October 14, 2021
TO:

Mayor and Council

FROM:

Stu Markham, Chairman, Reapportionment Committee ASM/
Renee Bensley, City Secretary

RE:

2021 Council Reapportionment Map Recommendation

Background
The Reapportionment Committee appointed by Council held three meetings (September 15,
September 29 and October 13) to consider the reapportionment and redistricting of the Newark
City Council districts as required every ten years by Section 104.1 of the City Charter. The criteria
required by the Charter is as follows:
1. Current Federal Decennial Census population statistics, to the extent possible and
practicable, shall be used as guides so that each district shall be nearly equal in
population.
2. Each district shall be formed of contiguous territory and as little change as practically
possible shall be made in prior boundary lines.
3. Each district shall be so created as not to favor unduly any person or group of persons.
The Committee also agreed to adhere to the population variation of +/- 5% of the average district
size that had been used in previous cycles. The district size is based on the population within the
census tracts, not the registered voting population, which provided an average district size of
5,101 people for each of the six districts. Staff from the Department of Elections provided support
in drafting maps at each of the three meetings and with the software provided were able to
provide the Committee the real time effects of their suggested changes, which helped to
streamline a difficult process.
The Committee meeting on September 15 provided the group with an overview of the
reapportionment process and instructions to provide draft changes to the City Secretary for
review at the following meeting. At the September 29 meeting, the Committee reviewed the
initial drafted suggestions by the Committee members and created a draft map to be opened for
a ten-day public comment period. At the October 13 meeting, the Committee reviewed the public
comments submitted, accepted additional in person public comment and drafted the final map.
The final map was approved to be advanced to Council for consideration by a vote of 5 yes, 0 no,
1 recusal and 1 absence.

Final map for Council consideration
The existing map with the 2020 census data
has the following population division:

The new map being submitted has the
following population division:

District

Population

Deviation % Deviation

District

Population

Deviation

1

3,758

(1,343)

-26.33%

1

4,943

(158)

2

4,659

(442)

-8.67%

2

5,298

197

3.86%

3

5,661

560

10.98%

3

5,154

53

1.04%

4

6,885

1,784

34.97%

4

5,162

61

1.20%

5

4,536

(565)

-11.08%

5

5,042

(59)

-1.16%

6

5,105

4

0.08%

6

5,005

(96)

-1.88%

30,604

% Deviation
-3.10%

30,604

The attached maps make the following changes to the existing Council maps:
•

•

•

District 1
o Moved southern boundary of District 1 from Barksdale Road to the railroad tracks,
adding Abbotsford, Williamsburg Village and Barksdale Estates from District 3 to
District 1 and adding Blair Village, Casho Mill Station, Cherry Hill Manor and Sutton
Place from District 4 to District 1.
District 2
o Moved all of the northern side of East Main Street to District 6, shifting Colonial
Gardens and Main Towers.
o Moved the southern side of East Main Street west of Haines Street to District 4,
shifting Washington House.
o Adding sections of the central University campus containing four census blocks
bounded by East Delaware Avenue, Haines Street, Lovett Avenue, Ashley Road
and Academy Street from District 4, shifting on campus student housing.
o Moving all of the south side of East Park Place, the east side of Manuel Street and
the portion of Kells Avenue to District 3.
District 3
o Subtracted area north of the railroad tracks, west of Casho Mill Road and south of
Barksdale Road, moving Abbotsford, Williamsburg Village and Barksdale Estates
to District 1.
o Subtracted area east of Thorn Lane, north of Elkton Road and west of Madison
Drive, moving the remainder of College Park, Dickey Park and the east side of
Thorn Flats to District 4.
o Subtracted area north of West Park Place, east of South Main Street and west of
Apple Road moving the Park and Shop and South Main Commons to District 4
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•

•
•

o Added area south of West/East Park Place, north of the railroad tracks from
District 4
o Added all of the south side of East Park Place, the east side of Manuel Street and
the portion of Kells Avenue to District 2.
District 4
o Subtracted area north of the railroad tracks, east of Casho Mill Road and south of
Barksdale Road, moving Blair Village, Casho Mill Station, Cherry Hill Manor and
Sutton Place to District 1.
o Subtracted area south of East Main Street and north of West/East Delaware
Avenue moving sections of the University campus to District 6.
o Adding area south of East Main Street, west of Haines Street, north of East
Delaware Avenue and east of Academy Street from District 2, which moves
Washington House to District 4.
o Subtracted sections of the central University campus containing four census
blocks bounded by East Delaware Avenue, Haines Street, Lovett Avenue, Ashley
Road and Academy Street moving to District 2, shifting campus student housing.
o Subtracted area south of West/East Park Place, north of the railroad tracks shifting
the area to District 3
o Added area north of West Park Place, east of South Main Street and west of Apple
Road moving the Park and Shop and South Main Commons from District 3.
District 5
o Added area north of East Main Street and west of North College Avenue from
District 6.
District 6
o Subtracted area north of East Main Street and west of North College Avenue
shifting the area to District 5.
o Added area south of East Main Street and north of West/East Delaware Avenue
moving sections of the University of Delaware campus from District 4.
o Added all of the northern side of East Main Street from District 2, shifting Colonial
Gardens and Main Towers.

Recommended Motions
If there are any changes Council members would like to see to this draft to be included in the
ordinance to be brought to Council, please bring those ideas forward for discussion on October
18. Depending on whether or not there is a consensus of Council to have any additional changes,
one of the following motions should be made:
“I move that Council direct the City Secretary to prepare an ordinance to be adopted before the
end of 2021 enacting the October 13, 2021 recommendations of the Reapportionment
Committee as presented in the October 14, 2021 memo from the Committee Chairman and City
Secretary.”
Or
“I move that Council direct the City Secretary to prepare an ordinance to be adopted before the
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end of 2021 based on the October 13, 2021 recommendations of the Reapportionment
Committee as presented in the October 14, 2021 memo from the Committee Chairman and City
Secretary with the following amendments [insert amendments].”
If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us in advance of the meeting.
Attachments
•
•
•

2020 Redistricting Plan: Proposal 2 Maps (City and Districts 1-6)
2020 Redistricting Plan: Proposal 2 Demographics Table
Reapportionment Committee Minutes for September 15, September 29 and October 13,
2021

/rkb
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District
1
2
3
4
5
6

Population
Deviation
% Deviation
White % White
Black % Black
Asian % Asian
Other % Other
Hispanic Origin
% Hispanic Origin
Not Hispanic
% Not Hispanic
4,943
(158)
‐3.10%
3,762
76.11%
407
8.23%
280
5.66%
84
1.70%
285
5.77%
4,658
94.23%
5,298
197
3.86%
3,460
65.31% 1,084
20.46%
340
6.42%
115
2.17%
378
7.13%
4,920
92.87%
5,154
53
1.04%
3,304
64.11%
485
9.41%
924
17.93%
90
1.75%
309
6.00%
4,845
94.00%
5,162
61
1.20%
3,063
59.34% 1,183
22.92%
380
7.36%
174
3.37%
487
9.43%
4,675
90.57%
5,042
(59)
‐1.16%
3,480
69.02%
900
17.85%
234
4.64%
98
1.94%
353
7.00%
4,689
93.00%
5,005
(96)
‐1.88%
3,428
68.49%
550
10.99%
616
12.31%
79
1.58%
323
6.45%
4,682
93.55%
30,604

CITY OF NEWARK
DELAWARE
REAPPORTIONMENT COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
September 15, 2021
Those present at 6:01 p.m.:
Presiding:

Chairman Stu Markham, District 6

Members:

John Kalmer, At-Large (arrived at 6:10 p.m.)
Roy Lopata, District 1
Corinth Ford, District 2
Scott Bradley, District 3
Linda Sequeira, District 4
Paul Keely, District 5

Staff:

Renee Bensley, City Secretary

Ms. Bensley called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m. and explained that the members were charged
with redrawing the lines of the Council districts based on the 2020 census information.
1.

ELECTION OF COMMITTEE CHAIR
MOTION BY MR. LOPATA, SECONDED BY MR. BRADLEY: TO ELECT STU MARKHAM TO SERVE AS
COMMITTEE CHAIR.
MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 6 to 0.
Aye:
Lopata, Bradley, Ford, Sequeira, Keely, Markham.
Nay: 0.
Absent: Kalmer

2.

REVIEW OF REAPPORTIONMENT PROCESS

Mr. Markham asked who would present the review of the Reapportionment Process. Ms. Bensley
replied that Anthony Albence, State Election Commissioner for the Department of Elections, would offer brief
remarks to begin. Mr. Albence thanked Ms. Bensley and the Commissioners and introduced Chris Ramos,
Director of IT for the Department of Elections, Tracey Dixon, County Director of the Department of Elections,
and David Gilefski, Deputy County Director of the Department of Elections.
Mr. Albence informed that he had previously served as the Director for New Castle County, had
experience in reapportionment, and worked together with the City in the past. He explained that the
Department’s role was to support the City’s Reapportionment Committee and the Committee was charged
with making all of the decisions in terms of redrawing the lines. He emphasized that the Department would
support the Committee in any way possible and would only work at their direction and offer any proposed
changes, updates, or provisions to the maps under the Committee’s authority. He reiterated that the
Department would work as a support role throughout the process, not as a decision maker, and completely
1

respected the Committee’s authority. He explained that the Department used software called Maptitude
which was used by the Delaware General Assembly for reapportionment of the General Assembly for the
State House and State Senate. He shared that the Department also offered support at the request of the
various bodies charged with redistricting and had been working with New Castle County Council, other
counties if and as needed, and Wilmington City Council for redistricting. He continued that the software’s
main function was to consume the raw census data produced through the population count and aggregate it
at a census block level, the smallest level of census reporting which reported continuous areas such as
neighborhoods or communities, and relate the information to the City’s districts. The Department had been
working with City staff in preparation for the meeting by incorporating the census data collected by the U.S.
Census Bureau, relating the information to the current districts, and producing initial reports to depict what
the City’s population was as of the 2020 census and how it related to the lines drawn in relation to the data
collected in the 2010 census. The intent was to determine deviations and to provide the Committee with a
starting point of where the process might begin as the members started to consider how lines might be
moved to get the numbers to a closer equilibrium within whatever the Committee defined as the preferred
or required deviation per District from the mean or ideal number of residents per district. He reiterated that
the Department provided and prepared statistical information to that regard and were happy to provide any
additional support to assist the Committee with their charge and goal of completing the City’s redistricting.
Mr. Albence referred to the term “census block” and clarified that it was the most local level of data
that the US Census Bureau prepared and defined as an area that could be part of a neighborhood or a group
of homes outside of a recognized subdivision or development. He reiterated that the Census had the authority
on how to create census blocks and ideally accounted for similar communities or similar types of features in
the physical geography. He acknowledged that the blocks did not necessarily take into account the districts
that the various bodies comprised and continued that groups of census blocks collectively created each of the
various representative districts. He shared the generally recognized best practices that entities around the
country and nonpartisan groups, including the National Conference on State Legislatures (NCSL), were to
avoid splitting any census blocks, create district lines recognizing that the census blocks generally recognized
and represented contiguous communities, keep certain communities together, and respect certain
geographical features. He repeated that the Department offered the information as resources from a
completely nonpartisan stakeholder. He reiterated that the Department would support any and all decisions
that the Committee wished to make and would be happy to provide any statistical data based on the census
figures. He noted the Committee could have multiple options or plans throughout the process that they
wished to pursue and explore and the Department would be happy to prepare a draft map recognizing and
incorporating the newly proposed districts and reflecting how the proposed districts impacted statistical
figures such as population numbers, what the proposed district would be in terms of population per district
compared to the current population per district based on the current districts. He continued that the
Department would be happy to work with the Committee in setting up meetings if the Committee decided
that it was necessary to appoint a work group that would want to work with the Department outside of a
meeting to produce materials to be presented at a subsequent meeting. He shared that the Department
would be happy to try to turn around any requested changes as quickly as possible, generally one or two
business days, to have materials available in time for review and distribution prior to an upcoming meeting
so attendees could be properly prepared to make a decision based on where the Committee was in the
process. He stated that the Department enjoyed working with the City and supporting elections overall.
Mr. Markham thanked Mr. Albence and opened the table to questions from the Committee.
Mr. Markham asked if it was possible to create “what-if” scenarios on the fly using the IT program or
if the Committee had to determine what pieces should be moved and learn the outcome from the
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Department. Mr. Albence confirmed that the software was capable of creating what-if scenarios and
explained that the Department held virtual meetings with New Castle County and shared screens and
software to review potential scenarios on how census blocks would move, what the lines would like, and how
the population was impacted by the moves. He described the software as dynamic that could clearly depict
the proposed changes. Mr. Markham said that he missed the answer in Mr. Albence’s reply and Ms. Bensley
confirmed that the software was capable creating scenarios in a dynamic environment within a meeting. Mr.
Markham asked if the Department could attend a meeting and the work could be done in Council Chambers.
Mr. Lopata suggested the work would be done virtually and be shown on the screen. Ms. Bensley clarified
that in discussion with the Department of Elections and pending the Committee’s approval, it was suggested
that the initial meeting would serve as a kickoff and overview and the next meeting in two weeks would
involve a working session where the Committee could make suggestions as to where lines should be moved
and their potential effects so that the Committee could view the changes in real-time. Mr. Albence confirmed.
2-A.

REVIEW OF 2020 CENSUS DATA

Ms. Bensley deferred to Mr. Ramos to review the initial maps and informed him that the Committee
would be viewing the full district map as he was speaking. Mr. Ramos asked if Ms. Bensley wanted to share
screens and she replied that she currently lacked the capability and repeated that the Committee was viewing
the full district map that he sent her. Mr. Ramos revealed that some of the census blocks had changed since
2010 which presented some difficulty because the Census Bureau determined how large the blocks would be
and what would be part of the block. At the same time, if the block or the population of the block became
too large, it was necessary to divide the block because there was a maximum threshold to split the blocks into
smaller pieces which could explain why some of the blocks in Newark maintenance had shifted a bit. He noted
the boundaries were the same, but the map included broken red lines in the districts that highlighted where
the old blocks existed. The Department tried to follow the census block lines for the current year and make
them as close as possible to the original. He informed the Committee that the blue and red lines on the map
were included for guidance because the Department had to do something to show the boundaries without
splitting the blocks because in Maptitude they did not split blocks, the smallest unit per census.
Mr. Ramos informed that the Department also provided the population for each district, so the
Committee had an idea on where the population shifts had been and how far they were from the ideal
population per district. He explained that the ideal population per district was basically the population per
census divided by the number of districts and the deviation was showing how far they were from it. He
continued that in order to determine how far or close the lines would be drawn to count the population, the
Committee would have to decide on a deviation percentage. He explained that the maps were available for
the Committee to get an idea of the population in each and pointed that each map included tiny numbers in
small blocks that were the census blocks in the population image block. He continued that when it was
decided to start planning on where the new lines would go, the Committee could use the maps as guidelines
to determine how many people would be included. He reiterated that the tiny numbers on the map were
actually the population in each block. He acknowledged that it was an effort between the Committee and the
Department of Elections but was also a team effort for a working group for the Committee to work closely
and decide on the best way to move the lines because the movement of each line effected at least two
districts. He repeated that the Department was available to support the Committee in terms of moving the
lines through actively showing the impact of moving the lines and how it changed the population and the
demographics. He informed that demographics would be provided so the Committee could be used as a
template or guideline on how the lines could be adjusted.
Ms. Ford asked if the demographics were broken down by census block and Ms. Bensley repeated
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the question for Mr. Ramos. Mr. Ramos confirmed that census data was broken down on a census block level
and could determine how the block was broken down into demographics. He cautioned against breaking
blocks because it destroyed the information coming from the census data and it would no longer be accurate
as the census data gallery existed. In reality, when the census block was applied, each district was a collection
of a number of census blocks and every time census blocks were gathered, all of the demographics were
accumulated which was why the Department could provide the Committee with high statistics on of what
the census blocks consisted.
Mr. Lopata asked if there was a recommended deviation percentage to follow best practice in order
to avoid splitting census blocks and keep communities together. He noted that some of the districts had
gotten away from the size they should be arithmetically. Mr. Markham felt that the question was difficult
because when Mr. Lopata performed reapportionments in the past, there was an accepted deviation. Ms.
Bensley repeated the question for remote attendees and then replied that the City Solicitor had opined that
the Committee should strive to meet a ± 5% deviation. Since the average district would be 5,101 people, the
range would be from 4,846 to 5,356 for each district.
Ms. Ford asked how UD students were reflected in the census. Mr. Markham referred to the map
where numbers indicated dorm locations and recalled that UD reported the information. Ms. Bensley
confirmed that UD reported and submitted all of the students who were living in on-campus housing as
residents within the City but informed that off-campus students self-reported if they chose to reply to the
Census. Mr. Lopata added that District 1 was smaller because Rodney and Dickinson dorms had been
demolished. Mr. Markham noted the lines would move again in 2030 because townhomes would have
replaced the dorms and thought that the City was underreported because of the pandemic and because offcampus students had not been reported.
Ms. Bensley added that Mr. Markham had asked in advance of the meeting to have the existing
Councilmembers’ home addresses marked out on the map for the Committee and were represented by the
blue notes on the screen and presented to the Committee. She reiterated that many of the large percentage
swings were due to UD moving students:
•
•
•
•

District 1 – closure of the Rodney and Dickinson Dorms
District 5 – closure of the Towers
District 4 – opening of new dorms on central campus
District 3 – new Newark Preserve development, new apartments at Suburban Plaza

Ms. Bensley continued that staff believed that there had been a fairly significant undercount of the
City’s population and noted that Census Day was April 1, 2020, but everything had shut down on March 13th
for the pandemic. Based on Delaware Population Consortium numbers, staff estimated a 10% undercount of
the City’s population and, unfortunately, the mechanism for recounting in place by the Census Bureau did not
open for applications until 2023 so the Committee would be drawing the districts with the provided
information. She reiterated that staff estimated an undercount, particularly in areas where there was more
of an off-campus student population because many people returned home due to the pandemic. She added
that as far as the census blocks and lines, she noted there were areas towards campus where the deviation
of the blocks was evident from the where the actual lines were. By reviewing the 2010 overlay, it was
determined that the Census Department split the blocks based on where new populations were located. She
pointed the District 6 split and reminded that in 2010, One Easton did not exist, so based review of the maps,
the building likely triggered a split to the census block because of the added population. She continued to the
zigzag line on the map at central campus and explained that staff believed it was created because the City
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historically mapped out its districts in Code based on streets where the maps that were created in the
program were done by census blocks. She believed it was possible that the language did not match up exactly
but noted that a capability of the system used by the Department of Elections was to export the metes and
bounds of each of the final districts so that they could be adopted into Code as opposed to using the imprecise
method of road names and blocks. She informed that the option would be a consideration for the Committee
to recommend to Council who would ultimately decide whether to follow the current procedure for adopting
road names in Code or if it would be preferred to use the more precise metes and bounds guidelines that
could be generated by the software.
Ms. Bensley explained the numbers on the maps were the population within the census blocks and
informed that Mr. Bradley observed that the census block where he resided in a single-family home was
included on the map as a zero. Ms. Bensley told Mr. Ramos that it might be necessary to review some of the
items that were edges around the City. Ms. Bensley thought the issue most likely occurred because that part
of the City had a very inconsistent border and if the software split a census block, it was possible that it had
not allocated any portion of the census block to the small area. She would work with Mr. Ramos on a solution
and asked the Committee to make her aware of any other inconsistencies. She acknowledged the maps in
the presentation differed from what she forwarded the Committee because some of the recently annexed
property in the northern area of District 6 was missing but they were otherwise consistent with what the
group received and reviewed earlier.
Mr. Kalmer requested clarification on the 5% deviation and asked if it was from the prior census map
numbers or was a deviation from the currently presented numbers. Ms. Bensley replied that the 5% deviation
represented the deviation from the ideal sized district based on the 2020 census numbers, so if the total
population of the City (30,604 people) and divided it by six, the result would be 5,101. She continued that the
5% deviation was above or below the 5,101 number. Mr. Kalmer noted that District 1 showed approximately
3,500 people and he asked if the Committee would want to move the lines to bring the district as close to
5,000 people as possible. Ms. Bensley confirmed. Mr. Markham added that the Committee would do so within
the restrictions of the census blocks because they could not be split, and Ms. Bensley confirmed.
3.

DISCUSSION AND DIRECTION TO STAFF ON FIRST ROUND MAP REVISIONS

Mr. Markham asked which was the higher priority: keeping the districts as close as they were
currently or making the districts look more logical. Ms. Bensley referred to the City Charter and replied
that:
Commencing not later than 1971, and thereafter not less than once in every ten (10) years, the
aforesaid six (6) districts shall be reapportioned and redistricted either by the council or by amendment
to this charter, or as otherwise provided by law, in accordance with the following rules:
1. Current Federal Decennial Census population statistics, to the extent possible and practicable,
shall be used as guides so that each district shall be nearly equal in population.
2. Each district shall be formed of contiguous territory and as little change as practically possible
shall be made in prior boundary lines.
3. Each district shall be so created as not to favor unduly any person or group of persons.
Mr. Bradley acknowledged that the 5,101 number could deviate by ± 5% and there were drastic
numbers from the current levels to where the districts needed to be and asked if many of the boundary
lines would be drastically different. Mr. Markham explained that he posed his question because he could
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see logical places to change. Mr. Bradley asked if the Committee would draw logical boundaries to include
census blocks and Mr. Markham confirmed and likened the situation to a domino effect. Ms. Ford asked
the logic according to whom and Mr. Markham replied that he would apply his logic because he was
considering the maps and how they were drawn. He wanted to determine how to reconcile getting people
to District 5 when District 1 was short, District 6 was on the mark but had to take from District 4 or District
3. Ms. Ford noted that District 4 included a large deviation, District 1 was massively under, and District 4
was massively over.
Mr. Lopata added that the deviation was the largest he had ever seen and warned that the
Committee would have some trouble with District 4 and the districts would be different that what was
wanted. He emphasized that the 5% deviation was a guide and the group would have to determine what
made the most sense and decide if it was better to have districts as close as possible or districts that
seemed more logical. Mr. Markham thought there was some leeway but informed that if the deviation
exceeded 5%, he wanted to have a legal opinion to make sure the Committee’s work stood up. Mr. Bradley
suggested that the Committee obtain the legal opinion on allowable percentages sooner rather than later.
Ms. Ford interjected that Ms. Bensley provided an acceptable population range from 4,846 to 5,356 and
Mr. Markham agreed it was the target.
Mr. Markham asked Ms. Bensley for comments. Ms. Bensley acknowledged that the Committee
had a challenging task, particularly since two of the districts that needed the most population added
actually bordered each other. She continued that since the next meeting would allow for a live working
group session, the Committee could begin to delve deeper into the ramifications. She thought it would be
easier than some of the challenges that Mr. Lopata had faced with redistricting committees and since the
Committee now had the dynamic capability, they would be able view results in real time versus waiting
for hard copy responses. She suggested that the Committee be prepared for the next meeting by having
ideas on what could change based on what was on the provided maps and where in the working group
the Committee wanted to see things moved in order to start the process.
Mr. Markham thanked Ms. Bensley and said that he would not make the assumption that
Committee members came to the meeting with ideas. He wanted to know if the Committee wanted to
wait until the next meeting to begin or put ideas forth immediately and the group chose to wait.
Mr. Kalmer asked if the Committee was required to work independently before the next meeting
or if they were permitted to speak to one another share ideas. Ms. Bensley replied that under FOIA, the
Committee was considered a public body, so the City was required to notice meetings in advance and
business had to be conducted in public. If a subcommittee was formed, the subcommittee would also be
a public body that would be subject to the same FOIA requirements. She recommended that the members
review the materials and forward possible scenarios to her in advance of the next meeting so that she
could compile a list that could be distributed to inform everyone of potential discussions. She asked that
ideas be sent to her by Tuesday so that she could compile the list and include it with the meeting materials
that would be posted next Wednesday. Mr. Markham reiterated that the Committee could not have
individual conversations and anything that could be shared should go through the City Secretary. Mr.
Lopata asked if the Committee wanted the City Solicitor to opine on the deviation percentage before the
next meeting and Mr. Markham and Ms. Bensley agreed.
4.

NEXT MEETING – SEPTEMBER 29, 2021
Mr. Markham noted the group was supposed to meet bi-weekly and was required to post notices.
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Ms. Bensley suggested that the next meeting be scheduled for Wednesday, September 29 at 6 p.m. The
Committee agreed. Mr. Lopata would be out of the country from October 2-17 and could possibly miss one
meeting. Mr. Markham asked if he was in District 1 and he confirmed that he was currently in District 1. Mr.
Markham hoped to have the districts in good enough shape that District 1 would not have major changes
while Mr. Lopata was on vacation. Ms. Bensley hoped that by the end of the meeting on the 29th, the
Committee would be well on the way to having a good draft come out of the working session. Mr. Markham
asked if the Department of Elections would attend or be available and Ms. Bensley confirmed.
Mr. Markham asked if the Committee had other business to address. Ms. Bensley asked if the
Committee preferred to continue meeting in-person or if they preferred to meet virtually. Mr. Markham
preferred in-person to view the changing maps and there were no objections.
Mr. Markham asked Mr. Clifton to address the Committee. Mr. Clifton thanked each member for
their efforts and admitted it was the not the easiest job but would allow the members to learn about the
political landscape of the City. He admitted the Committee was short-term but was very intense, especially
given the larger populations that year. He shared that all Councilmembers appreciated the Committee’s work
and thanked them again.
There were no further questions and the meeting adjourned at 6:48 pm.

Renee K. Bensley, CMC
Director of Legislative Services
City Secretary
/ns
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CITY OF NEWARK
DELAWARE
REAPPORTIONMENT COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
September 29, 2021
Those present at 6:00 p.m.:
Presiding:

Chairman Stu Markham, District 6

Members:

John Kalmer, At-Large
Roy Lopata, District 1
Corinth Ford, District 2
Scott Bradley, District 3
Paul Keely, District 5 (left at 6:45 p.m.)

Absent:

Linda Sequeira, District 4

Staff:

Renee Bensley, City Secretary

Mr. Markham called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. and noted that the members had not
introduced themselves at the previous meeting. He asked that they each introduce themselves with a brief
summary of their lives in the City.
Corinth Ford, District 2, lived in Newark for 34 years and her goal in working on the Reapportionment
Committee was to change districts as little as possible. She was a project manager for the construction of
large computer systems and had been active in various roles within the community and New York City.
Roy Lopata, District 1, lived in Newark since 1970 and retired from the City after many years. Mr.
Markham pointed that Mr. Lopata had been part of at least one reapportionment and Mr. Lopata corrected
that he had been through four reapportionments.
Scott Bradley, District 3, lived on Welsh Tract Road and had been in the City for over 25 years. He was
a retired homebuilder and land developer. He wanted to use his time to become more involved in the City.
Paul Keely, District 5, lived in Newark for 40 years in four of the districts. He was a small business
owner and was serving at the request of his Councilperson.
John Kalmer, District 4, lived in Newark for more than 40 years. He was retired from the property
casualty insurance business.
Stu Markham had been in the City for 30 years and had recently retired from his 14 years of service
on City Council. He was serving at the request of his Councilperson. He indicated the group had two months
to complete the reapportionment, noted that Mr. Lopata would miss one meeting and asked for any other
scheduling issues. There were none.
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1.

APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 15, 2021 MEETING MINUTES
MOTION BY MR. LOPATA, SECONDED BY MR. KALMER: TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 15, 2021
MEETING MINUTES.
MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 6 to 0.
Aye:
Kalmer, Lopata, Bradley, Ford, Keely, Markham.
Nay: 0.
Absent: Sequeira.

2.

WORKING SESSION TO BEGIN DRAFTING NEW COUNCIL DISTRICT LINES

Ms. Bensley asked if she should proceed by going over the analysis or the City Solicitor’s opinion. Mr.
Kalmer interjected that he had reviewed a summary of minutes from 1991 and Statement C said, “each
district shall be so created as not to favor unduly any person or group of persons.” He continued that as he
approached the Committee’s task, he was considering numbers and divisions; he asked to what the
Committee needed to be attentive.
Anthony Albence, State Election Commissioner, was pleased to have work with previous
Reapportionment Committees ten years ago in his prior capacity with New Castle County. In terms of nonpartisan best practices, he emphasized the need to ensure contiguous districts and ensuring that the shapes
were reasonable and like communities and communities of interest were kept together. He informed that
the non-partisan National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) provided numerous resources on their
website regarding best practices for districting because they advised state legislatures and other general
bodies nationwide.
Mr. Markham added that the City was non-partisan but at the State level, the reapportionment
would not draw the lines to make sure that multiple districts would heavily favor one party so that the
outcome was 60/40 in multiple districts to ensure that the candidate of that party was elected. The only
example he could liken to the City was that if a candidate’s friends and neighbors were drawn into the district
to assist in electing the individual.
Mr. Bradley asked how the Committee would know the makeup of the communities because they
were going by the numbers. He asked if it was necessary to delve more deeply in the census data or if the
Committee would draw the boundaries as they saw fit on a logical basis only to learn later that they had
divided a community. Mr. Markham revealed he had a degree in political science and emphasized that it was
undesirable to divide neighborhoods but pointed that census blocks might cover more than one
neighborhood. He informed that logical boundaries were roads, rivers, and railroads, and boundaries should
be easily identifiable. He explained that he was expressing his opinion and pointed that he was not the City
Solicitor.
Ms. Ford reminded that last week, the Board of Elections confirmed that the Committee could
receive the demographic breakdown of the census blocks so they could see how the results were distributed.
Mr. Markham confirmed but preferred to remain blind to the demographics in certain areas in his approach.
Ms. Bensley interjected that the group had discussed keeping the blocks together but reminded not
to target groups to be split in order to disempower them. She explained that gerrymandering was separating
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groups that would naturally be together to disempower them in order to create an electoral result. She
reiterated Mr. Markham’s point that the City’s elections were non-partisan so gerrymandering to the level of
that currently in Congress was unlikely but suggested that some neighborhoods were currently split and
maybe they should not be. She continued that there were some areas where communities of commonalities
were not necessarily together, such as College Park and Madison Drive area, which was a lower-income
neighborhood and tended to be more racially diverse and more of a minority neighborhood. She noted the
neighborhood was split in half and suggested that perhaps the Committee wanted to consider rejoining the
neighborhood under one district. She noted that in some of the submitted drafts, Newark Preserve was split
when it was currently entirely in District 3. In other drafts, parts of Newark Preserve were in District 1, some
in District 3, and some had the entire neighborhood moved into District 1. She suggested that if the
neighborhood was moved, then it be kept whole as opposed a split. She pointed to areas in Old Newark where
the lines were jagged and suggested the area be more orderly and added that much of what she saw in the
drafts during her analysis naturally happened as far as cleaning things up. She believed there were areas in
the drafts where there were differing ideas but also areas with common ideas, so the drafts provided a good
base with which to start in preparing the first draft of maps. She continued that as Chris Ramos moved the
lines around in Maptitude, the Committee would be able to see how the demographics of the district were
changed and determine if the move changed an existing majority/minority district, if an expansion could
create a majority/minority district, if there was a district that had a large percentage of a group that was now
split into three different districts because of where the group put the intersection. She appreciated the
dynamic format that evening so the Committee could view real-time results and readjust if necessary.
Mr. Lopata pointed that many of the current Committee members had resided in Newark for a long
time and had intimate knowledge of the neighborhoods which gave them the advantage of understanding
how the moves would impact certain areas.
Mr. Markham wanted to get a feeling from the Committee on the percentage leeway because if the
boundaries were moved and the percentage exceeded the agreed upon amount, the movement would not
have finality. He asked Ms. Bensley if there was anyone who deviated more than 5% recommendation from
the City Solicitor. Mr. Kalmer interjected that he believed his Plan 1 deviated more and noted that he had
submitted three different plans with quickly drawn lines. He also submitted revised plans for 2 and 3 but not
for 1 because one move was off by 11%; his thought process was to begin drawing lines and then use the
software to adjust. Ms. Bensley confirmed that she received his drafts, but they were submitted too late to
be added to the analysis that was done for the meeting. Mr. Kalmer pointed that there was nothing on the
second two plans that exceeded 5%. Mr. Markham asked if the Committee was agreeable to a target of 5%
or less deviation for each Council district. Mr. Bradley suggested decreasing the percentage to 3% and Mr.
Keely thought 5% was sufficient. Mr. Lopata supported using 5% as a target while hoping for a lower number.
Mr. Markham wanted the group to have a consensus on the percentage to avoid any disagreements later and
wanted to remain with the City Solicitor’s recommendation because of its good legal ground. Mr. Bradley
pointed that his drafts did not exceed 3% so he thought it was possible but admitted he was unsure if his
drafts were correct and would support 5%. Mr. Markham said that his drafts had a maximum of 2.5% but
wanted flexibility in case there were more logical boundaries than what was submitted. The Committee
agreed on 5%.
3.

DISCUSSION AND DIRECTION TO STAFF ON FIRST ROUND MAP REVISIONS

Ms. Bensley forwarded all members a memo and provided hard copies that afternoon and
apologized for the delay due to dealing with the circumstances surrounding the untimely passing of
Councilwoman Hughes. In reviewing the seven maps that were submitted, there were some obvious
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standouts:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

No change in existing District 1 and existing District 5
All drafts moved some or all of the northwest corner of the North College Avenue and East
Main Street Intersection from District 6 to District 5 to makeup insufficiencies.
Five drafts returned the portion of District 4 north of the railroad tracks (including Blair Village
and Cherry Hill Manor) to District 1
Four drafts included moving portions of District 3 north of the railroad tracks to District 1
(including Abbottsford, Williamsburg Village, and Barksdale Estates).
Four drafts moved some or all of Newark Preserve from District 3 to District 1
Three drafts moved the northern part of the University Campus between East Main Street
and Delaware Avenue from District 4 to either District 6 or District 2, depending on the plan
Two drafts suggested moving the western blocks between East Main Street and Delaware
Avenue from District 2 to District 6
Three drafts suggested moving the census block with 809 people in it from the University
Campus from District 4 to either District 2 or District 1. Ms. Bensley explained that
unfortunately, there was a sliver of a larger census block that was between the 809 person
census block and the boundary of District 2. The larger census block in between included
1,400 residents
Three moved the southwest portion of District 4 (south of Sunset Road and west of South
College Avenue) to District 3
Two suggested moving the neighborhoods along Capitol Trail, including Stafford, Lumbrook,
Laura’s Glen, and the portion of Windy Hills that was in the City, from District 2 to District 6
Three suggested moving some or part of the area southwest of West Chestnut Hill Road and
South College Avenue from District 3 to District 2
Two suggested moving the area north of South Main Street bounded by the railroad tracks,
including College Park, Rittenhouse Station, and City Hall, from District 4 to District 1

Mr. Markham surmised that the biggest agreement was to move the section from District 6 to
District 5 and asked to start the review with those areas. He hoped that the Committee could cut certain
pieces so less had to be moved around. He asked members to voice any concerns. Mr. Bradley noted that
the task was essentially a large puzzle and asked if it was better to start with a submitted draft. Mr.
Markham confirmed that was his intent because all drafts agreed with movements in Districts 5 and 6.
Ms. Bensley commented that the main difference with the boundary between District 5 and 6 was
there were some drafts who took the entire intersection, including the census blocks that were at zero
and part of the UD campus, and made a clean cut at the intersection. There were other drafts that left the
zero blocks in District 6 and created the boundary along Cleveland Avenue, down to Church Street, and
down New London Road. Either way, the population stayed the same because the blocks that were in
question that were or were not moved all had zero, it was more a matter of how clean the Committee
wanted the line to be. She suggested beginning with the Bradley Plan.
Mr. Ramos displayed the Bradley Plan and said that he would go district by district and would
move lines as directed by the Committee. Ms. Bensley highlighted an area where nearly all members
agreed should move from District 6 to District 5. She pointed to another area and continued that some
members had a clean break at North College and East Main Street while others had a more jagged line to
follow the population. She informed that it was up to the Committee to determine the line’s location
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because it did not change the population either way. Mr. Markham suggested that the line go straight
from North College, straight from Main Street, and always thought it was a benefit for every district to
have part of the commercial district. His suggestion would offer a clean section to District 5 and considered
North College to be a logical boundary. The members agreed to get rid of the jagged lines. Mr. Lopata
added that in the long run, there was very little housing on the east side of New London but since it was
nearly all UD property, it was not likely to get any population in the future. He and Mr. Markham agreed
that the line looked cleaner. Mr. Bradley stated that the minor edit would not change the population
count and Ms. Bensley confirmed. Mr. Markham asked what District 5 would be with the change and Mr.
Ramos replied that the population would be 5,042. Mr. Markham calculated the deviation to be -1.16%
and Mr. Ramos confirmed. There was no further discussion on District 5 and Mr. Markham moved on to
District 6.
Ms. Bensley explained that the version presented for District 6 moved the neighborhoods from
around Capitol Trail from District 6 to District 2 whereas in lieu of that move, other versions expanded the
southern boundary of District 6 across Main Street into either District 4 or District 2 to take in some of the
count in that area. She informed the Committee it was their decision to shift the whole neighborhood or
consider gaining population along the southern edge of the district with denser census blocks which
presented less of a geographic transition. Mr. Bradley asked if road on the display was 273 and Ms. Bensley
corrected that it was Route 2/Capitol Trail. Mr. Lopata asked if Capitol Trail cut through the middle of the
district and Mr. Bradley explained that his line cut straight across but included zero numbers. He asked
Ms. Bensley if she had referred to the area earlier as the University. Ms. Bensley thought that the line may
not have been brought down far enough in the draft but noted it did not change the population. Mr.
Bradley thought that drawing the line down Ogletown Road would be a clean break. Mr. Markham and
Ms. Ford disagreed. Mr. Markham explained that Kirkwood Highway neighborhoods likely had different
interests than the rest of District 6 and the boundary made the district very large for any Councilperson
to get across. Mr. Lopata described Capitol Trail as a natural boundary for decades between the districts
but noted it would not be impossible to move the lines and believed that was why the members got the
additional populations in the other version. Mr. Markham added that the time, Councilwoman Hughes
was living in the area and moving the line would have caused her to be redistricted out of her district.
Ms. Ford lived in the Lumbrook community and informed that Windy Hills was not in the City. The
group explained that half of Windy Hills was in City limits. Mr. Markham asked Mr. Ramos to present the
entirety of District 6 so the members could see how large it ended up being. Mr. Bradley commented that
the adverse would be that one district would have much more of a population than another unless the
discussion was regarding adding District 6 out of District 4 and District 2. Mr. Markham stated that he and
Mr. Lopata had made similar suggestions to take part of Main Street from District 2 versus taking Windy
Hills. Mr. Bradley asked if the reasoning was to keep the area on the east side of Kirkwood Highway in
District 2 and Mr. Lopata confirmed. Mr. Bradley asked if the physical size was why the area would be kept
in District 2. Mr. Markham confirmed and added the community was also a factor. Mr. Bradley asked what
the group meant by community and Mr. Lopata replied that the area had been District 2 for decades. Ms.
Ford added that the area also had a very active community group with Lumbrook, Stafford, and meeting
down to the south, through newsletters and community events. She reiterated that the area had a sense
of community. Mr. Bradley argued that the community would remain the same and the district was simply
a line. Ms. Ford disagreed because the representation mattered. Mr. Kalmer was curious because there
were no people in the area. Mr. Lopata explained that the Committee was discussing Windy Hills,
Lumbrook, and Stafford, not just the zero blocks. Mr. Kalmer misunderstood. Ms. Ford added that the
political representation affected the area because they were a community of homeowners and tax-paying
residents who wanted their interests to be represented. Mr. Bradley agreed but did not want to get into
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a political conversation and explained that he viewed redistricting as numbers and lines. Mr. Markham
informed that although it was difficult to view on the map, there was actually a much larger distance
between where people lived along Kirkwood Highway and where the current District 6 was located. Mr.
Lopata thought a point of difficulty was that there were no roadway connections through White Clay Creek
and the two areas, District 2 and 6, were divided by Capitol Trail as well as the White Clay Creek. He stated
that Ridgewood Glen and the Hunt at Louviers had never been truly considered as part of Lumbrook and
Stafford although that did not mean that they could not be.
Mr. Markham pointed that the map being presented was his own submission for Districts 2 and 6
which took from the other side of Main Street and add it to District 6. Mr. Lopata noted his map was
basically the same as Mr. Markham’s. Ms. Bensley suggested the Committee consider that the City was
about to hold a special election for District 2 using the existing district and it was unknown where the
ultimate winner of the campaign lived so it would be unfortunate to hold a special election to only pass a
map three weeks later that excluded the newly elected Councilperson from their district. She noted that
District 2 was under the population average on the original map and Ms. Ford confirmed. Ms. Bensley
cautioned the Committee on changing District 2 simply not to be in the situation where a newly elected
person was no longer in their own district. Mr. Bradley asked for when the election was scheduled, and
Ms. Bensley replied November 23. Mr. Bradley asked if District 2 boundaries should be touched at all given
the election. Ms. Bensley replied that reapportionment was done every ten years and there was a
provision in the Charter than whoever was elected and was no longer in their district, the represented the
district for the duration of the term. She confirmed that the Councilperson would not be excluded but
pointed that it was not great for building constituent relations if a Councilperson did not live in their
district. Mr. Markham noted the Committee also had a two-month requirement to finish the
reapportionment so the task would be complete before the election and stated that he drafted his maps
based on where the current Councilmembers lived. Mr. Lopata asked if the drafts for Districts 2 and 6
worked in terms of the 5% deviation. Mr. Markham confirmed that one percentage was 2.82% but could
not recall the other and pointed that his draft took population from District 2 so it would have to be given
back. Mr. Lopata noted that Mr. Markham’s draft worked for District 6 and Mr. Markham said that the
deviation was -2.82% and asked what it equated to in terms of people. Mr. Ramos replied that it equaled
148 people.
Mr. Markham asked the Committee for their thoughts on what to do with District 6 and pulling
from District 2. Mr. Ramos presented a map and Mr. Markham explained that the dotted red line
represented the current boundary for District 6, and he wanted to pull from Districts 2 and 4. Ms. Ford
asked Mr. Markham which census blocks he was taking. Mr. Bradley noticed the line came across Main
Street and Mr. Lopata said the line went down Delaware Avenue between Tyre Avenue and Academy
Street. Mr. Markham explained that the presented draft took Academy down to Delaware Avenue over
to Conrad and up so seven people would come out of District 4 and the rest came from District 2. Ms.
Ford asked if the area in question then went to District 6 and Mr. Markham confirmed. Mr. Bradley
understood that the numbers were logical, but he was bothered by coming across Main Street because it
served as a logical boundary line. Mr. Markham agreed that Main Street was a logical boundary and the
same could be said for East Delaware. Mr. Lopata said a line needed to be drawn somewhere. Mr.
Markham said that when he first ran for office in District 6, the District included the UD president’s
residence past Amstel Avenue and Kent Way. Ms. Ford noted the area was now in District 4 and Mr.
Markham confirmed. Mr. Lopata explained the area was part of District 6 two reapportionment cycles
prior in 2006 and Mr. Bradley noted that the district historically jumped around Main Street and Mr.
Lopata confirmed that the area was a struggle.
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Ms. Ford suggested taking from the edges of the largest district and adding it to the surrounding
districts. Mr. Lopata confirmed that was the intent of the draft in question and noted that District 4 was
the biggest by far. Mr. Markham said if the Committee desired taking more from District 4, it was possible
to shift the block west to District 6. Mr. Bradley suggested shifting a block so that it would be contiguous
with Districts 1, 4, and 6. Mr. Ramos explained that he moved from the proposal back through the working
layer, so he would be closing and opening the application to ensure that there was an impact where all of
the suggestions were combined. Mr. Markham asked if the map included what the Committee agreed
upon for District 5. Mr. Ramos replied it was the revised mark up and reminded that the suggestion was
to move some of the areas. Mr. Lopata interjected that there would be a connecting peninsula because a
portion was moved to District 5. Mr. Ramos confirmed, and Mr. Markham noted the area was not very
populated. Mr. Ramos asked if the boundary would end or be altered more and Mr. Bradley asked for the
number equivalent from the previous block. Mr. Ramos explained that every time an adjustment was
made, the program would update the surrounding districts. Mr. Markham noted that District 6 would then
be over 6.35%. Ms. Bensley pointed out that the base map being used in the presented was Mr. Bradley’s
draft and still included the Capitol Trail corridor in District 6. Mr. Bradley asked if the section could be
removed in whatever map was used because the group already agreed that it was coming off.
Ms. Bensley moved to the northeast side of the City to review Districts 2 and 6 and asked Mr.
Ramos to bring the boundary closer to the original line was but without dividing the census blocks. Mr.
Lopata noted that 64 people would be moved. Ms. Bensley asked to return to the Main Street/Delaware
Avenue corridor and stated that the presented draft had District 6 at -9% and District 2 was at +10% with
the proposed change. She asked which blocks should be shifted to other districts and Mr. Bradley asked
for the number needed. Mr. Markham commented the District 2 was still over. Mr. Bradley what number
Mr. Markham had on his markups in an attempt to get the equivalent number. Ms. Bensley replied that
one of the drafts had four blocks at 2040 and another person had the blocks starting at 181 and 7. Mr.
Bradley suggested a move and Mr. Markham noted there was a parking garage and the move was over by
about 3%.
The Committee made various adjustments and Mr. Bradley noted that Districts 2, 5, and 6 were
within the target. Ms. Bensley suggested squaring off the Main Street/Academy Street intersection with
the small 7. Mr. Markham noted that 3 out of the 6 were under 1%. Ms. Ford asked for the final number
on District 6. Mr. Bradley replied 5,065. Mr. Lopata was pleased that numbers were so close to 0%. Mr.
Markham pointed that District 3 was also under.
Ms. Bensley explained that the southern area of District 1 was part of Newark Preserve from the
outside of Munro Road and the remainder of the Preserve would remain with District 3. She suggested
that the Committee consider keeping the entire neighborhood in District 3 or moving it entirely to District
1. Mr. Bradley asked what kind of neighborhood it was because it had 112 occupants, but he did not see
any buildings. Ms. Bensley replied that the area included a few census blocks: 112, 118, and 55 and noted
that the yellow C-shaped area between Casho Mill was the entire neighborhood. Mr. Lopata informed
that 112 was all townhouses on the west side of Casho Mill. Mr. Bradley asked how the townhouses were
accessed and Mr. Lopata replied from Casho Mill Road. Mr. Lopata asked if the suggestion was to leave
the block in District 3 and Ms. Bensley suggested to either leave the whole neighborhood in District 3 or
move it to District 1. Mr. Lopata asked which district was under in the draft map and noted that the area
was new and had no historical pattern. Ms. Bensley was unsure that it mattered to which district the
neighborhood joined, the question was whether it should be split.
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Mr. Markham asked for District 1 to be reverted and Mr. Lopata noted the District 1 would be all
on Barksdale Road. Mr. Bradley asked if it was above the red dotted line. Mr. Lopata confirmed and
informed that the area between CSX Railroad and Barksdale used to be in District 1 but it was flipped back.
Mr. Markham felt that the railroad was a logical place to change and asked if the 112 block was bordered
at the railroad and Ms. Bensley confirmed. Mr. Markham said that he would remove the 112 because it
was difficult to be part of a community that was on the other side of railroad tracks. Mr. Bradley asked
how the move affected the count. Mr. Lopata noted that District 1 was at 3.1%. Mr. Bradley pointed to a
triangle area on the map and requested clarification. Ms. Bensley explained that the area was part of
Thorn Flats and the City annexed around the area so there was a small triangle within the City that was
not actually within Newark city limits. Mr. Markham said the area needed to be ignored and reminded
there had been some discussion on returning some part of College Park to District 4. Mr. Bradley
requested clarification on another area and Mr. Lopata replied that it was Apple Road but was called Old
Barksdale on the draft and was misleading. Ms. Bensley said that area was a lot of student development
and included the complex with Buffalo Wild Wings and the apartments above the Delaware Dance
Company. She described the buildings as mixed use with retail on the bottom floors and apartments on
top. Mr. Lopata said he was confused about the area south of Barksdale Road between the railroad tracks
and Barksdale Road and east of Casho Mill Road; he included the areas in his draft for District 1 and asked
if it was shown in the presentation as part of District 1. Ms. Bensley confirmed. Mr. Lopata noted that the
numbers worked and pointed that it was a politically active district which normally had a good turnout.
He argued that although it was lower by 3.1% in the practical world, it would not matter as much as it
would in another district where there was a large student population with low turnouts. Ms. Bensley
confirmed that even though District 1 was at -3%, it would still be the highest turnout district in the City.
She added that the numbers could not be counted because it was not built out but noted that there was
at least one development on the western side of the City that currently had a 0 population. She continued
that Briarcreek North would be built out and would be a 55 and over community in District 1 off of Valley
Road. Mr. Markham did not think it should be a point of consideration because District 2 had College
Square which would eventually change the population dramatically with the addition of the apartments.
Mr. Lopata asked the if there was a block of 191 on the south side of Madison Drive. Ms. Bensley
explained that the other side of Madison Drive would be the rest of College Park. Mr. Markham thought
the result looked odd and Mr. Lopata pointed that the street was curved. Mr. Markham felt that the whole
district wrapped around in different pieces but acknowledged that it needed to be added. Mr. Lopata
agreed. Mr. Kalmer asked if there was any benefit to have two Councilmembers representing one
neighborhood or if it would be a disaster. Mr. Markham believed it would cause confusion and Mr. Lopata
felt that unless there was line between the two for the districts, it could not be done. Ms. Bensley
interjected that from an elections perspective, she found that splitting a neighborhood caused more
confusion than anything else, especially with candidates seeking nominating petitions. She explained that
the City ended up kicking back petitions because the endorsing residents did not reside in the candidate’s
district. She added that there was also confusion around election time because neighbors would speak to
one another about polling places and would travel together only to learn they had to vote at a different
polling location. She reiterated that dividing a neighborhood caused confusion from an elections
perspective.
Mr. Lopata asked to see a draft with Thorn Lane moved from District 3 to District 4. Ms. Ford
explained that she was slightly confused because she initially approached the issue by acknowledging that
District 4 was over by 34.97%. Mr. Markham pointed that some blocks had been taken from District 4
already. Mr. Ramos displayed the draft and Mr. Lopata realized that District 4 was too high. Ms. Ford
pointed that District 4 was too high to start. Mr. Lopata suggested returning to Madison Drive and
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removing the other side around the park. Mr. Bradley asked if he was removing the 53 block. Mr. Lopata
confirmed and wanted to see the results with just the 191 block added. Mr. Markham stated that the
result put District 3 under and asked about the impact to District 4. Mr. Keely stated that District 4 was
4.61% and Mr. Lopata agreed that it worked. Mr. Markham maintained that the number was still over.
Mr. Bradley suggested adding more to District 3 from District 4. Mr. Markham asked how much District 3
needed and Mr. Lopata replied that District 3 did not need anything, and Mr. Markham estimated maybe
92 people to make the results perfect. Mr. Ramos pointed to some additional census blocks that could be
moved and Ms. Bensley agreed. Mr. Lopata asked if a result was +2.45% and Mr. Markham confirmed.
Mr. Lopata asked Ms. Bensley for her opinion on the draft. She felt that the presented map made
more sense than the previous map and commended the Committee for their attempt to make clean lines,
keep neighborhoods whole, and even where the lines were more jagged, it made sense around where the
University campus line was versus the neighborhoods, as with the border between Districts 2 and 4. She
pointed that the border on the western edge of District 4 was still curve but made College Park a whole
neighborhood in one district. She referred to earlier comments where each district would have a portion
of the business district and confirmed that if the group was expansive in the definition of business district
and included Main Street, South Main Street, and Elkton Road, then each district received a portion. She
felt that the map hit many good points.
Mr. Bradley asked if the 7 block was removed from District 2 and added it to District 6 then the
result would be closer without drastic action. Mr. Lopata and Ms. Ford agreed that the goal had been
achieved. Mr. Bradley pointed that the results would be slightly better, and Mr. Markham suggested that
if the group was to concentrate on a particular district then it should be District 1 followed by District 4
because District 1 was still outside the 3% target. Mr. Bradley continued that there were not many logical
places from which to pull. Mr. Markham said that there were less than 100 people. Mr. Lopata informed
that because of how Delaware annexed, the outside boundaries would always look bizarre because
annexation was by request of the property owners and the parcels were not comprised of smooth lines.
Mr. Kalmer suggested that the draft be saved as a potential and noted that of 5,226 people in
District 4, there were at least 3,000 students; he asked if there would be an issue. Mr. Lopata doubted the
student population was that high and it was common in other districts because so many students lived
off-campus. Mr. Kalmer explained that he was looking at the two 1,400 amounts in the district. Ms.
Bensley added that there was another 800 block as well and shared that the issue had been posed to
Council at the start of the process. Upon her review of the 2011 documents, the last Committee asked if
future consideration should be given to more equally dividing the students and student housing among
districts. She continued that the question was posted to Council prior to organizing the Committee and
Council chose to rely on the numbers and their results. Mr. Kalmer said that he asked because one of the
points of interest was not to give too much power to a small group. He assumed students did not vote
often in City elections and asked if the move concentrated the power with a few people in the center of
Newark. Mr. Markham commented as a former Councilperson and explained that he was jealous because
it was easy to cross the district but there were ancillary issues that made up for the size; he considered it
a balance.
Ms. Ford requested a district by district comparison of end population counts. Mr. Bradley asked
what type of turnout the City had with the students and Ms. Bensley replied that the turnout was very
low because the City used the State of Delaware voter registration rolls, so voters had to be registered in
the State of Delaware to be a registered voter in the City of Newark. She explained that students were
able to change their voter registration but then they could not vote in their home states. As a result, there
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was not typically a high student turnout unless there was a student on the ballot and even then, it was a
larger percentage than normal but not a large percentage overall. Mr. Lopata explained that because of
the University’s decision to house half of their student body and the changes in the way that off-campus
housing had been constructed, there was North Campus which varied between Districts 5 and 6, the
Towers were gone, and the dorms on Hillside Road were demolished and were not considered in the
present count but would be reoccupied. He pointed that it was not out of the realm of possibility that the
STAR Campus may wind up with housing in the southern part of the City in District 3 and emphasized that
there was student housing throughout the City where there was once none. He continued that prior
student housing had been converted to market rate rentals such as College Square and declared that 20
years ago, no one would have dreamed that students would be living at the Waverly Place by Home Depot.
He thought it was difficult to solve the problem posed by Mr. Kalmer because the students kept moving
around. Ms. Bensley interjected that if one considered the last ten years of development, there was more
density in many districts as far as student housing:
•
•
•
•

District 2 - Benny Street/Chapel Street corridor
District 3 - The Waverly at Suburban Plaza
District 6 - One Easton (the new apartment building by the Newark Shopping Center)
District 5 – New townhouses along New London Road

Ms. Bensley continued that while there was a lot of on-campus housing concentrated in District
4, with the exception of District 1 where The Railyard would eventually open and bring more students,
each district received a portion of students when considering off-campus housing with the current draft.
Mr. Markham revealed that students ran and won on Council and his own predecessor was a grad student,
Kevin Vonck. He asked to review the whole map, the population for each district, and the percent of
deviation for each. Mr. Ramos said that he would add the deviation on pop-up as well.
•
•
•
•
•
•

District 1 – population 4,943, -158 people, -3.1% deviation
District 2 – population 5,192, +91 people, +1.78% deviation
District 3 – population 5,129, +28 people, +0.55% deviation
District 4 – population 5,226, +125 people, +2.45% deviation
District 5 – population 5,042, -59 people, -1.16% deviation
District 6 – population 5,072, -29 people, -0.57% deviation

Mr. Markham asked the Committee for their input on the draft. Mr. Bradley was very comfortable
with the result. Mr. Kalmer was also comfortable but admitted it was possible that he did not know
enough to object; he was satisfied from numbers standpoint and thought it was reasonable from a line
drawing standpoint. Mr. Lopata thought the Committee had done a great job and thanked Mr. Ramos.
Ms. Ford considered the changes to be minimal but wanted to review the map one last time. Mr. Markham
agreed that minimal changes were made but admitted that the draft was not perfect, but areas had been
corrected so that residents were not left hanging and neighborhoods and communities were kept
together using natural boundaries. He was pleased with the end product. He asked if the public review of
the maps would be held during a meeting or if public comment would be allowed through some other
direction. Ms. Bensley spoke to other jurisdictions and learned that some offered a written public
comment period where the staff would post the maps to the City’s site and make them available in the
Municipal Building. The public could review the maps over a period of time with a deadline and could
submit written comments to the Committee as far as suggested changes. She said the practice was
popular in other places because the Committee could review the comments and look at the changes to
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determine their effects. She said the Committee could choose a one week or ten-day comment period
prior to the next meeting in two weeks, opt to return in two weeks to review the comments and make
suggested changes, or approve the maps as they were. She thought if the Committee gave the public the
opportunity to review the maps on their own and submit written comments, then the Committee had
concrete items for consideration and provided a more streamlined process. If the Committee opted for
written public comment, she would get the maps from Mr. Ramos and post them online for public review
and open comment period. She said the Committee would need to give the Department of Elections a few
days’ notice prior to the next meeting so they could work with any comments and determine how changes
would affect the maps. She suggested a 7- to 10-day comment period would be appropriate with open
public comment at the next meeting. Mr. Lopata noted that Council would also have a public hearing and
Ms. Bensley reminded that in 2011, a pair of Councilmembers prepared an alternate set of maps for
consideration. Ms. Bensley understood there was interest in Council to meet and discuss the
recommendations and bring forward any suggestions they might have before moving to an actual
ordinance for approval. She revealed that with the special election, there would be additional canceled
meetings in November so finding an opportunity for Council to review the maps would be difficult but
worst case scenario would allow for public comment at the Committee meetings as well as the Council
meeting when the ordinance was scheduled for adoption. Mr. Markham asked if there was public
comment at the last Reapportionment Committee session ten years ago and Ms. Bensley did not believe
any public attended. Mr. Lopata confirmed that public comment never came up; the Committee sent the
recommendation to Council and Council wanted some changes and produced alternative maps. Mr.
Markham said he was trying to determine the appropriate time for open comment and Mr. Lopata asked
Mr. Ramos if ten days was reasonable because the next meeting was two weeks from that day. Mr.
Markham suggested the Committee could skip a meeting and reconvene in a month. Ms. Ford wanted to
meet in two weeks and Mr. Lopata agreed in order to give Council an opportunity for discussion. Mr.
Markham proposed a ten-day comment period.
MOTION BY MR. MARKHAM, SECONDED BY MR. LOPATA: THAT THERE BE A TEN-DAY PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD.
MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 5 to 0.
Aye:
Kalmer, Lopata, Bradley, Ford, Markham.
Nay: 0.
Absent: Keely, Sequeira.
Ms. Bensley said that she would coordinate with the Department of Elections to post the maps the
following day so the comment period could begin.
4.

NEXT MEETING SCHEDULED: OCTOBER 13, 2021
There were no further questions and the meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m.

Renee K. Bensley, CMC
Director of Legislative Services
City Secretary
/ns
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CITY OF NEWARK
DELAWARE
REAPPORTIONMENT COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
October 13, 2021
Those present at 6:00 p.m.:
Presiding:

Chairman Stu Markham, District 6

Members:

John Kalmer, At-Large
Corinth Ford, District 2 (arrived 6:50 p.m.)
Scott Bradley, District 3
Linda Sequeira, District 4
Paul Keely, District 5

Absent:

Roy Lopata, District 1

Staff:

Renee Bensley, City Secretary

Guests:

Anthony Albence, State Election Commissioner
Tracey Dixon, Department of Elections – New Castle County Director
David Gilefski, Department of Elections – New Castle County Deputy Director
Chris Ramos, Director of IT for the Department of Elections

The meeting was called to order by Chairman, Stu Markham at 6:00 p.m.
1.

APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 29, 2021 MEETING MINUTES
MOTION BY MR. KEELY, SECONDED BY MR. BRADLEY: TO APPROVE THE SEPTEMBER 29, 2021
MEETING MINUTES.
MOTION PASSED. VOTE: 5 to 0.
Aye:
Kalmer, Bradley, Keely, Markham, Sequeira.
Nay: 0.
Absent: Lopata, Ford.

2.

REVIEW OF WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMITTED REGARDING NEW COUNCIL DISTRICT LINES

Mr. Markham welcomed members of the public. He informed the committee would take census
numbers provided by the Federal Government to the state, to the Department of Elections and given to the
committee and the job of the committee was to balance the City into six equally districts in terms of
populations. He reminded all the City lost population due to the pandemic and most likely, undercounts. He
informed these are the numbers that have to be used. He stated the goal was to be within 5% of 5,101. At
the previous meeting the committee was within 5%, but that District 4 had some challenges remaining.
Mr. Markham moved to the screen of the original map. He stated District 6 was nearly perfect and
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did not need any modifications. He explained the following; District 5 was under 11% which was a little less
than 600; District 1 was down about 1,400 people; District 2 was done about 500; District 3 was over by
approximately 500; and the middle of the City was over by about 1,700. It was the committee’s task to readjust the map. Mr. Markham asked the last map to be displayed. He reminded all this was how the
committee ended up. He noted that although District 6 was within 5 people, part of the District moved to
District 5 to satisfy what District 5 needed; therefore, it left District 6 lacking. Therefore, part of District 4 went
to District 6 to bring their numbers down and adjustments were made to District 1 to take from District 3.
Logical boundaries were used such as the railroad tracks, roads, creeks and other such landmarks. When
looking at the numbers alone, everything works. Mr. Markham noted the final map depicts some rather large
challenges (1,400, 1,400 and 400) and reminded that census blocks cannot be split. He explained just between
the University (UD) itself there are 3,200 people, and that presented a challenge to the committee to
determine how to move people out.
Mr. Markham suggested before general public comment, to ask if there were any people present
that had any comments other than changing District 4. There were no comments.
Ms. Bensley asked Mr. Markham if he wanted the current comments read into the public record or
should specific changes be addressed by referencing them on the specific maps. Mr. Markham asked if the
committee had any thoughts or comments. Mr. Kalmer believed some of the comments made were positive
comments and not requesting changes or concerns. Mr. Kalmer asked Ms. Bensley to read the negative
comments or concerns and go from there.
Ms. Bensley stated the first comment submitted was from Representative Paul Baumbach, District 5.
•

“I don't have the software to analyze my three-way swap suggestion, which I feel makes the
districts a bit more compact and logical. I suspect that District 4 should extend all the way west to
Casho Mill Road (and south to Elkton Rd), and thus include all of the Flats north of Elkton Road.
The current line divides the communities which border and share Dickey Park, and would combine
the Westfield, Gateway, and Victoria Mews communities with the Flats and College Park
communities. This would of course cut the population of District 3, which I address later. To
balance this, District 4 could end on the east at Academy Street (boosting District 2), District 2
could end on the south at Christina Parkway (balancing that earlier boost), and District 3 could
gain all of the city south of Christina Parkway (balancing the earlier reduction). Again, I do not
know the population in the three segments that I am suggesting being shifted, however this
appears to make the districts more compact, and would reduce the division of the communities
between District 4 & 3. I appreciate the committee's consideration of these thoughts. Please do
not hesitate to reach out if you have any questions about this suggestion.” Thank you.

Mr. Markham asked if there were any comments from the committee on Representative Baumbach’s
suggestion. He referenced Academy Street and that would mean 2,200 people would move from District 4 to
District 2. He was not certain if the other suggestion would balance that. Ms. Bensley stated there was a draft
map that reflected this suggestion. Mr. Bradley believed the percentages were way off altogether. (33%,
34%). Mr. Markham stated he appreciated the tool available from the Department of Elections as it assisted
greatly and believed the process would be very lengthy if this tool were not available.
Mr. Markham continued and said that District 4 would be 1,700 under; District 2 would be 1,700
over; District 3 would be 285 and the other Districts would not change. He asked if the committee would like
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to consider anything from Representative Baumbach’s public comment. Mr. Markham believed there were
changes to make but believed that would be much more of a “scalpel” type change than a bulk change.
Ms. Bensley stated the next public comment was from Will Hurd, District 2.
•

“The new districts look logical and clean. When producing maps for review the legend needs to be
larger. It was very hard to find the key to know what the red dotted lines and blue lines meant.”
Ms. Bensley said the next comment was from Tom Coleman, non-resident, City Manager.

•

“I would recommend including Dickey Park in District 4. This park generally serves as the open space
for the College Park neighborhood and was originally planned as a later phase of College Park before
being acquired by the City for parkland. As it is currently proposed the Council person for the
neighborhood wouldn’t also cover the parkland nearly encircled by the neighborhood. Since the park
doesn’t have any residents this change should not impact the population assigned to either district.
Thank you for your consideration.”

Mr. Kalmer believed it to be a reasonable comment. He was not considering the park around nonvoting blocks. He asked if anyone else had an issue with this. Mr. Markham asked if it was truly a zero
population or was there a census block that gets included. Ms. Bensley said there was a census block with it
because that block runs from the service road of Madison Drive over to Thorn Lane. The residents who were
counted on that side of Thorn Lane were included in that census block but it was only a shift of what she
believed to be 53 people. Mr. Bradley believed it logically made sense to include the park for the community.
After discussion, all committee members agreed, but Mr. Markham reminded all it comes down to the
numbers. Therefore, 53 people were added to District 4 and 53 taken away from District 3.
Ms. Bensley said the next comment was from Cliff Schauble, no address included.
•

“I support the Reapportionment draft map.”
Ms. Bensley said the next comment was from Kyle Shea, no address included.

•

“Hello, I think some consideration should be given to the deviation between Districts 1 and 4. The
deviation between these is greater than 5%; though this may be statutorily allowed I think they
should be more equal than this. I also think that Districts 3 and 4 could likely be divided differently so
the percentage of Black and percent of Asian are more evenly distributed.”

Mr. Markham said the committee had basically been blind to any demographics either race, gender,
anything along those lines. Personally, he believed that could get the commission into trouble, in terms of
how the committee redistributed people. The committee concurred. Mr. Markham further said he does not
see any specific request for changes there. Ms. Bensley confirmed there was not a draft done map for that
suggested change.
Ms. Bensley said the next comment was from Elisa Diller, District 3.
•

“I would like to express my support for the proposed Reapportionment map especially for the
reconfiguration of District 1. All of the communities along Barksdale Road have more in common with
each other as opposed to the communities in District 3 such as Academy Hill. It is helpful for those
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communities along Barksdale Road who were in District 3 from 2010 to present to be moved back to
District 1 because of our common problems and concerns.”
Mr. Markham confirmed there was no suggested change. Ms. Bensley confirmed.
Ms. Bensley said the next comment was from John Morgan, District 1
•

“On the whole I think the map for the new boundaries of the six districts is pretty much okay. The
restoration of the region between Barksdale and the CSX trainline to District 1 makes sense
geographically and historically since this region was part of District 1 before the last reapportionment
ten years. I do however believe that District 4 should include more long term residents in Old Newark
and fewer UD students living on campus which should make it a bit easier to find residents from
District 4 who are willing and able to represent this district on the City’s boards and commissions.”
Mr. Markham stated this was an overall comment, no specifics. Ms. Bensley confirmed.
Ms. Bensley said the next comment was from Ann Morrison, District 4.

•

“The new district map is concerning for this much change to District 4. I feel looking at the percent of
voter turnout in each district is as important as the population of the district. If District 4 already has
a low voter turnout withdrawing voters from the district does not make sense. Redrawing these
district lines appears much more complex than just looking at the population number in each
district.”
Mr. Markham stated this was an overall comment about the makeup of District 4.

Ms. Bensley said the next comment was from Helga Huntley, District 1 and has a map associated with
this comment.
•

“Overall, the Reapportionment Committee has done a nice job keeping the bulk of the current
districts together and drawing boundaries along major dividing features like major roads and the
railroad. My main concern is really about District 4, which consists almost entirely of the UD
campus, plus a few roads with almost exclusively student housing, plus a road or two of
permanent residents. Given that the student population of Newark has historically not
participated in city government at the same level as permanent residents, this design for the
district could make it challenging to find candidates, both for City Council and for the many boards
and commissions, especially candidates with work experience. Therefore, I would recommend
that the student population be split between districts. To capture this, I recommend that age be
added to the demographic categories being considered, in addition to the race/ethnicity ones. I
would suggest looking at drawing the eastern boundary of District 4 along Academy St.,
incorporating anything east of there and north of Courtney into District 2. This will add lots of new
people to District 2. In exchange, neighborhoods south of Courtney/Ashley, west of Chapel, north
of the railroad could be given (back) to District 4. If further compensation is needed, the area
south of Christina Parkway could be given to District 3. At this point, it is likely that District 4 is
still too small, and District 3 is too large. So, the neighborhoods east of Apple and north of the
railroad should be moved (back) to District 4. There is also a little flexibility in trading a small area
to District 1 (which is a little low on numbers in the current plan), maybe the development south
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of the railroad and west of Casho Mill? Thank you for considering these suggestions.”
Mr. Markham said District 4 was 928 under and District 3 was 629 under. The 5% goal that the
commission has which they believe to be legally defensible is 255. Therefore, in District 2 there was a large
disparity. He asked if the committee had any comments.
Mr. Kalmer stated one of the questions he asked at the end of the previous meeting had to do with
that huge population of students in District 4. One of the things he added was that he did not know enough
whether that benefits students in some way or is a non-benefit and a detriment to non-students. He also
believed that City residents are complaining more about a seven story building being built in downtown
Newark. He suspected that when Newark Code was written there may not have been consideration given to
this fact. He introduced this because there does not seem to be concern about the student population today,
but that could change over time based on changes in circumstances and believed perhaps that problem
should be addressed during this process. His main question was whether the committee was concerned about
the large student population. Mr. Markham believed there was always concern about the large population of
students. He reminded most of the buildings referenced are UD buildings so the Zoning Code is moot. Mr.
Markham reminded whatever change is made; the population still must be balanced. Mr. Markham asked if
there were any further comments from the committee.
Mr. Markham returned to the public comment portion of the meeting. Mr. Keely agreed it was not
workable as it was two large population swings. Mr. Bradley agreed as well as did Ms. Sequeira. Mr. Bradley
(6:27:17) requested background on what would happen in District 4 during elections with student populations
and how many come out and vote and what exactly was the impact. He asked how many students are
currently in District 4. Ms. Bensley stated the census reported there were approximately 3,600. Mr. Markham
reminded all if students wanted to vote they have to change the registration to Delaware and give up their
voter registration in their hometown/state. Therefore, it was unusual for students to do so. Mr. Markham
reminded the committee the census refers to people and it does not reference voter status.
Ms. Sequeira asked if it was possible to look at voter trends over the last decade. If the voting
population in District 4 was 1,000 and the voting population in District 1 is 2,000 then the representation was
off. Mr. Markham said that cannot be used for determining, as we reference the voter rolls, not the census.
He continued that District 1 historically has a very large turnout and District 6 was large but probably had a
much smaller turnout than District 1. However, it was also apparent when looking at District 5 there were
1,100 students near Hollowell Drive. Race Street got moved into that District therefore, that would account
for more; and there are chunks other places as well (One Easton - 544) in District 6 and other places around
the City. Ms. Bensley confirmed the City Charter stated that census data must be used.
Mr. Keely believed it makes sense to use census data but it also made sense to consider
representation if it did not hurt what the committee was charged with. Mr. Markham concurred but stressed
there must be a balance.
Ms. Bensley stated the next public comment was from Jim Parks, District 4.
•

“My name is Jim Parks. I am a long time Newark resident and live in District 4, at 44 Townsend Rd.
The proposed new voting district maps for the City of Newark were published today. As a resident
of Old Newark, I was particularly concerned that under the published proposal most of our
neighborhood has been removed from the traditional center city district (District 4) and divided
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between District 2 and District 3. The article stated that as currently drawn the proposed District
4 will be dominated by students due to a shift of dormitories from Districts 1 and 5 (closure of
Rodney, Dickinson, and the Towers) to District 4 (newly constructed dorms along Academy
Street). To compensate we are being pushed out of the central city district and into Districts 2 and
3. This produces a geographically distorted District 4 that begins to look a lot like a
gerrymandering. The article also stated that the census results were known to be distorted due
to most of the University of Delaware students having gone home for the semester due to COVID.
Additionally, the University has apparently compounded the error by reporting data for students
living on campus but not those off campus. The charter for the reapportionment committee
clearly states that "Each district shall be formed of contiguous territory and as little change as
practically possible shall be made in prior boundary lines". To me making such a drastic change in
district boundaries based on a census know to be flawed due to the COVID situation is a serious
error. Our neighborhood is quite close to the center of town and I think it makes much more sense
to keep Old Newark in District 4. Then take the section of District 3 that is between Apple Rd. and
Orchard Rd. and move it to District 4 and move the section of District 4 that is west of S. Main
St./Elkton Rd. to District 3 to compensate. If necessary District 2 could be expanded somewhat to
the west as well to compensate for the student influx into District 4 (although my guess would be
District 2 was probably undercounted due to the aforementioned COVID effects on the 2020
census. The Post raised the possibility that a UD student could conceivably take advantage of low
turnout to win election to a seat on Council. I have nothing personally against students but I am
not sure this would be a desirable outcome for our neighborhood.”
Mr. Markham stated under this potential scenario, one was under by 158 which was within the
acceptable percentage. District 4 would be too small. He also stated a District 4 Councilperson, who is in her
first year lived in that district. That Councilperson was the City’s first black, female Councilperson and he has
difficulty when trying to encourage diversity and inclusion to oust her out of her district. Ms. Sequiera agreed
with Mr. Markham. The committee agreed with Mr. Markham.
Ms. Bensley stated the next public comment was from Jim and Carol McKelvey, District 4.
•

“Rationale for drawing new Districts Boundaries. We understand that this redistricting is required
by law and that there are certain limits in the numbers of people in each district. Our question
centers on the limits and rational for the boundaries. If we understand the maps we have been
looking at, Winslow Road has been chosen as a boundary line. This separates us from our good
neighbors across the street. The expansion in other directions, if I understand the requirements,
includes residents with differing concerns than ours. Wondering how a Council member for this
new district can represent such diversity, fairly. What is a census block? How is a census block
delineated? We hope to find answers to these questions on Wednesday, at the meeting. Jim and
Carol McKelvey P.S. Looks like a really tough job, you have. Good luck and Thanks for doing it. Jim”
Ms. Bensley reported there were no additional written comments.
Mr. Markham opened the discussion to questions from the public.

Carol McKelvey, District 4, stated she understood the concern about her Councilperson but she
did not think that the Councilperson’s race or her sex should be taken into consideration when making
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the choices for how the districts are going to be made up. She believed that to be inappropriate as much
as she valued her Councilperson’s choice to serve the district; but she reiterated that she does not think
it was appropriate to draw that into the consideration. Mr. Markham rephrased his response and said to
Ms. McKelvey that he is not going to oust a sitting Councilwoman from her seat.
Margaret Ann O’Rourke, District 3, soon to be District 1. She stated she had no objection to that
change or anything. She has not reviewed the data previously but would like to know if she can ask what
the number “unassigned” means and also she stated she was surprised to know that students are counted
in a census. She believed they are basically transients; so, she was not certain on the rationale behind
that. Mr. Markham said he believed unassigned was the County and Mr. Ramos, Department of Elections
clarified this. Anthony Albence, Election Commissioner stated the number 989,000 was the whole state
population, everything inside of the City of Newark was approximately 30,000 and that was why the
959,000 was unassigned. Mr. Markham stated it was his understanding that students are considered full
time residents while they are here. Ms. Bensley stated the census counted everyone based on where they
reside on April 1st of the census year. When looking at Newark census data, the big blocks on campus are
the numbers that UD reports as an institutional residential area to the Census Bureau. For off campus
housing, the residents are responsible for responding to the census on their own as any other resident
would be. That was where you see some of the areas that are potentially undercounted because April 1st
of 2020, was two weeks after COVID and disrupted people’s lives. There was a lot of people that had left
campus housing or were not responding to census efforts.
Mr. Bradley asked if UD automatically reports their on-campus housing and if a student lives off
campus it was their responsibility to fill out the census. Ms. Bensley stated if a student lived off campus it
was their responsibility to fill out the census as it would be for any other resident. Mr. Bradley noted that
the on-campus count was likely more accurate than the off-campus count.
Carol McKelvey, District 4, commented on the student count of 1,439 that were residing in town
when UD closed the dorms. Yet, UD chooses to say they were residents.
3.

NEXT STEP IN THE PROCESS

a.
Mr. Markham wished to comment on the current proposal. He noted that he believed the
committee agreed that Dickey Park belonged with Madison Drive and wanted to cover that first. In order
to try to deal with the students versus full time residents, he suggested to come down Academy Street to
include the 12 the 0 past Lovett and there was 809 and include the 6 and there cannot be any islands that
are sitting out by themselves. This would encompass the move from District 4 to District 2. Mr. Markham
continued; East Park Place 36 and 58 move from District 2 to District 4. That eliminated the island. District
2 will be at 529 and District 4 was very low. So, starting at Apple and put it back into District 4 which will
basically go across West Park Place. The counts were still a little low. He suggested adding in another
section (he did not mention specifics) which brought District 4 into an acceptable range and was within
the 255. However, District 3 and District 2 are not in acceptable ranges. So, he suggested a modification
to bring a section and add it to District 3, the numbers are fine for both Districts 3 and 4; and District 2 is
still slightly too large.
Mr. Bradley asked if the 36 above the 45 was the same type of residential area. Mr. Markham
believed it was. Mr. Bradley asked if that should be included in District 3. Mr. Markham stated he had
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heard that in the past Kells Avenue used to be split; however, there was a chance if they modify that Kells
Avenue could be split on either side. He was not certain that was a positive. He added if it was removed,
that would be 92 and it was added he was not certain it would work. Mr. Bradley was saying add the 36
across the street. Mr. Markham noted that would result in an island. The committee agreed that District
3 was acceptable. They also agreed that District 4 was ok. District 1 remained ok; and Districts 5 and 6 are
still within the acceptable parameters. However, there was 128 too many District 2. So, he suggested
taking 181 and return it back to District 4; but that would not work because it will be an island.
Ms. Ford arrived and informed the Committee that she had a conflict and would recuse herself
from any possible vote. She then left the meeting.
After some more minor modifications, Mr. Markham asked the committee to opine on the
suggested modifications as the numbers are within reason. He added that the proposal can certainly be
tweaked some more if the committee had suggestions. Mr. Bradley said the only question he would have
been in the center of town where the 10 and 204 (that belonged to District 6) and he asked if it would
make any sense or work if those three census blocks were in District 4. Ms. Bensley noted that the blocks
in question that moved from District 4 from District 6 are all UD campus. If the committee was trying to
shift some of that out of District 4 then that would be a way to do so. Mr. Keely said he liked it a lot but
his only concern were the things that were moved down between Main Street and Delaware Avenue. He
was not familiar with that community and would the residents be concerned with changing districts. Mr.
Markham stated back in 2010 District 6 went down to Kent Way. He confirmed that Washington House
has 181 and will become part of the District 4 as well.
b.
Mr. Bradley asked if the committee agreed to this map as it was now, what would the
next step in the process. Mr. Markham said the committee would vote on approving it and sending it to
Council. The committee could do another public comment, but that would mean Council would only have
one opportunity for public comment. The Council agenda would be published Monday. Ms. Bensley said
currently there was a tentative slot on Monday’s agenda for Council if the committee made their decision
at this meeting. If not, the item would be removed from the agenda. However, she added because of the
cancellation of meetings for the special election for District 2, the first reading would take place at the
November 8th Council meeting, which meant the ordinance would have to be finished to go out with the
Council packet on November 1st. The second reading of the ordinance and public hearing would be at the
December 13th Council meeting. If the committee made their decision at this meeting, there will be
opportunities for public comment at the October 18th meeting as well as the December 13th meeting. If
the committee does not make their decision tonight, then the Reapportionment Committee would meet
again in two weeks and a decision would have to be made at that juncture for maps to be approved by
year end. She would suggest since Council meetings are virtual and more folks may be able to access
public comment opportunities through Council meetings versus coming to the Reapportionment
Committee meetings, since hybrid was not currently an option, but it was entirely up to the committee
whether or not they decide to approve this recommendation to move forward to Council this evening.
Mr. Bradley asked Mr. Markham what option would be best to generate the most public
comment. Mr. Markham said it was his opinion that the committee has addressed the majority of the
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requests for change. He does not believe that any changes went against the positives. He believes this
process was more successful than the past effort because whole sections have been reunited.
MOTION BY MR. BRADLEY, SECONDED BY MR. KEELY: TO APPROVE THE MAP AS PRESENTED.
Mr. Markham called the question to approve the Newark 016 Proposal 2 map as arranged tonight.
Aye:
Kalmer, Bradley, Ford, Markham, Sequeira.
Nay: 0.
Absent: Lopata.
Recused: Ford.
Ms. Bensley said the last set of minutes will not be formally approved as the committee would not
be meeting to just approve minutes. However, she stated she will send out a draft for the committee’s review.
Mr. Markham asked Ms. Bensley to provide a deadline for comments on the draft meeting minutes.
The meeting adjourned at 7:02 p.m.

Renee K. Bensley, CMC
Director of Legislative Services
City Secretary
/tas
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