is possible to
compute an estimste of the proportion of the total U.S. population of undocumented aliens living
in each State. This proportion is multiplied by various assumptions of the numbers of aliens that
may be counted in the 1990 census. The resulting products of the multiplications are subtracted
from each State's population. These adjusted populations are used to compute trial apportionments.
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With the exception of the two million illegal alien level which is
included in Table 7 because it relates to Passel and woodrow's 2.04 wmillion
estimste for 1980, the other levels--ranging from four milljion to ten millicn--
are arbitrary choices. At the two million level, all three population
projections (adjusted to exclude illegal aliens) show California receiving one
seat less than it would have without this alien exi.)..ion. Two of the three
projections (Census and NPA Data Services) show Pennsylvania being benefited by
losing one less seat that it would have othervise. The BEA projections, in
addition to indicating California's relative loss of a seat, show Texas not
gaining one seat and Kansas and West Virginia not losing a seat that these
States would have otherwise gained or lost. As the number of illegal aliens
increases (four million, six million, etc.), more States are affected and the
magnitude of the seat gains or losses also become larger. However, the
likelihood of the Census including 4, o, 8, or 10 million illegal aliens is
probably low.

A more conservative approach to assessing the impact of illegal aliens on
the 1990 apportionment, not reflected in Table 7, would be to assume that the
total number of illegal aliens counted in the 1990 Census vi{[ be significantly
lower than in 1980, because of the legalization process. One way of examining
this alternative is to subtract the total number of I-687 applicants (illegal
aliens who were in the country prior to 1982) from Passel and Woodrow's
estimates of the number of illegals counted in each State in 1980, and then
subtract this number from the Census Bureau 1990 population projections. At
this writing, this procedure would sllocate fewer than one million illegal
aliens among the fifty States. This procedure results in one Bouse seat
changing hands. Pennsylvania would retain a seat that it would have otherwise

lost, and Minnesota would lose a seat. (Without an illegal alien adjustment in



218

CRS-65

this example Minnesota's eighth seat wvas ranked 435 in priority with
Pennsylvania's 21st seat ranking 436, With the illegsl alien adjustment,
Minnesota's eighth seat drops in rank to 436 and Pennsylvania's 21st seat moves
up in rank to 435.) Although Passel and Woodrow estimated that both Stares had
very few illegal aliens included in their 1980 census count (9,000 for
Minnesots and 7,000 for Pennsylvania), inp this illustration a seat shifts
betwveen these States because they were near or at the 435th sest in the

priority liszing.

QONCLUSION

Numerous uncertainties of trying to predict future apportionments have
been described in this report, including: that small population differences
can make and have msde a difference in apportionments} the difficulty of making
illegal alien counts or estimates; the problems with using population
projections to predict spportionments and the disagreement among projections.
The reader should thus be alerted that the trial apportionments discussed in
the preceding section should be regarded as illustrative, rather than as
predictions of what might happen if illegals are not included 'in the 1990
apportionment count.

If a decision were made to exclude illtllll. a method for doing so that
would be fair to all the States would have to be found. Seversl different
methods have been discussed, together with the advantages and disadvantsages of
each. Only one of the methods (Passel and Woodrow's residual technique for
deriving State-leve! estimates of illegals counted in the census) would not
involve changing the census questionnaire. However, Passel and Woodrov's

method not only involves many assuemptions, but also will be infeasidle unless
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the INS Alien Registration Program or an equivalent is reinstituted. Moreover,
as previously noted, if illegal sliens were excluded from the apportion-enz'
population and not similarly excluded from the sub-State populstions used for
redraving districts within States, concentrations of illegals within States
might affect redistricting in ways that could well be considered unfair i.e.
the problem of illegals would be corrected at one level of the process
(apportionment), but not at the other (redistricting). Pinally, any method
would have to be implemented so as to meet the statutory deadlines for
reporting the spportionment population and for redistrictings to occur in time

for the 1992 House elections.
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APPENDICES

Appendices A and B provide comparative information about the priority
listings for apportionment (based on the three different population projections
for 1990) used in this report.

Appendiz A is a comparative tadble of priority lists assuming that two
million illegal aliens are excluded from the differing population projections
by the Commerce Department's Census Buresu, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA),
and s private company, NPA Data Services, Inc. The table is based on the
assumption that the illegal alien population will be distributed proportional
to Passel and Woodrow's estimates from the 1980 Census. The differing priority
rankings for each of the projections illustrates how the priority rankings are
altered by differing population assumptions.

Appendix B gives the adjusted State populations (to exclude two million

illegal aliens) used to produce the priority listings in Appendix A.
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections

for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens

Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980

Census 1990 projections

NPA data 1990 projections

BEA 1990 projections

Seq. State seat priority Seq. State seat priority Seq. State seat priority
51 CA 2 019886812.19 51 CA 2 019301398.50 51 cCA 2 019069396.17
52 NY 2 012405198.31 52 NY 2 012531427.27 52 Ny 2 012750973.52
53 ™ 2 012395440.24 53 T 2 012018198.77 53 X 2 012168458.96
54 CA 3 011481655.31 54 CA 3 011143666.58 54 cA 3 011009720.34
55 FL 2 009008115.97 S5 FL 2 008858916.44 55 PL 2 008803055.01
56 PA 2 008357860.58 56 PA 2 008673371.62 56 PA 2 008515545.39
57 CA 4 008118757.07 57 1L 2 008058895.84 57 IL 2 008120696.97
58 IL 2 008117161.44 58 CA 4 007879762.93 58 CA 4 007785048.62
59 oH 2 007623600.92 59 od 2 007781922.12 59 OH 2 007611580.10
60 NY 3 007162143.92 60 NY 3 007238486.34 60 NY 3 007361772.31
61 TX 3 007156510.09 61 TX 3 006938709.65 61 TX 3 007025462.41
62 MI 2 006565769.19 62 MI 2 006517120.24 62 MI 2 006514857.50
63 CA S 006288761.38 63 CA 5 006103637.3¢4 63 CA 5 006030271.96
64 NJ 2 005559980.52 64 NJ 2 005539191.58 64 NJ 2 005591093.22
65 FL 3 005200837.70 65 NY 4 005118383.24 65 NY 4 005205563.13°
66 CA 6 005134751.99 66 FL 3 005114697.32 66 FL 3 005082445.71
67 NY 4 005064401,00 67 PA 3 005007572.98 67 TX 4 004967752.56
68 TX 4 005060417.28 68 CA 6 004983598.85 68 CA 6 004923696.27
69 PA 3 004825412.61 69 TX 4 004906409.10 69 PA 3 004916451.97
70 NC 2 004724038.90 70 IL 3 004652805.25 70 IL 3 004688486.15
71 GA 2 004703249.96 71 NC 2 004644560.10 71 NC 2 004580496.22
72 IL 3 004686444.91 72 GA 2 004509431.99 72 CA 2 004462833.66
73 OH 3 004401487.63 73 OH 3 004492894.41 73 OH 3 004394547.41
74 CA 7 004339657.21 74 VA 2 004270783.46 4 MA 2 004378263.69
75 VA 2 004329756.16 75 MA 2 004256924.17 75 CA 7 004161282.58
'4MA 2 004145625,56 76 CA 7 004211909.50 76 VA 2 004152272.36
14 NY 5 003922867.64 77 IN 2 003997486.69 17N 5 004032211.35
78 TX 5 003919781.87 78 NY 5 003964682.11 78 v 2 003955979.53
79 IN 2 003919209.97 79 T™X 5 003800487.66 19T 5 003848004.10
80 MI 3 003790748.26 80 MI 3 003762660.78 80 MI 3 003761354.38
81 CA 8 003758252.98 81 MO 2 003654893.46 81 MO 2 003655317.13
82 FL 4 003677547.94 82 cA 8 003647620.23 82 CA 8 003603776.03
83 MO 2 003666631.44 83 FL 4 003616637.49 83 FL 4 003593832.15
84 ™ 2 003511209.37 84 PA 4 003540889.13 84 PA .4 003476456.84
85 PA 4 003412082.29 85 T 2 003516512.67 85 WI 2 003475288.34
86 WI 2 003393971.07 86 w1 2 003502441.24 86 ™ 2 003456762.15
87 MD 2 003321704.75 87 WA 2 003319583.43 87 WA 2 003351968.92

are assigned to the States by the Constitution.

The priority listing begins with sequence number 51 because the first first 50 seats
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Appendix A. Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections
for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections NPA data 1990 projections BEA 1990 projections
Seq. State seat priority Seq. State seat priority Seq. State seat priority
88 cA 9 003314467.30 88 IL 4 003290030.44 88 IL 4 003315260.63
89 IL 4 003313817.28 89 MD 2 003258712.2% 89 NY 6 003292286.67
90 wA 2 003271022.71 90 NY 6 003237149.27 90 LA 2 003287339.36
91 NJ 3 003210055.95 91 CA 9 003216898.39 9w 3 003228018.87
92 NY 6 003203007.90 92 N 3 003198053.45 92 CA 9 003178231.45
93 ™ 6 003200488.38 93 oH 4 003176956.40 93 WD 2 003161898.62
94 1A 2 003186223.10 94 MN 2 003110138.41 94 X 6 003141882.08
95 OH 4 003112322.04 95 TX 6 003103085.07 95 M 2 003116219.53
96 MN 2 003051165.70 96 LA 2 003098895.41 96 OH 4 003107414.56
97 CA 10 002964549.56 97 AL 2 002899562.01 97 AL 2 002847801.80
98 AL 2 002953160.71 98 CA 10 002877281.28 88 CA 10 002842696.52
99 FL 5 002848616.02 99 FL 5 002801434,99 99 FL S5 002783770.0%
100 NC 3 002727424.%7 100 PA 5 002742760.58 100 Wy 7 002782489.90
101 CA 3 002715422.38 101 NY 7 002735890.30 101 PA 5 002692851.55
102 NY ? 002707035.58 102 xy 2 002719886.18 102 xy 2 002665509.67
103 TX T 002704906.20 103 NC 3 002681537.17 103 MI 4 002659679.43
104 CA 11 002681535.94 104 M1 4 002660603.19 104 TX 7 002635374.84
105 MI 4 002680464.04 105 ™ 7 002622585.38 105 NC 3 002644550.48
106 kY 2 002645003.58 106 GA 3 002603521.53 106 ca 3 002376817.97
107 PA 5 002642987.24 107 CA 11 002602598.81 107 CA 11 002571315.72
108 Az 2 002635952.61 108 Az 2 002552019.04 108 IL 5 002567989.5)
109 IL 5 002566871.50 109 IL S 002548446.30 109 00 2 002545442.94
110 scC 2 002506552.07 110 s¢ 2 002528896.64 110 AZ 2 002528472.38
111 vA 3 002499785.65 111 ¢ 2 002493753.44 111 MA 3 0023277191.48
112 CA 12 002447897.04 112 VA 3 002465737.75 112 s8¢ 2 002445740.89
113 co 2 002415335.30 113 OH 5 002460859.53 113 oK 2 002439376.93
114 OH 5 002410793.97 114 XA 3 002457736.08 114 WY 8 002409706.68
115 mA 3 002393477.81 115 CA 12 002375837.60 115 od 5 002406992.66
116 wy 8 002344361.33 116 NY 8 002369350.25 116 va 3 002397315.34
117 X 8 002342517.23 17 ok 2 002351554.27 nzcr 2 002396384.84
118 FL 6 002325885.16 118 CT 2 002321997.20 118 cA 12 002347280.17
119 cr 2 002315774.66 119 IN 3 002307949.80 119 ™ 8 002299621.81
120 ox 2 002314926.14 120 FL 6 002287362.01 120 1M 3 002283985.63
121 W 4 002269852.54 121 ™ 8 002271225.32 121 W 4 002282554.24
122 I8 3 002262756.72 122 W 4 002261365.49 122 FL 6 002272938.65
123 cA 13 002251737.58 123 PA 6 002239434.36 123 PA 6 002198704.00
124 PA 6 002157989.97 124 CA 13 002185452.55 124 CA 13 002159183.53
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Appendix A. Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections
for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections NPA data 1990 projections BEA 1990 projections
Seq. State seat priority Seq. State seat priority Seq. State ssat priority
125 M0 3 002116930.45 125 M0 3 002110153.3) 128 WY 9 002125161.35
126 IL 6 002095841.7) 126 NY 9 002089570.3) 126 M0 3 002110398.48
127 €A 14 002084702.74 127 1L 6 002080797.62 127 1L 6 002096754.60
128 MI S 002076278.2% 128 K1 5 002060394.11 128 1A 2 002075015.52
129 NY 9 002067532.18 129 ™ 3 002030259.35 126 M1 5 002060178.57
130 T 9 002065905.83 130 1A 2 002024446.67 130 1X 9 002028075.63
131 ™ 3 002027197.48 131 cA 14 002023334.76 131 w1 3 002006438.47
132 1A 2 002002243.52 132 W1 3 002022135.21 132 R 2 001999556.52
133 OH 6 001968404.97 123 08 6 002009283.32 133 ¢CA 14 001999014.39
134 FL 7 001965731.61 134 g; 2 002008395.35 134 ™ 3 001995762.37
135 wI 3 001959509.92 135 9 002003032.28 135 o 6 001965301.21
136 OR 2 001945816.40 136 FL 1 001933173.61 136 WA 3 001935259.98
137 CA 15 001940732.68 137 WA 3 001916562.21 137 FL 7 001920983.65
138 NC 4 001928580.80 138 NC 4 001896133.12 138 NS 2 001912158.12
139 6a 4 001920093.75 139 PA 7 001892684.42 139 NY 10 001900802.02
140 MD 3 001917786.95 140 CA 15 001883622.19 140 LA 3 001897946.09
141 MS 2 001905794.16 141 W 3 001881452.86 141 NC 4 001869979.75
142 WA 3 001892393.91 142 us 2 001876802.78 142 CA 15 001860981.16
143 NY 10 001849256.92 143 NY 10 001868968.44 143 PA 7 001858243.92
144 TX 10 001847802.28 144 CA 4 001840967.90 144 M 3 001825522.85
145 LA 3 001839566.59 145 MN 3 001795639.08 145 GA & 001821944.21
146 PA 7 001823834.29 146 TX 10 001791566.47 146 TX 10 001813965.92
147 CA 16 001815408.23 147 1A 3 00178%147.93 147 @ 3 001799150.01
148 IL 7 001771309.44 148 CA 16 001761967.55 148 XS’ 2 001787565.91
149 VA 4 001767615.55 149 xs 2 001739635.19 149 MA 4§ 001787418.66
150 MN 3 001761591.18 150 IL 7 001758554.8% 150 IL 7 001772080.95
151 NJ 5 001758219.99 151 NJ 5 001751645.95 151 NJ S 001768058.69
152 KS 2 001756453.21 152 VA 4 001743540.04 152 cA 16 001740788.80
153 AR 2 001713885.38 153 MA 4 001737882.01 153 AR 2 001732977.26
154 CA 17 001705280.07 154 AR 2 001736442.09 154 Wy 11 001719340.10
155 AL 3 001705007.97 155 od 7 001698154.24 155 vA 4 001695158.09
156 FL 8 001702373.32 156 wY 11 001690545.55 156 M1 6 001682128.70
157 MI 6 001695274.03 157 MI 6 001682712.9) 157 FL 8 001663620.46
158 MA 4 001692444.54 158 FL’ 8 001674177.28 158 od 7 001660982.57
159 NY 11 001672715.81 159 AL 3 001674062.75 159 AL 3 001644178.98
160 T™X 11 001671400.03 150 CA 17 001655081.26 160 ™ 11 001640793.89
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Appendiz A. Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections
for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)-~Continued

Census 1990 projections

YPA data 1990 projections

BEA 19%0 projections

Seq. State seat priority

Seq. Btate seat priority

Seq. State seat priority

161
162
163
164
163
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
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174
175
176
177
178
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183
184
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001663605.73
001607753.4)
001600010.77
001579486.65
001533998.80
001527093.38
001526974.15
001525773.01
001521867.81
001520782.55
001501352.02
001496896.01
001493872.07
001487298.03
001447158,38
001442740.98
001440724.66
001435580.56
001433445,22
001432767.97
001404611.81
001403506.92
001394494.35
001392976.17
001385582.88
001372320.43
001369188.94
001356080.28
001352859.67
001342850.02
001338124.69
001337013.00
001336523.10
001311400,21
001310961.74
001308456.13
001300770.13

161
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166
167
168
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192
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001639112.61
001631967.10
001620532, 82
001570326.8?7
001560425, 54
001543250.41
001522987.64
001492104.00
001479337,81
001476485.45
001476014.85
001473408, 74
001470644.55
001468738.67
001460059.02
001445561.32
001433769.08
001435610.28
001430212.88
001429865.65
001426007.42
001422151.90
001419583.79
001400270, 61
001380555.25
001360792.75
001357670.36
001355214.26
001350540, 14
001346157.44
001343148.74
001340605.38
001331923.05
001330388.20
001320608.68
001314278.46
001296986.47

161
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170
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001635187.28

001615021.87

001609286.27

001569336.13

001541669.31

001538932,58

001534666.96
001497833.55
001492277.21

001469612.03
001467175.21

001459814,07
001458273.2)
001448479.50
001443763.13
001443613.82
001438452.94
001421658.13
001419256.96
001418780,52
001412049.03
001411271.73
001411217.23
001408374.79
001392010.38
001384528.36
001383553.30
001383439.43
001377806.36
001368435.58
001353448.92
001342050.67
001336664.17
001313913.41
001313063.64
001312281.35
001308571.78
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections

for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

!
Census 1990 projections

NPA data 1990 projections

BEA 19%0 projections

Seq. State seat priority

Seq. State seat priority Seq. Spate seat priority

198 wNY 14 001300417.11 198 PA 10 001292949.30 198 MD 4 001290839.70
199 T™X 14 001299394.19 199 cA 22 001269938.73 199 X 14 001275600.10
200 od 9 001270599.6! 200 MN 4 001269708.68 200 M 4 001272191.2%
201 ca 23 001250213.12 201 LA 4 001265118.75 201 PA 10 001269421.97
202 uUT 2 001249881.92 202 IN S 001264116.12 202 OH 9 001268596.14
203 PA 10 001245915.72 203 T™X 14 001259848.57 203 CA 22 001254674.14
204 MN 4 001245633.18 204 UT 2 001254407.40 204 IN 5 001250990.40
205 MI 8 001240813,32 205 M1 8 001231619.54 205 WY 15 001244366.65
206 IN 5 001239362.85 206 NY 15 001223526.69 206 MI 8 001231191.92
207 NC 6 001219741.40 207 CA 23 001213468.48 207 wJ 7 001220076.29
208 FL 11 001214653.53 208 N 7 001208750.42 208 IL 10 001210561.47
209 GA 6 001214373.72 209 1L 10 001201348.70 209 CA 23 001198882.66
210 NJ 7 001213286.94 210 NC 6 001193220.06 210 1A 3 001198045.30
211 NY 15 001210622.47 211 FL 11 001194535.48 21 ™ 15 001187519.10
212 IL 10 001210034.42 212 AL 4 001183741.23 212 FL 11 001187003.13
213 ™ 15 001209670.18 213 ™ 1S 001172855.22 213 NC 6 001182678.84
214 AL 4 001205622.81 214 PA 11 001169516.64 214 NE 2 €01165029,11
215 CA 24 001197045.36 215 1A 3 001168814.72 215 NY 16 001163998.64
216 MO 5 001159490.52 216 CA 6 001164330.14 216 AL 4 001162610.21
217 IA 3 001155995.73 217 CA 24 001161807.60 211 MO 5 001155912.81
218 CA 25 001148165.59 218 od 10 001160059.92 218 OR 3 001154444,38
219 N 2 001144947.28 219 OR 3 001159547.49 219 GA 6 001152298,50
220 OH 10 001136458.80 220 MO 5 001155778.64 220 PA 11 001148235.36
221 NY 16 001132433.84 221 NE 2 001151664.79 221 CA 24 001147842.74
222 TX 16 001131543.05 222 Wy 16 001144504.63 222 o4 10 001134666.84
223 PA 11 001126973.16 223 CA 25 001114366.21 223 MA 6 001130462.64
224 OR 3 001123417.52 224 T™N $ 001112018.80 224 TX 16 001110822.61
225 NE 2 001120481.38 225 Xy 4 001110388.88 225 M8 3 001103984.90
226 VA 6 001117938.05 226 Wl 5 001107569.02 226 CA 25 001100972.09
227 ™ 5 001110341.25 227 VA 6 001102711.36 221 W1 5 001098932,52
228 FL 12 001108822.28 228 MA 6 001099132.91 228 IL 11 001094994.04
229 CA 26 001103121.79 229 ™X 16 001097105.80 229 Ny 17 001093386.95
230 NS 3 001100310.67 230 FL 12 001090457.09 230 ™™ 5 001097124.03
231 1L 11 001094517,31 231 W 2 001087105.94 231 kY 4 001028189.76
232 MI 9 001094294.40 232 1L 11 001086660.78 232 M1 9 001585809.12
233 KXY 4 001079818.18 233 M1 9 001086186.25 233 r. 12 001083581.02
234 A2 4 001076123.14 234 KS 3 001083572.49 234 W 2 001078479.24
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections

for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections

NPA

data 1990 projectioas

BEA 1990 projections

Seq.

State seat priority

Seq.

State seat priority

Seq. State seat priority

235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
F{1)
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
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2170
271
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k2]
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| 3)
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FL
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001073267.75
001070395.74
001063736.97
001062900.23
001061479.48
001050737.20
001050415.14
001036506.79
001030869.56
001028781.,38
001027965.63
001026333.05
001023295.59
001022867.24
001019968.06
001014088.64
001011933.50
001007572.08
001002900.81
001002111.92
000999153.37
000989312.09
000986965.85
000986056.50
000978766.63
000964863.19
000953499.64
000948649.2)
000947903.03
000946720.01
000946341.15
000945411.04
000945064.63
000944830.04
000944306, 40
000938400.28
000933871.29
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001075075.52
001070648, 88
001067618.10
001049744.32
001049313.67
001046808, 46
00104185740
00103241773
001032146.43
00103055204
001030514.13
001030232.41
00101807057
001018925.75
001013590.89
001013525.87
00100307454
001002535.21
000992756.81
000991981, 37
000984038.51
000983511.99
000982065, 73
00097995664
000971613.76
000971514.47
000960018.01
000938761, 03
000957912, 26
000957888.27
000947951, 38
000943689, 28
000931961.14
000928936.80
00092866605
000925431.21
000923198, 20

238
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b2
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247
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252
53
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PRI IR YRR EC RO EREERSBEANERES

191072111.94
001059985.51
001057779.74
001056616.94
001048191.04
001043436.74
001039547.85
001039172.73
001032244.52
001032051.56
001030855.08
001026344.76
001021429.35
001017849.07
001000534.80
000999880.01
000999588, 56
000999545.99
000998469.53
000996749.48
0009935871.46
000985435,01
000983761,37
000980823.93
000978320.01
000975091.32
000973869.92
000971177.16
000964195, 44
000933413.24
000946398.21
000943798.82
000936920, 62
000931848.47
000930545.32
000925052.83
000922810.18
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections

for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel snd Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections

NPA data 1990 projections

BEA 1990 projections

Seq. State geat priority

Seq. State seat ypriority

Seq. State seat priority

272
273
274
275
276
m
218
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308

FL

000926663.03
000922228.81
000919087.35
000906590.21
000904649,45
000899967,66
000899259, 74
000892944.21
000892759.13
000888830.39
000885327.72
000879101.43
000876319.41
000876141.,17
000865462.41
000863202.63
000857660.34
000857013.40
000856040.02
000855366.65
000855241,53
000850909.06
000846304, 22
000839621,84
000836423.46
000833561.29
000828832.57
000822679.13
000822324.23
000818246.72
000817412.49
000816202.09
000815643.05
000815560.06
000815279.81
000808190.21
000807374.50

272 X
273 AL
274 1L
215 WY
276 PA
2
278 W
279 CA
280 ME
281 od
282 M1
283 NC
284 1IN
285 X
286 CA
287 Y
288 FL
289 Ky
290 WA
291 ¢a
292 PA

293 IL-

294 MD
295 CA
296 TX
297 1A
298 ¥J
299 NY
300 oR
301 od
302 CA
303 FL

VA

AZ

MA

w0

19
5
13
20
14
6
6
31
2
13
11
8
?
20
32
2]
15
5
6
8
15
14
6
33
21
4
10
22
4
14
34
16
8
5
8
6
12

000919054.64
000516921.90
000912490.07
000909560.56
000909215.68
000907959.52
000904326.29
000895080.90
000883600.61
000881128.98
000878767.90
000877739.06
000872322.91
000871891.77
000866658.36
000865164.68
000864541.06
000860103, 42
000857112.61
000852202, 25
000846433,76
000844801.17
000841411.24
000839985, 55
000829334,51
000826476.89
000825733, 54
000824902.12
000819923.97
000815766.46
000814905, 66
000808704.26
000807101.93
000807019.17
000804482.78
000803034.15
000802201.94

272
213
274
275
276
m
278
219
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
87
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301

IL
cA
VA
AL
Wl
PA
™
CA
™
NY
M1
NC
WA

AEIE8ORIFNRESURLEIC RO ARE

13

:.OO

-
NONw O

000919487.67
000914307.57
000906099.51
000900553.88
000897315.44
000892671.01
000892532.00
000884322.07
000882792.19
000879%00.77
000878462.79
000863632.13
000865474.51
000863265.31
000861841.54
000859089.55
00085624).18
000851279.68
000848787.23
000847146.03
000845699.69
000843396.00
000842908.06
000839703.45
000838952.43
000833470.58
000831031.50
000829888.97
000827413.78
000816398.58
000816315.53
000805110.54
000804939.63
000804604.29
000803677.49
000803604.8¢4
000801923.41
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Populstion Projections

for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections

NPA date 1990 projections

BEA 1990 projections

Seq. State seat priority

Seq.

State seat prioricy

$¢q. State seat priority

e

309
i1o0
31
312
313
314
3is
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341

342

343
344

343

H1

REERE

-
-

PHSEDIS R8I0 RENITELES

VA

000806808.82
000800124.39
000799169. 90
000794376.22
000792641.26
000792309.54
000792153.24

000787807.46 ~

000787339.48
000783874.66
000783449, 32
000779908.11
000779294.62
000778037.20
000772439.57
000770598.31
000766208.52
000763795.98
000762964.36
000762502.69
000757137.19
000756462.82
000750045.31
000749707.26
000746705.15
000746117,78
000743986.70
000743426.80
000740991.64
000740660.81
000740625.03
000732312,15
000732043.82
uG0730560,25
0007:2262.99
000724555.23
000721623.72

309
30
31
312
313
314
315
316
in
318
319
320
321
J22
32
324
25
326
327

38R EESE

-
=

EoEREIZNRRERINEE

PA

R

1D
MI
IL

£3

%55

000800131.22
000799707.23
000797562.96
000797063.87
000791766.43
000791280.19
000790739.39
000788593.97
000788221.27
000787504.80
000786467.11
000783403, 58
000774093.02
000768986.10
000767365.80
000766201.52
000764295.16
000759645.81
000759437.26
000755577.65
000755453.72
000754664.40
000752715.15
000751571.68
000748663.5?
0007479113.99
000746904.08
000743735.48
000741626.65
000739280.12
000737918.39
000735672.75
000734279.89
000727966.02
000724392.32
000724232,38
000723848.67

309
310
31
32
313
314
313
316
31?7
J18
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
i
333
334
335
336
b1}
338
339
340
Ml
342
U3
344
345

»
™
Az

PENERERrREPCRERRSEGERENER

23
22

000801646.81
000800625.79
000799573.07
000797909.77
000797655.34
000792498.27
000784705.45
000782767.19
000781769.05
000780635.28
000727358.94
000773411.07
000771398.61
000767518.237
000765024.43
000763415.71
000759742.93
000758369.91
000757803.32
000757169.92
000755504.20
000754855.73
000754327.17
000753902.50
000742609.60
000746704, 74
000743805.29
000743734.89
000742813.59
000741314.39
000738924.10
000737662.19
000736172.77
000735299.14
000732455.12
000731459.42
000730201.99
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Appendix A. Compsrative Priority Lists Bssed on Three Population Projections
for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections

NPA dsts 1990 projections

BEA 1990 projections

Seq. State seat priority Seq. State seat priority Seq. State seat priority
346 UT 3 000721619.59 e TX 24 000723410.52 346 K8 4 000729770.72
347 ks 4 000717069.02 347 k8 4 000718368.0% U7 A 9 000729710.30
348 PA 17 000716680.63 348 FL 18 000716200.92 U8 CA 38 000719215.91
349 NY 25 000716214.43 349 VA 9 000711796.94 349 LA 7 000712356.09
350 @ 25 000715651.04 350 MD T 000711122.24 350 FL 18 000711684.79
351 1D 2 000715592.05 351 od 16 000710388.64 351 BRI 2 000710783.72
352 WA 7 000715251.5? 352 MA 9 000709487.06 352 AR 4 000707485.00
353 cA 40 000712062.02 353 cA 39 000709054.54 353 NY 26 000707296.70
354 RI 2 000707248.19 354 AR 4 000708899.51 354 T 25 000702546.27
355 NC 10 000704217.81 355 Ky 6 000702271.47 355 cA 39 000700531.74
356 CA 10 000701118.78 356 PA 18 000701200.51 356 IL 17 000696344.02
357 AR 4 000699690.77 357 &I 2 000696500.16 357 OH 16 000694838.62
358 1L 17 000696040.85 358 NY 26 000695451.29 358 VA 9 000692045.10
359 oY 16 000695915.96 359 TX 25 000693871.00 359 M0 & 000690789.88
360 LA 7 000695290.72 360 NC 10 000692369.82 360 MD 1 000689982.69
36l cA 41 000694477.60 361 cA 40 000691100.85 361 PA 18 000688441.02
362 M0 8 000692927.97 362 1L 17 000691044.61 362 kY 6 000688231.52
363 MA 9 000690937.30 363 M0 8 0006%0709.70 363 N 12 000688215.91
364 FL 19 000688867.85 364 MI 14 000683179.30 364 M1 14 000682942.10
365 MI 14 000688279.09 365 NJ 12 000681827.26 365 NC 10 000682819.74
366 NY 26 000688116.55 366 MN 7 000678687.68 366 CA 40 000682793.86
367 T™X 26 000687575.27 367 FL 19 000677458.28 367 WY 27 000680596.60
368 NJ 12 000684386.20 368 LA 7 000676234.26 368 i 7 000680014.69
369 kY 6 000682936.87 369 cA 41 000674034.07 369 TX | 26 000674984.61
370 Az 6 000680599.92 370 cA 10 000672226.12 370 FL© 19 000673186.45
371 cA 42 000627740.67 371 NY 27 000669198.34 371 NE 3 000672629.80
372 PA 18 000675692.96 372 oM 17 000667294.31 3712 CA 41 000665932.22
313 N 7 000665818.79 M 26 000666649,68 373 cA 10 000665279.65
374 ™ 8 000663555.97 374 IN 9 000666247.50 e 9 000659329.64
315 NY 27 000662140,48 375 NE 3 00066491)3.91 315 co 6 000657230.43
376 CA 43 000661191,.62 36 ™M 8 000664558.20 376 Wl 8 000656767.54
™ 27 000661619.63 377 PA 19 000663269.11 amn L 18 000656519.42
328 N 3 000661035.55 378 w1 8 000661898.95 318 1A S5 000656196.41
N9 IL 18 000656233.59 3719 Az 6 000658928.%7 3719 wy 28 000655839.31
380 OH 17 000653718.38 380 cA 42 000657789.8) 30 8 000653266.42
381 FL 20 000653517.41 381 sc 6 000652958.20 381 Az 6 000652848.65
382 IN 9 000653201.38 382 1L 18 000651523.09 382 Od 17 000652687.60
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections

for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Tllega® Aliens .
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections

NPA dats 1990 projections

BEA 1990 projections

Seq. State sest priority Seq. State sest priority $eq. State seat priority
383 sC & 000647188.85 383 NY 28  000644855.67 383 MA 10 000652672.71
384 NE 3 000646910.17 384 00 6 000643884.26 384 PA 19 000651200.04
385 cA &4 000646575.97 385 FL 20 000642693.34 385 ¢cA 42 000649883,23
386 VA 10 000645441.64 386 CA 43 000642310.28 386 ™ 27 000645504.27
387 AL 1 000644432,33 387 ™ 27 000641483.97 387 FL 20 000638640.72
388 wI 8 000641400.02 388 1A 5 000640186.16 388 MI 15 000635784.51
389 MI 15 000640752.97 38% va 10 000636650.51 389 CA 43 000634589.74
390 PA 19 000639141,58 390 MI 15 000636005.33 390 wA 8 000633462.37
391 NY 28 000638054.55 391 oR 5 000635110.29 391 W 13 000633066.50
392 ™ 28 000637552.65 392 MA 10 000634584.49 392 Wy 29 000632820.15
393 NC 11 000636988.97 393 AL 7 000632136.16 393 or S 000632315.21
394 GA 11 000634185.79 394 PA 20 000629232.50 394 sC 6 000631487.48
395 1A 5 000633164,91 395 oM 18 000629131.10 395 oK 6 000629844,31
396 cA 43 000632044.36 396 MM 3 000627640.85 396 ™ 28 000625877.99
397 NJ 13 000629343.69 397 cA 44 000627542.53 397 3 000622660.22
398 MD 8 000627742.98 398 WA 8 000627342.09 398 AL 1 000621441.15
399 co 6 000623636.79 399 NJ 13 000627189.80 399 LA 8 000621248.53
400 FL 21 000621619.06 400 NC 11 000626272.06 400 IL 19 000621005.22
401 IL 13 000620734.85 405 NY 29 000622222.02 401 CA 44 000619999.50
402 WA 8 000619431,16 402 TX 28 000618149.44 402 VA 10 000618983.93
403 CA 46 000618151,54 403 IL 19 000616279.17 403 CT 6 0C0618743.80
404 MA 10 000617993.08 404 ¥D 8 000615849.86 404 PA 20 000617782.58
405 o 18 000616331.58 405 cA 45 000613438.69 405 NC 11 000617633.69
406 NY 29 000615659.61 406 FL 21 000611323,32 406 od 18 000615359.76
407 OR 5 000615321.09 407 MO 9 000609148.65 407 NY 30 000611362.37
408 TX 29 000615175,33 408 CA 11 000608051.40 408 MT 2 000609243.19
409 MO 9 000611104.98 409 oK 6 000607168,60 409 M0 9 000609219.36
410 PA 20 000606342.93 410 wY 30 000601123.61 410 FL 21 000607468.51
411 cA 47 000604856.44 411 CA 46 000599954.84 411 cA 45  000606065.19
412 MS 5 000602664.95 412 cT 6 000599537.00 412 M8 S 000604677.41
413 LA 8 000602139,36 413 PA 21 000598519.52 413 T 29 000603910.44
414 NI 16 000599369.64 414 T 29 000596453,15 414 GA 11 000601768.08
415 CT 6 000597930.35 415 1IN 10 0003595909.85 415 D 8 000597542.47
416 OK 6 000597711.26 416 MT 2 000595242.47 416 NI 16 000594722.06
417 NY 30 000594783.72 417 od 19 000595098.46 417 CA 46 000592743.42
418 TX 30 000594315.86 418 MI 16 000594928,62 418 MY 31 000591312.22
419 FL 22 000592690.49 419 kY 7 000393527,69 419 XA 11 000590364.67

Jony
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections
for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens

Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections

MPA dsts 1990 projections

BEA 1990 projections

8eq. State seat priority

$eq.

State sest priority

Seq. State seat priority

420
421
422
423
424
423
426
a7
428
429
430
431
432
433
434
435

CA
IL
™

-
*®

EOSERTRBRNLIEECEE2LY HRNESOLOXEERS

48 000392121.13
20 000538880.78
9 000585201.31
10 000584241.05
11 000583823.92
19 000582991.34
14 000582843.87
12 000381488.91
4% 000579%11.14
12 000578929.97

7 000517186.96
21 000576747.18
8 000376615.92
31 000375277.28

7 000575211.88
31 000574824.76

-Sequence MNumber 433 i

2 000568938.10
50 000568194.62
23 000566335.38

9 000365661.60
17 000563010.06
21 000560137.36
11 000558995.77

8 000558094.72
32 000557009.84
51 000556942.13
32 000556571.69

5 000555439.20

9 000553617.22
20 000553074.13
22 000549906.83

7 000546974.38
10 000546588.89

9 000546286.88
52 000346126.64
15 000542598.13

420
421
422
423
424
423
426
427
428
429
430
431
432
433
434
435

436
437
438

PEERSHESREINCINESR

8F-SEERAERCERANELESER

20
4
2
A9
17
3
23
?
5
21
12
9

7
50
5
8
33
2)
10

000593497.07 420 1IN 10 000589722.33
000547760.71 421 IL 20 000589137.27
000587051.11 422 W 8 000588909.93
000586085.19 423 PA 21 000587628.46
000585633.98 424 W 14 000586105.36
000584633.74 425 ™ 30 00053)432.94
0005837139.96 426 OH 19 000582072.08
000582873.88 427 Ky 7 000581661.76
000581409, 25 428 CA 47 000579994.79
000580664,60 429 WI 9 000579214.48
000576228.51 430 FL 22 000579198.47
000575872.05 43l ™ 9 000576126.78
000574690.69 432 ¥y 32 000572535.60
000574003.26 433 wy 4 000568285.85
000571205.7% 434 CA 48 000367282.94
000570665.93 435 K8 5 000565277.90
the Last Seat Assignmemt Allowed by Lawv~
000564559.96 436 X 31 0005642968.75
000563609.32 437 M 12 000563820.03
000562947.09 438 IL 21 000560381.31
000562840.13 439 PA 22 500560281.73
000558838.45 440 VA 11 000559892.02
000557330.60 441 WA 9 000558661.25
000556955.28 442 n1 17 000558644.42
000536896.08 443 CA 49 000556074.83
000556445.43 444 CO T 000553461.06
000556116.65 A4S WY 33 000554914.89
000555072.6) 446 L 23 000553441.30
000553263.67 447 o 20 000552202.05
000351850.36 448 A2 7 000551757.78
000551468,51 M9 CA 12 000549336.77
000549111.13 450 AR 5> 00054M015.46
000547965.53 451 LA 9 00054,889.66
000545621.48 432 X 32 00054£379.93
000545290.18 453 W 15 000545634.41
000344839.09 454 MO 10 000544902.34
000544181.49 455 CA S0 000544839.89

?
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections

for 1990 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegsl Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)-~Continued

Census 1990 projections

KPA data 1990 projectioas

BEZA 1990 projections

Seq. State seat priority Seq. State seat priority $eq. State seat prioricy

456 FL 24 000542224.83 456 MD 9 000543128.48 456 MA 12 000538926.9)
457 AR 5 000341978.07 457 W 15 000540569.3) 457 Wy 34 000538346.50
458 WY 33 000539866.96 458 CA 51 000340542,27 458 AL 8 000538183.77
459 TX 33 000539442.29 459 TX 32 000539633.04 459 IA & 000535782.10
460 CA $3 000535723.32 460 IN 11  000539020.74 460 PA 2) 000535367.73
46) Wv 4 000535376.89 461 Od 21 000537005.65 461 IL 22 000334302,6)
462 NC 13 000534891.96 462 FL 24 000533244.08 462 Ut 4 000534222.19
463 IL 22 000534069.99 463 IL 22 000530236.39 463 CA 51 00053404%.92
464 VA 12 000532956.07 464 CA 52 000530030.16 464 8C ? 000533704.29
465 CA 13 000532538.07 465 NY 34 000529330.58 465 IN 11 000533423.91
466 LA 9 000531036,95 466 MI 18 0005268172,.93 466 OX 7 000532315.56
467 M1 18 000530810.96 467 NC 13 000525892.76 467 FL 24 000529881.61
468 IN 11 000528465.91 468 VA 12 000525692.03 468 TX 33 000529564.20
469 0 1 000527069.25 469 ™ 10 000524210.51 469 D 9 000526982.88
410 OH 21 000526078.45 470 MA 12 000523991.07 470 M1 18 000526694,99
471 Ca 54 000525708.90 4 T 33 000523024.96 471 oH 21 000525248.93
412 PA 23 000525454.17 472 1A 6 000522709.79 472 CA 52 000523678.98
473 NY 34 000523747.86 473 wI 10 000522112.87 A3 cr 7 000322933.92
474 ™ 10 000522419,94 474 PA 24 000522015.5%9 A74 WY 35 000522738.95
415 ™ 34 000523335.88 415 CA 53 000519953.08 475 W 9 000519369.70
476 FL 25 000520083.79 476 OR 6 000518565.36 476 NC 13 000518638.95
4717 1A 6 000516976.97 417 9 000518356.18 477 vl 10 000318065.16
418 CA $5 000516062.03 478 LA 9 000516482.35 478 OR 6 000516283.18
479 1L 2)  000510321.5% 479 xy 8 000514010.00 AT9 TN 10 000515303.43
480 MA 12 000510291.16 480 NY 35 000513984.40 480 TX 34 000513752.72
481 uT 4 000510262.15 481 Ok 7 000513151.09 48] Ca 53 000513703.27
482 NY 35 000508563.54 482 UT A 000532109.67 482 PA 24 000512575.57
483 MN 9 000508527.40 48) od 22 000512012.86 483 8D 2 000511238.19
484 TX 35 000508163.50 484 FL 25 000511469.76 484 VA 12 000511109.32
485 M 16 000507554.16 485 CA 13 000510592.31 485 IL 23 000510543.82
486 CA 56 000506762.88 486 CA 54 000510233.46 486 W 16 000510394.35
487 w1 10 000505943.10 487 ME 3 000510147.00 487 FL 25 000508244.5%
488 CT 7 000505343.34 A88 D 2 000507914.79 488 WY 36 000308010.93
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Comparative Priority Lists Based on Three Population Projections

for 1390 (State Populations Adjusted to Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Estimstes for 1980)--Continued

Census 1990 projections

WPA dats 1990 projections

BEA 1990 projections

1
Saq. State seat priority

feq. State seat priority 8eq. State seat priority

489 0K 7 000505138.18 489 X 34 000507408.73 489 CA 13 000505316.2%
490 PA 24 000503084.06 490 ct 7 000504701.21 490 Ca S4 000504100.49
491 or 6 000502407,53 491 1L 23 0005066568.42 491 KY 8 000503733.81
492 n1 19 000502096.92 492 W2 16 000505656.40 492 W 2 000502894.)3
49) OH 22 000501596.09 493 CA 55 000500870.56 493 o4 22 000500805.18
494 3D 2 000500560.88 494 PA 25 0005002757.32 494 WA 10 000499681.79
495 Ky 8 000499858.52 495 WY 36 000499303.03 495 X 35 000498858.18
496 FL 26 000499680.3) 496 M1 19 000498376.64 496 MI 19 000498203.61
497 A2 8 0004981408.05 497 WA 10 000494834.05 497 WA 1) 000493740.63
498 CA 57 000497192,93 498 0 11 000492825.50 498 CA 35 000494850.13
499 NC 14 000495213.44 499 TX 35 000492698.11 499 Y 37 000494090.18
500 MD 10 000495170.28 $00 IN 12 000492056.5) 500 MS 6 000493717.02

Source!

The priority rankings were computed on the Library of Congress central computer

based on populations in Appendiz B,
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Appendix B. Populations Used to Compute Priority Lists in Appendix A
(State Populations Adjusted To Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportionsl to Passel and Woodrow's Estimates for 1980)

State Census 1990 NPA Data 1990 BEA 1990
Projections Projections Projections

Al abama 4,176,400 4,100,600 4,027,400
Alasks 574,800 570,200 563,800
Arizona 3,727,800 3,609,100 3,575,800
Arkansas 2,423,800 2,455,700 2,450,800
Califoruia 28,124,200 27,296,300 29,968,200
Colorado 3,415,800 3,526,700 3,599,800
Connecticut 3,275,000 3,283,800 3,839,000
Delavare 665,200 677,100 638,200
Florida 12,739,400 12,528,400 12,449,400
Ceorgia 6,651,400 6,377,300 - 6,311,400
Hawaii 1,141,000 1,113,700 1,107,000
Idaho 1,012,000 1,045,500 1,056,000
Illinois 11,479,400 11,397,000 11,484,400
Indiana 5,542,600 5,653,300 5,594,600
Iowa 2,831,600 2,863,000 2,934,600
Kansas 2,484,000 2,488,500 2,528,000
Kentucky 3,740,600 3,846,500 3,769,600
Louisians 4,506,000 4,382,500 4,649,000
Maine 1,212,000 1,249,600 1,196,000
Maryland 4,697,600 4,608,600 4,471,600
Massachusetts 5,862,800 6,020,200 6,191,800
Michigan 9,285,400 9,216,600 9,213,400
Minnesota 4,315,000 4,398,400 4,407,000
Mississippi 2,695,200 2,654,200 2,704,200
Missouri 5,185,400 5,168,800 5,169,400
Mont ana 804,600 841,800 861,600
Nebraska 1,584,600 1,628,700 1,647,600
Nevada 1,069,800 1,064,500 1,051,800
Nev Hampshire 1,141,800 1,107,800 1,070,800

New Jersey 7,863,900 7,833,600 7,907,000
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Appendix B. Populations Used to Compute Priority Lists in Appendix A
(State Populations Adjusted To Exclude 2,000,000 Illegal Aliens
Proportional to Passel and Woodrow's Bstimates for 1980)

State Census 1990 NPA Dats 1990 BEA 1990
Projections Projections Pro jections

New Mexico 1,619,200 1,537,400 1,525,200
Mew York 17,543,600 17,730,600 18,032,600
North Carolina 6,680,800 6,568,400 6,477,800
North Dakota 659,200 691,800 711,200
Ohio 10,781,400 11,005,300 10,764,400
Oklahoma 3,273,800 3,325,600 3,449,800
Oregon 2,751,800 2,840,300 3,287,800
Pennsylvania 11,819,800 12,266,000 12,042,800
Rhode Island 1,000,200 985,000 1,005,200
South Carolina 3,544,800 3,576,400 3,458,800
South Dakots 707,900 718,300 723,000
Tennessee 4,965,600 4,973,100 4,888,600
Texas 17,529,800 16,996,300 17,208,800
Utah 1,767,600 1,774,000 1,850,600
Veraont 562,000 564,600 566,000
Virginia 6,123,200 6,039,800 5,872,200
Washington 4,635,400 4,594,600 4,740,400
West Virginia 1,854,600 1,952,400 1,968,600
Wisconsin 4,799,800 4,953,200 4,914,800
Wyoming 501,000 543,300 $61,000
Total 247,349,700 246,744,500 250,488,800
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Should the 1990 census be adjusted to include the
uncounted, many of whom are blacks?

BY DAVID RILEY

hen the Census Bureau fin-
ishes tallying the results of
the 1990 census, its final
count of 250 mullion people
will be about three million short of the num-
ber of people who actually live here. Judging
by the last census in 1980, more than haifof
these not counted will be black, although the
US. population is only 11 percent black.
That means the census is missing a much
higher percentage ¢4 blacks than whites.

Thezeir Bes a big political problem for the
Census Bureau and its parent agency, the
Commerce Department.

Already, one high Bureau official has re-
signed in protest against the Commerce De-
partment’s decision not to proceed with
preparations for a statistical adjustmeni of
the census that would take into account the
underrepresentation of blacks and other myj-
nonties in the census count. Since minorities
generally vote Democratic, and census
counts are used to apportion congressional
seats and state legislative districts, some
Democrats on Capitol Hill are incensed by
what they see as political interference in the
national census, which has historially re-
mawned above the fray.

But Commerce insists that the Census Bu-
reau stick with the time-honored techniques
of mail surveys and personal interviews.
""We felt that the traditional and simpler ap-
proach {of not adjusting] would be the better
one,” says Undersecretary of Commerce
Robert Ortner, himself a statistician. “I
guess I'm a statistical conservative.”

Through public outreach, improved auto-
mation, and just plain practice, the Census
Bureau has made substantial progress in re-
ducing the national undercount to about 1.4
percent 1 1980. But the ‘differential
undercount.” the L.ct that the undercount
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for blacks and other minorities is about 5
percent higher than for whites, has re-
mained constant since 1940. For some seg-
ments of the population, the undercount is
especially high. For example, the census
misses nearly one out of five black men de-
tween the ages of 40 and 45,

Cnitics off2ci that not only dos the dif-
ferential undercourt undermine the con-
stitutional right to equal representation, but
it also means that areas with large minonity
populations receive less than their share of
$30 billion in federal finds distributed ac-
coraing (o ¢EMSUS ARurec ¥y stite Tunds
FUEERAS (e same way, and planning
decisions by governments, such as where to
put bus lines or subsidized housing units, are
based on census figyres. So are planmng ce-
cisions by Lhe private sector, such as where
to locate supermarkets.

The Bureau estimates that the 1980 cen-
sus missed half a mullion people in New York
City, resulting in the city's loss of a congres-
sional seat and between $26 and $52 mullion
a year in federal and state funds. Detroit.
~fficials gstimate that the last census missed
46,000 people, resulting in a loss of more
than $34 million in federal and state funds.
The mayor of Santa Ana, Calif., believes that
the census underestimated his city’s popula-
tion by one-third.

New York, Detroit, and 34 other commu-
nities filed lawsuits against the Bureau, ask-
ing it to adjust the 1980 census figures to
correct for the acknowledged undercount.
Federal judges in New York and Detroit ini-
tially ruled in favor of adjustnont. *The Con-
stitution requires no less,” wrote one judge.
Although appeals courts later overturned
both decisions on procedural grounds, one of
them noted a "likelhood of success on the
ments.” More than half of the other cases
are still pending.
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Estimating the Undercount

The Bureau measures census undercounts
by two methods. To measure the national
undercount, it uses demographic informa-
tion, such as birth and death records and
estimates' of ififfug?Idh and emigration.
But such information is not detailed enough
for state and Jocal breakdowns.

The second method involves a post-cen-
sus survey in which census-takers interview
people in representative bdlocks several
months after the census is taken. The Bu-
reau then matches the survey against the
census, extrapolating to estimate how many
people the census missed at the national,
state and local levels. ‘l‘he&muuguedm
1980 that this method was not precise
enough to provide accurate undercount esti-
mates at the state and local levels either, and
in 1982 it began an extensive research and
testing project to improve the post-census
survey.

Barbara Bailar, then-associate directoc for
statistical standards and methodology, was a
principal Bureau witness in the 1980 law-
suits, arguing that the post-census survey
was subject to too many large errors to be a
reliable basis for adjustment. But after work-
ing on the Bureau’s project to improve the
survey, she testified at a congressional hear-
ing last March that the Bureau's test cen-
suses in 1986 in Los Angeles and Meridian,
Miss., corrected most of the errors that had
been the basis of the Bureau’s case against
adjustment.

Two groups of professional statisticians
outside the Census Bureau have been follow-
ing closely the Bureau's work on adjustment:
one from the Natioaal Academy of Science
support coatinuation of the Bureau's pro-

gram of laying the groundwork for an adjust.
mmtAspfwdentofASA Bailar addressed
its annual meeting last summer, declaring
that “‘the consensus of the statisticians’’ who
had carefully reviewed the Bureau's work
was that an adjustment would improve the
accuracy of the 1990 census.

But the Reagan Administration disagreed.
Last October 30, Ortner announced that
there would be no adjustment of the 1990
census, He said an adjustment was unlikely
to improve the count, would arouse suspi-
cions of political tampering with the num-
bers, and would dilute too many resources

trom the jod of conducting the best possible
census,

Uader questioning by Rep. Charles
Schumer, D-N.Y., at the March hearing, Bu-
reau Director John Keane indicated that the
Commerce Depertment’s action had gver-
rajéd the Bureau's own decimon to prooeed
with laving the aroundwork for adjusting the
T950 census. The Department decided both
oot to adust and not to conduct the ex-
panded post-census survey necessary for ad-

" justment should a decision be made later to

do 30. While some in the Bureau had doubts
about the adjustment itself, nearly everyone
wanted to continue laying the groundwork to
make it possible.

The Commerce Department's decision
set off a storm of protest:
® Bailar resignod after 29 years at the Bu-
reau, charging that the Department had
made a “political decision” that undermined
the Bureau’s independence.
#-Rep. Mervyn Dymally, D-Calif., Chairman
of the House Subcommittee on Census and
Pogulation, denounced the Department for
ignoring the differential undercount which
“renders the constitutfonal guarantee of
equal representation a hollow promise.”
Dymally’s bill requiring a census adjustment
has 60 co-sponsors 80 far. Sen. Daniel Pat-
rick Moynihan, D-N.Y., a long-time student
of the census who first voiced concem about
the differential undercount 20 years ago, has
introduced the same bill in the Senate.
& New York City is seriously considering
another lawsuit against the Bureau, this time
well in advance of the 1990 census, and the
U.S. Conference of Mayors is spearheading
a coalition effort to get adjustment legisla-
tion passed. The coalition includes New
York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Miami, Balti-
more and Detroit, as well as a variety of
organizations.

Statisticlans vs. Counters
Within the Census Bureau, the adjustment
debate is not between liberals and conserva-
tives or Democrats and Republicans, but be-
tween statisticians and field people in charge
of running the count itself. It is a split be-
tween traditionalists who want to keep the
emphasis on the actual count, as in the past,
and statisticians who say that statistical
models may succeed where the traditional
approach has failed at reducing the
undercount.

“It has to do with the philosophy of the



census,” says Bailar. “Some believe that you
should go out and almost touch everybody to
be sure they're counted. Others Jook at the
uses to which the census is put, and focus on
getting the best numbers possible.”

Traditionalists admit that there will inev-
itably be an undercoy jo 1990, dut they
hope that improved outreach efforts will re-
duce both the overall and the differential
undercounts. But their critics argue that the
differential undercount could be even worse
in 1990 given the increase in undocumented
aliens in the country.

They point to groups like the estimated
100,000 people doubled up in overcrowded
housing in New York City who would like not
to be counted by the census because they
don’t want to be found out by the housing
authorities. Their deep-seated distrust of
government hasn’t been broken down in the
past by the Bureau's outreach efforts or by
its assurances ahout the confidentiality of
census information,

“It's never-never land to tell these people

that census information is confidential,” says
Rep. Schumer. “Outreach is not going to do
it.... It's a very white, middle class way to
think.”
Critics argue that some programs to im-
prove census coverage waste millions of dol-
lars, and may even, as former Census Bu-
reau Director Vincent Barabba has warned,
make the problem of the differential
undercount worse, not better.

How could this be? Bailar explained in her
March 3 testimony that some coverage im-
provement programs, such as one counting
people in vacation houses, have led to count-
ing people twice. The Bureau estimates that
it counted 2.7 million people twice in 1980.
Bailar points out that duplication tends to
occur in suburban and vacation areas, not in
traditionally undercounted areas. Because
the Bureau’s undercount estimate is a net
figure, the duptication makes the undercount
appear to be lower than it really is. In an
internal memo, one high Bureau official ob-
jected to reducing duplication because it
would increase the undercount figure, thus
likely increasing pressure on the Bureau to
adjust for it.

Even the most avid supporters of adjust-
ment admit that it would be an imperfect
dfstrutient, Rut Railar argues that “adjust-
ment would move the census coun!s in the

right direction,” at the nationa), state and
local Jevels, while at the block level, “data
would be neither improved nor harmed.”
Five Bureau statisticians, including Statisti-
cal Research Division Chief Kirk Wolter,
wrote a paper, published in the ASA Pro-
ceedings, arguing that none of the remaining
weaknesses in the adjustment method “are
%0 large as to invalidate the adjustment. The
joint effect of the errors . .. is smaller than
the error in the original [census). On this
basis we conclude that it is technically feasi-
bie to correct the 1990 census for differen-
tial coverage.”

The Bureau has in fact adjusted its figures
for many years, imputing people into hous-
that someone lives there but cannot find any-
one at home to interview, But Ortner argues
that such imputation is based on more spe-
cific physical evidence than a large-scale ad-
Justment would be.

He warns that such an adjustment could
open a Pandora’s box of fiddling with the
numbers that would ultimately undermine
the credibility of the census. He cites stat-
isticians who oppose adjustment, but Bailar
testified that none of them has reviewed the
Bureau's recent work on adjustment, Wolter
points out that other countries, notably Aus-
tralia and England, adjust their censuses for
underoounts, and Canada is ideri
whether to adopt the Bureau’s approach to
adjustment.

The Commerce Department’s decision, if
not overturned by the courts or Congress,
could hobbie the ability of all thres branches
of government to deal with the .ndercount
problem. Both Congress 3-.d a new adminis-
tration would find it ¢icult to order an ad-
justment if the statistical basis for it—the
expanded post-census survey—does not ex-
ist. The courts would also be hampered
when faced with a replay of the Bureau's
1980 arguments against adjustment: We
don’t have the data to do it.

But the Census Bureau’s research on ad-
justment, and the Commerce Department’s
decisin? fo cut off that research, could un-
dermine the credibdity of the Bereau's argu-
ments the next time around. Bailar testified
that the Bureau ‘barely escaped a court or-
der to adjust” in the last round of lawsuits.
This time, she argues, the Bureau “can no
longer argue that it does not know how to



adjust sccurately, and | believe that pew law-
suits will be successful. The question is not
whether the 1990 census will be adjusted,
but whether it will be adjusted well and on
tirne.”

are the most appropriste ones for ordering a
nationwide adjustment. i they fad to do 0,
the resulting tawsuits from cities and states
could undermine the credibility of the cen-
sus, o matter what the courts decide. If the
courts rule against adjustments, the hue and
cry from aggrieved cities could get so loud
that it would damage the public image of the
census. [f the courts decide to order adjust-
ments, it would be difficult for them to do 50
on a nationwide basis, and court-ordered ad-
justments on a local, case-bycase basis
could, as the Philadelphia federa) judge
warned in 1980, sacrifice the national census
“to the exact dangers of local manipulation
and bias...that the framers {of the Con-
stitution] sought to avoid.” (w]
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More Blacks are Missed
ARhough the overall census undercount
has been reduced since
1940, the unjercount for biacks has

remained five percentage points higher
than thet for whites and other races.

1940 1000 1900
Souce: Cereus Sueey
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; U.S. Department of Justice

Office of Legislative Affairs

Office of the Assistant Anorncy General Washington, D.C. 20530
June 29, 1988

Rep., William D, Ford

Chairman

Committee on the Post Office and Civil Service
House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This provides the views of the Department of Justice on H.R.
3814, “"Relating to decennial censuses of population.® 1In
princi?al part, H.R. 3814 would eliminate illegal aliens from
the United States census tabulation vhen apportioning
representatives in Congress among the states. Por the reasons
discussed below, we oppose passage of this bill because it is
unconstitutional, If it wvere passed, ve would recommend that the
President veto it,

Section two of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution
provides that:

Representatives shall be spportioned among
the several States according to their respec-
tive numbers, counting the whole number of
persgns in each State, excluding Indians not
taxed.

U.S. Const., amend. XIV, sec. 2.1 This constitutional provision

1 Section 2 replaces, in part, the provision in Article I, sec.
2, cl. 3 of the Constitution that provided:

Representatives . ., . shall be apportioned
among the several States . . . according to
their respective Numbers, which shall be
determined by adding to the whole Number of
free Persons . . . three fifths of all other
Persons,

Although we have not found any cases interpreting the breadth of
Article I, the Pounding Fathers wvere avare that the census, and
therefore apportionment, would be based on the number of State
inhabitants, not of voters. See, e.g., The Pederalist Papers,
No. 54, at 338 (C, Rossiter, ed.}.
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is implemented by 13 U.S.C. 141(b).2 The legislative history
accompanying section 2 of the Fourteenth Amendment makes clear
that Congress intended for all persons, including aliens residing
in this country, to be included in the "whole number of persons

in each state.™ 4.

The end of the Civil War and the freeing of the slaves meant
an end to apportionment based on the "three fifths® provision of
Article 1. See note 1. The Reconstruction Congress realized
that o:ice readmitted, the former Confederate states would in-
cresse their population base by forty percent, adding tvelve
Rep:esentatives to their pre-war total of eighteen. In an
effort to undermine this growth in political pover before these
states were readmitted to the Union, the Thirty-ninth Congress
examined various formulas designed to reduce representation
vhenever states, as expected, discriminated against portions of
tgeir male population by excluding them from voting on the basis
of race,

For example, there wvas significant support in the Thirty-
Ninth Congress for a proposal that representation be based on the
number of male voters over the age of twenty-one. See, '
Cong. Globe, 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 404 (1866), However, this
proposal met serious resistance from many of the Northern states,
especially in Nev England. These states had disproportionately
large populations of nonvoters, such as women (large numbers,of
men had left their homes to pioneer in the west) and aliens, As

2 section 141(b} provides:

The tabulation of total poTulatlon by States
under {the census) as required for the asppor-
tionment of Representatives in Congress among
the several States shall be completed within
9 months after the census date and reported
by the Secretary to the President of the
United States,

G. Zuckerman, n i h
2 h

3 H nd Pregent Status
n , 30 Ford, L. Rev. 93, 94

1961 Zuckerman!}.
¢ Zuckerman, Supra note 3, at 95. As Sen. Wilson noted:

How (does this proposal affect) the loyal
States? It throws out of the basis at least
two and a half millions of unnaturalized
foreign-born men and women, and b{ this ve
lose at least fifteen Representatives . . . .
In 1860 there were in the loyal States
3,856,628 unnaturalized persons of foreign
birth, and in the rebel States 233,651. I
estimate that Massachusetts would lose one
Representative certainly, and probably two,

-2-
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Rep. Conkling, one of the original drafters of the Fourteenth
Amendment, noted vhen defending his amendment to count persons
rather than citizens, "[m]any of the large States nov hold their
representation in part by reason of their aliens, and the Legis-
latures and people of these States are to Eata upon the amend-
ment. It must be made acceptable to them. Cong. Globe, 39th
Cong., 1st Sess., 359 (1866).

Faced with extensive debate over the amendment's language,
the Republigans became concerned that the measure vould not pass
the Senate, They therefore vent into caucus, agreeing to be
bound by its decision, and adopted the Yro:cnt language regarding
"persons" rather than "citizens." Notwithstanding the protests
of opponents vwho bitterl{ denounced this language as nothing more
than a poljtical compromise designed to ensure passage of the
amendment,  the Republicans held the majority and the amendment,
apportioning representation on the basis of the "whole number of
persons® in each state, was passed.

Thus, the Congress that passed the Fourteenth Amendment in
1866 not only recognized that aliens would be counted in the
census but insisted upon their inclusion as part of a compromise
designed to ensure that the amendment would be passed by the
industrial states. They did so notwithstanding their acknowledg-
ment that aliens were not bona fide members of the body politic.
They rejected arguments that representation should be based on
people with permanent ties to the country. They consciously
chose to include aliens to advance their dual concernst ensuring
passage of the amendment by the northern states and,denlal to the
South of any additional representation in Congress.

It is noteworthy that the Supreme Court, in analyzing
section 1 of the Fourteenth Amendment, has read the vord "person"
to include illegal aliens, "whatever his status under the immi-
gration laws, an alien is surely a 'person’ in any ordinary sense
of that term. Aliens, even aliens vhose presence in this country
is unlavful, have long been recognized as 'persons' guaranteed

¢ (cont.) by this change; that New York
would lose at least four, Pennsylvania two,
Ohio two; and other States would lose in
their representation.

Cong. Globe, 39th Cong., 1st Sess, 1256 (1866),

5 Zuckerman, gupra note 3, at 105,

6 Cong. Globe, 39th Cong., lst Sess. 404, 405 (1866) (statement
of Rep. Lawrence). See also id. at 2939 (statement of Sen.
Hendricks).

7 See generally Note, Dem h i

Demography and Distrust; Constjtytional
Isgses f the Federal Cen , 94 Harv., L. Rev, 841, 846-48
T‘L)‘L—Q—LLQ_C—M11.

-3-
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due process of law by the FPifth and Fourteenth Amendments,"”
v , 457 U.S. 202, 210 (1982) (citations omitted),

h' n , 458 U,S. 1131 (1982). 1It would seem reasonable to
assume that those vhom the drafters of the Pourteenth/ Amendment
intended to include in the vord 'gorsonl' in section 1 of the
amendment are the same “"persons®" included by section 2.

We must note that the Reconstruction Congress did not
discuss the issuegof illegal aliens when it debated the Four-
teenth Amendment. It vas, hovever, possible to be an illegal
alien in 1866. The United States has had a statute since 1798
governing arrest and exclusion of aliens from hostile countries.
Act of July 6, 1798, ch, 66, 1 Stat. 577 (Act), codified at 50
U.S.C. 21. The President is authorized to arrest, secure and
remove, with the aid of the courts and the federal marshals, any
such aliens he identifies. Moreoger, this statutory authority
had been exercised prior to 1866. Thus, although the issue vas
not raised in the debate over the Fourteenth Amendment, certain
classes of aliens could be excluded from the United States in
1866 angoremoved by order of the President if they attempted to
return,

The Department of Justice has advised previous Congresses
considering identical legislation that aliens must be included
vithin the census for purposes of apportioning congressional

8 ¢. Gordon and H. Rosenfeld, 1 Immigration Lav & Procedure, at

1-8 (1985).
S gg%;;ng;gn v, Smith, 15 P. Cas. 758 (C.C. Pa, 1817) (No. 8448);
Lockington's Case, Brightly N.P. 269 (Pa. 1813).

10 Moreover, subsequent Congresses have acknowledged, by their
efforts to exclude aliens from the census, that the Fourteenth
Amendment requires the counting of 8ll aliens, The 71st and 72nd
Congresses debated passage of constitutional amendments that
would have excluded aliens in the count for apportionment of
representatives. See H.R. Rep. 2761, 71st Cong.,, 34 Sess.
(1931); H.R. Rep. 823, 724 Cong., 1lst Sess. (1332), The Senate
legal counsel had earlier issued an opinion concluding that
aliens could not be excluded. 71 Cong. Rec. 1821 (1929). 1In
1940, a bill to exclude aliens vas defeated. See g¢.q,., 86 Cong.
Rec, 4372 (1540) (statement of Re?. Cellar) ("If you wvant aliens
out, you must amend the Constitution®).

-4~
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Representatives,n and has adopted that position in court. 12 We
have reexamined this position and continue to believe that it is
sound. Accordingly, ve find that to the extent that H.R. 3814

would exclude illegal aliens from the census, it is unconstitu-

tional.
The Office of Management and Budget has advised this

Department that there is no objection to the submission of this
report from the standpoint of the Administration's program,

Sincerely,
Thomas /";’}0
Acting Assistant Attorney General

U e.g., Testimony of David A. Strauss, Attorney-Adviser,

See
Office of Legal Counsel, 1980 Cen ggg; Counting lllegal Aliens,

Hearin n 2 Before ner Nuclear Prolif-
eration and Federal Services of the 5% ate g?mm, %n ?ovgrnmgn;al
Affairs, 96th Cong., 2d Sess., at 95 (1980) (Hearing).
12 See Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of Defen-
dants' Motion to Dismiss the Action or, in the Alternative, for
Summary Judgement and in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Application
for a Preliminary Injunction, filed in Federation for American
Immigration Reform v ang% 486 F, Supp. 564, 576-77
(D.D.C.) i3-3udge court} iz;_ gpggfl_ﬁj;miggg?, 447 U.S. 916
(1980). The Memorandum is reprinted n the Hear ngs, gynfg note
pos

11, at 125. The FAIR court endorsed the ?overnmont 8 tion in
dictum., See 486 P. Supp. at 576-77 (resding section 2 to include

all aliens) (dictum),




