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On December 5, 2000, the Common Council adopted Substitute Resolution No. 57862, 1.D.
28443, which established an ad hoc committee to review Common Council size and the City of
Madison ward and district boundaries. There are State Statute imposed time limits that require
specific actions within a short period of time, once the 2000 population count becomes available.
These time limits require the Committee to proceed with their charge as soon as possible, but to

still take measures to ensure public input.

On the basis of several working sessions, and a public hearing held on April 4, 2001, to obtain

citizen input, the Committee recommends the following:

1. The boundaries of the City of Madison aldermanic districts and the Dane County

. L Need . . i . .
supervisory districts shatl-not continue to be coterminous within the City of Madison,,

2. The number of aldermanic districts should remain the same at 20 districts, and any
questions with respect to the pay of the Common Council members should be referred
back to the Common Council for appropriate disposition without a recommendation from

this Committee.

The Ad Hoc Reapportionment and Redistricting Committee appointments were approved by the
Common Council on February 20, 2001. The Committee began meeting on February 22, 2001.

The Committee held several working sessions and a public hearing seeking input to assist the
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Committee to determine if the boundaries of the new aldermanic districts should be the same and
match the boundaries of the new Dane County Board supervisory districts within the City of
Madison. The Committee also held the public hearing to assist them in determining whether the
size of the Common Council should remain the same at 20 members or be increased or |

decreased.

The Committee held a public hearing on April 4, 2001. The Committee heard testimony from ,fg’
individuals, including members of the Common Council and the County Board.
Overwhelmingly, the opinion of those testifying at the public hearing supported retaining the
Common Council at its current size of 20 seats. The feedback from the City alderpersons that
testified at the public hearing indicated that there was presently a substantial workload and any
increase in constituency would reduce théir ability to respond effectively to constituents’
concerns and their ability to serve on various committees and commissions. There was concern
expressed that citizen participation, access to local government, as well as campaigning for
aldermanic district seats would be more difficult if the size of the Common Council was reduced.
This would lead to the notion of professional Common Council that would defeat or diminish the
sense of personal contact between alders and their constituents. It was noted that individuals
interested in running for Council seats would diminish if the job of Common Council members
became even more demanding with larger districts. Concerns were expressed that larger
aldermanic districts would increase the cost of running for seats and discourage qualified

candidates from the process.

There was some testimony indicating that an increase in pay level for Common Council

members would be an unlikely and unpopular proposal.

There was testimony supporting the retention of communities of interest and existing
neighborhood groups without further dividing these constituencies. Some felt in order to keep the
city vibrant and ensure access to local officials that the Common Council size of 20 seats or
more should be the goal. Some speakers advocated a much larger Common Council, but
realizing that the County Board would unlikely change their intended recommendation to reduce

the total of 37 County supervisory districts within Dane County.
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The majority of speakers did not have a strong opinion as to whether the aldermanic and
supervisory districts should continue to be coterminous. Many felt that separate supervisory
district boundaries and aldermanic district boundaries within the City of Madison would have
very little impact. It was noted by some that such an arrangement would result in some voter
confusion on Election Day and result in more complicated ballots. Overall, the consensus of the
speakers was that the benefits of retaining 20 aldermanic districts within the City of Madison
outweighed the desire to reduce the Common Council size to match the coterminous supervisory

districts that would be required by the County’s recommendation for 37 districts within the

County.

After considerable discussion, the Committee arrived at a consensus that the Common Council
should remain the same at 20 seats and the goal of retaining coterminous districts would not be

possible given the County’s 37 supervisory district preference.

The Committee received information from Planning Unit staff that based upon the year 2000
Census data, an 18 district option results in an average population of 11,559 residents per district.
A 19-district option results in an average population of 10,950 residents per district. Maintaining
a 20-district option results in an average population of 103 03 residents per district. A 22-district
option results in the average population of residents per district. Planning staff were
directed to proceed with the preparation of at least 3 suggested aldermanic district plans for the
Committee’s consideration. The Committee decided that to enhance public participation that they

will begin holding meetings in the evening hours during the next phase of this process.

Respectfully submitted,

Bill Roberts
Planner IV
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This is the second report of the City of Madison Ad Hoc Redistricting and Reapportionment
Committee to the Common Council. The first report presented on April 17, 2001 recommended
that the number of Aldermanic Districts should remain the same at 20 seats. The Common
Council accepted this recommendation and further directed the Committee to proceed with an
Aldermanic redistricting plan based on 20 Aldermanic Districts.

Department of Planning and Development staff prepared and presented two primary alternative
Aldermanic District plans and multiple variations of each of these plans. In addition, a plan was
provided by a citizen that was also plotted and mapped for Committee consideration. Staff
prepared additional plans in response to feedback from neighborhood groups and specific
Alderpersons.

The Committee held a public hearing on May 9, 2001 and received input from several speakers.
Following the public hearing, staff made further adjustments to the plans and prepared two
additional Aldermanic plans for the Committee’s review. A second public hearing was held on
May 23, 2001.

The recommended redistricting plan that accompanies this report represents the Committee’s
best efforts to comply with the statutory criteria of (to the maximum extent possible) keeping
districts equal in population and compact, utilizing natural boundaries (such as arterial streets or
railroad tracks), enhancing minority participation and keeping communities of interest together.
The last criterion proved the most difficult, as Committee members found it difficult to assess the
impacts of splitting or not splitting existing neighborhood associations between proposed
Aldermanic Districts. It was generally agreed that neighborhood associations should not be split
unnecessarily by the redistricting process. It was also noted that the large number of
neighborhood associations made this very difficult. After considerable discussion and weighing
the testimony that was provided at both public hearings, the Committee agreed that some
division of neighborhoods was unavoidable and when splitting an existing neighborhood
association, the split provide that a significant portion of a neighborhood association’s
membership be in each of the Aldermanic Districts into which it was divided.. It would be
undesirable to have a small fragment of one neighborhood association in one Aldermanic District
and a significant majority of a neighborhood association in another Aldermanic District.
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Some members of the Committee expressed that it would unwise to split neighborhood
associations in challenged neighborhoods. Very active neighborhood associations would not be
as impacted by multiple Aldermanic representation. Some members of the Committee felt that
multiple Aldermanic representation for a single neighborhood association would be a positive
benefit. The testimony received at the public hearings reflected multiple viewpoints on this issue.

The issue of splitting or not splitting a neighborhood association was a substantial concern of the
Committee. There was no clear Committee resolution to this question. The Committee weighed
the conflicting testimony on the value of undivided or split neighborhood associations.

Student housing patterns and the appropriate recognition of student representation on the
Common Council was also an issue of Committee concern. Staff prepared and presented
information that indicated where University of Wisconsin students lived throughout the City. It
was determined that the final preferred plan did an adequate job in providing at least two,
possibly three Aldermanic Districts with predominantly a student-based population.

On June 6, 2001 the Committee recommended approval of the attached tentative Aldermanic
District Plan, which the Committee requests that the Common Council review and, if acceptable,

accept. This plan will serve as a guide for further redistricting activities including delineation of
wards within the City once Dane County adopts a Supervisory District Plan.

Attached to the report is a copy of the preferred Aldermanic District plan and related data
regarding this preferred plan. The finial Aldermanic District and Ward Plan will be presented for
Common Council approval later this summer.

Respectfully submitted,

2

Bill Robefts
Planner IV

June 7, 2001-MEL-FAPLROOT\WORDP\WPL\ROBERTS\MIS Clredistreport60701.DOC ‘

-




47
=T
] 17 -
i |/
ol 2 ) \ﬁﬁ_/v
— ]
; 145 bl P
4 . _ M _Llﬂg E )
HERSSE L]
= Bigf ;
A £ @u» = B
N o = ) mﬁ@% ] @ 4 _r
I == _” r—— =55 W (gL 6
0 14 8 | =S M . -
N ry N +
A 3 1
i g 7
] gl
g _ L me
. = T
\{
i
} JJ. 1un Bujuueld Justudojars(] pue Buiuueld jo yuaurpedeq UOSIPER jO Ao Aq pesedeld
a 19quINN JOLSIQ JIUBULBPNY | ZL N
E{f
SOl ¥ € 4 l 0 l/
- /] m 1002-3-9
ﬂuu\ . NVd LORISIO DINVIRNEATY | 7
Q3IANIWNOOTY J
N NOSIAvIN 40 ALID \f
V\\\ﬁ / \MW * T :




[N i

SIX° L0029 9 uejdTpapuswiwooal

uopejndod JO SNSUSYD 000 ‘SNSU3) JO NeaIng 'S :32IN0g

£04°01 JO 9ZIS J01ASIP JjuBULIAp]e abelane 8y} U0 paseq S! UOPEIAAQ 330N

0¢ %128 €6L°0L1L [%FY 215’8 ZEE R 081’y %0791 S9E'EE [%0'v8 689°v.1 [¥S0'BOC [e10L
F3 %G9 SLt %808 ° |EIG'8 %LC 8¢ 9G1[ 8el ETR AN %6 88 £E0v'6 8L5°0L 61
L %B6°2 61€ %88 260'6 %2'2 9ge 26 24" %1'GL gL |%6°¥8 801'6 cel'ol Ll
0 %BLe- z82- %8'9L 0LL'L %0'% 00% 802 161 %91 SLY'L %y S8 9%9'8 ter'ot 6
0 %8S 0~ L9- %6'EL 9v9'L %9'2 ¥92 Lyt LIl %801 0gl'L %2 68 2ze's ZYE'OL L
0 %00°E zee %0°L8 gge's %0'Y Lev v61 LEC %L LB §/6'2 %E 2L 0SL'L szL'ol S
L %680 €6 %9°6L £5E'8 %29 £59 8g8¢ S9¢ %L 8L 096'L %E° 18 9£5'g 96v'01 1
b %160 99§ %508 00L705 [|%9°E g9¢'¢ 980°1 2811 %y 9L 6LE°01L [%9°E8 5992 |86 c9 1sam
3 %EL b~ 9ll- %8 EL 26S°L PARS iy 802 60¢ %0 02 1902 %0 08 922’8 18204 [}
L %82 2" Lee- % YL 996'L %601 L)L 6.9 124 %§°GE g19'e %G9 095'9 gL'oL vl
L %220 £2 %568 g16'8 %0°¢ 615 oge 6£2 %S 12 £v2'2 %58 £8l's 92v'01 £l
4 %0¢°0 1z %0°LL 1€0'8 %2'E SEE L91 8gl %9 L1 2i2't % 88 ziz's vey'oL ol
g %¥9°2 28e %L 66 05901 %82 00g 991 yEL %L €L 297} %E'98 8L2'6 58901 8
I %2e" L 6EL %186 y0%'0L %0°¥ sey vee 102 %6'G 1 8L9'L %18 ¥98'8 2rsiot 12
8 %020 el %0°G8 191°€S  [%0°S 0LL'E vel't 98E°L %961 L1272l %P 08 €92°05 |0¥S'29 IVHINID [S3M
T %LS - 192~ %32 9L ELL %a ¥ g2 0Ee S61 %y gl 998°L %9°E8 9.y'8 P10t 81
3 %EQ 1~ a0l- %L 6L 602'8 %6'S 609 9.2 £EE %L L9} %828 0es'8s 162'0} L1
L %09 L- ygl- %8°'SL 194 %0'2 602 801 Lot %E'L 0S4 %L°26 6876 6E2'01 gl
1 %810 61 %Y 08 5.e'8 %EY JAZ4 vie £ee %L'TL gee'l %E'L8 660'6 ger'ot 51
s %SE"} el %661 6ev's %LV £6¥ §5¢ 8ge %S LL E¥8'L %S'28 20L'8 S¥S'0L [
8 %812~ Zee- %S°S8 90.'8 %9°'2 29¢ R4 Lyl %66 LLo'L %108 0LL'6 181L'0% 9
L %ty L 148 %y LL 9€6'L %62 §62 gvi 25t %y 1L 891'L %9°88 ,80'6 §52'0t £
L %rb 0 34 %9°E6 $8L'6 %8'E 4:13 SLt 3% %8 L1 Lye'L %1'88 802's sy 0t (4
8 %EB80~ (P69~ %L 18 TE6'99  [%8°E vEL'E Z2TE'L M %0°€L 692701 |%0°L8 19,71 jogs'es 1Sv3
(es1y
uosiadiap|y % OoN [®10] 10 % ON 12101, JO % [B101-GNS |3UYM-UON| SHNYM |IBloL jO % ON 8101 JO 9% ON uojendod £g) 1wusig
uaund jo oN uoneInsqg J3AQ PUE SJeRA 8L aJeHy >C< j0 o_:mnm:._ SUYM-UON aHUYM Q002 :.:.._< dluelulBply
0z %1°¢8 £6L°0L1 [% L'V 2LS'8 2EE'D 081°F %091 FEERS %0°¥8 689°¢LL [v§0°80¢ lelo L
3 %EL |- gLt~ %8 8L 265°L % v L1¥ 802 60¢ %002 190°¢ %0°08 9c¢'8 8201 0¢
2 %G9°} SLL %5°08 glLs'e %L'g v8g -1 gzl %Ll SLL'L %6°88 £0Y'6 8.5'0} 61
L %LS'2- 19g- VAACYA 2eL'L %2V ra4 0Ee S61 %y 91 999°'L %9'£8 9L1v'8 Zri'ot g1
L %E0" L~ 901- %L 6L 602'8 %8S 608 8.2 €EE %z L1 L9} %828 0es's 1620t L1
3 %09 |- Y91~ %8°SL 194’ %02 602 801 Lot %E'L 0S. %L'26 68Y'6 662'01 gt
3 %8+ 0 61 %P 08 GLE'B %EV JX%2% vic gEC AN £2E'L %EL8 660°6 cer'ol Si
L %ET e 22 %y VL 99g'L %670k 14998 6.9 SEY %S SE glLg'e %579 095'9 9L1'0l v
L %220 €2 %5°68 816'8 %0°'G 861G 08¢ 6€2 %S 1E eve'z %S 8L golL's 92v'ol €l
L %SE’L vl %662 62v'8 %LV £6¥ 3214 8E2g %S LY £p8'L %S 28 20L'8 S¥S'0t ZL
L %86'2 61E %8'¥8 260'6 %22 9ge 26 YL %15l yL9°L %6 ¥8 80L's 22L'0} 11
z %020 3 %0 LL 1208 %3 € 3 91 EED %9 kL ziet %V 88 2ie’B per ol 01
] %64°2" 2az- %8°9L 0L4'L %0¥ 00y 602 (N30 %91 Sip'L %G8 9v9'8s 1zL'ot 6
2 %oz 414 %L 66 059'04 %88 00g 991 yEL %LEL Lor'y %E°98 gLe's $89°01 g
0 %650~ 1g- %6 EL 9ve'L %92 92 JA 4" L1 %80} 02t %2 68 [44A 2re'ot L
L %812 gee- %S°S8 goL's %92 29¢ L2t 841 %66 LLO'L %106 0LL'8 181'01 9
0 %00°€ 43 %0 L8 92E'B %0V LEY ¥61 €2 %Ll2 Gi6¢ %t ¢l REYAVA Scl'ol g
L %2’ L 6el %L'86 »O¥ 0L %0t T34 yee 102 %6°GL g.9'L %18 v98'8g grs'ol 2
3 %y L~ gvi- Y%y LL 9EB'L %62 g6¢ syt 43" %t Lt B9L'1 %9'88 1806 §52'04 £
L %0 9v %9'68 ¥8L'6 %8'E ¥6€ SLL 618 %6 L1 (R 24N %1°88 802'6 6+ 01 4
3 %6870 £6 %9°6L £ge's %e'9 €59 882 S9¢ %L 8L 006'L %€ 18 9£5's 961'01 I
uosiadiapiy % oN le101 Jo % oN [B101 JO % |lelol-ans [SHYM-UON| aHYM |{El0L JO0 % ON [E301 JO % OoN uope|ndod 1vIIS1g
juaumg Jjo oN uopieiAsQq I3AQ BUE SJB3A 8L ajey >=< le) u_:mam_I AYMM-UON SHUM 000¢ __‘_n_< JIUBUIBP]Y

1002/9/9 nun Bujuueld ‘tuswdojaaag pue Bujuueld jo juawpedaq uosipely Jo MO Ag pasedaid
NV1d LOI-.LSIA JINYINHIATV 0¢ AIANININOCIIH NOSIAvIi 40 ALID




AGENDA #

City of Madison, Wisconsin

REPORT OF: AD HOC REDISTRICTING PRESENTED:  September 4, 2001
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AUTHOR:  Bill Roberts RE-REFERRED:

Planning Unit Staff PLACED ON FILE:
ID NUMBER:

DATED: August 10, 2001

This is the third and final report of the City of Madison Ad Hoc Redistricting and Reapportionment
Committee to the Common Council. The first report, presented on April 17, 2001, recommended that the
number of Aldermanic Districts should remain the same at 20 seats. The Common Council accepted this
recommendation and further directed the Committee to proceed with an Aldermanic Redistricting Plan based
on 20 Aldermanic Districts.

The second report was presented to the Common Council on June 19, 2001. This report recommended
approval of a tentative Aldermanic District plan which was accepted by the Common Council. This plan
served as a guide for further redistricting activities, including delineation of wards within the City once Dane
County adopted a County-wide tentative supervisory plan.

On July 2, 2001, the Clerk of the City of Madison received a written statement from the Dane County Clerk
regarding the adoption of a tentative supervisory plan for Dane County by the Dane County Board. Within
60 days after the receipt of the written statement, the City of Madison must adopt a ward plan to
accommodate the adopted tentative supervisory plan.

TENTATIVE SUPERVISORY PLAN FOR DANE COUNTY

On June 28, 2001, the Dane County Board adopted a tentative supervisory plan which was subsequently
approved by the Dane County Executive. Unlike the previous 1991 supervisory plan, the newly adopted
tentative supervisory plan no longer provides for coterminous aldermanic and supervisory districts within the
City of Madison. Wisconsin Statutes requires that the City of Madison must ...make a good faith effort to
accommodate the tentative plan submitted by the County...” in preparing its ward plan.

WARD PLAN FOR THE CITY OF MADISON

Wisconsin Statutes requires that each ward within the City of Madison must have no less than 1,000 persons
nor more than 4,000 persons. However, the City may create wards with less than 1,000 persons to
accommodate the tentative supervisory plan for Dane County. Wisconsin Statutes also requires that all
territory within a ward shall be contiguous except for an island territory, and each ward .. .shall as, far as
practicable, be kept compact, and observe the community of interest of existing neighborhood and other
settlements.”

A ward plan was prepared based on the tentative supervisory plan adopted by the Dane County Board and
the aldermanic district plan previously adopted by the City Reapportionment Committee. The ward plan
proposed some minor boundary changes to the tentative supervisory plan and the aldermanic district plan
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because the combination of both plans required the creation of some wards with no population or with only
very few persons. A public hearing on the ward plan, together with the aldermanic district plan, was held on
July 25, 2001. Following the public hearing (for which there were no public appearances), the City
Reapportionment Committee reviewed and made some revisions to the ward plan. On August 1, 2001, the
Committee further reviewed the ward plan and after making additional revisions adopted the final ward plan
and aldermanic district plan for recommendation to the Mayor and Common Council.

The new ward plan proposes 99 wards as compared to the 68 wards in the 1991 ward plan, and the wards
vary in population size from 135, the smallest, to 3,815, the largest (see Map 1 and Table 1). The increase in
the number of wards is due primarily to the need to create more smaller wards with few population to
accommodate the tentative supervisory plan (see Map 2 and Table 2). Of the 99 wards, 13 will have less than
1,000 persons. Although having only 135 and 454 persons respectively, both Wards 5 and 18 on the far east
side are now undergoing residential development and have a large population growth potential. All of the
wards are contiguous except for Ward 1, which has two parcels constituting an island territory completely
surrounded by the Village of McFarland. Most of the wards are generally compact and also recognizes
boundaries of residential neighborhoods and neighborhood associations. The new wards are consecutively
numbered within aldermanic districts, and the ward numbering system begins in the east portion of the City
and progresses through the Isthmus area to the west portion.

POLLING PLACES FOR WARDS

The City’s intent is to have all polling places within public buildings and in buildings other than churches or
parochial schools, and also all polling places are to be accessible to handicapped individuals. However,
because of the inability to find buildings which comply with both criteria, the polling places will include 7
churches and one parochial school.

Although 99 new wards are being created in the ward plan, 72 separate polling places are contemplated (see
Table 3). Of the 72 separate polling places, 3 will each serve three wards, 21 will each serve two wards, and
the remaining 48 will each serve only one ward. All of the smaller wards with only few persons will be
served at polling places with at least another ward.

ALDERMANIC DISTRICT PLAN FOR CITY OF MADISON

Wisconsin Statutes require that aldermanic districts be created by combining contiguous whole wards. The
new aldermanic district plan proposes 20 aldermanic districts, and each district is comprised of at least 4
contiguous wards (see Map 3). In the case of the 12" and 17™ districts, each district is comprised of 7
contiguous wards, and the smaller wards with few persons within each district have been created to
accommodate the tentative supervisory plan for Dane County.

The following seven criteria were considered by the City Reapportionment Committee in creating the 20
aldermanic districts for the City of Madison:

Contain an equal number of inhabitants;

Be comprised of contiguous whole wards;

Be compact;

Enhance minority participation;

Contain within them communities of interests, such as neighborhood associations;

Use major arterial and other physical barriers as boundaries; and

Increase the number of districts exposed to future growth on the periphery of the City of Madison.

NN AEWD —
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The first five criteria are statutory requirements pursuant to Wisconsin Statutes and therefore must be
complied with in any redistricting plan. The following includes a discussion of each of the seven criteria as
they relate to the new aldermanic district plan.

Equal Number of Inhabitants

Based on 20 aldermanic districts, the average population size for an aldermanic district is 10,403. In order to
insure that the aldermanic district plan would provide for population equality, the maximum population
deviation from the average district size was held to about 3 percent. The largest deviation from the average
district size in the aldermanic district plan is —2.71 for District 9 and +3.10 percent for District 5 (see Table
4). The total deviation is 5.81 percent. In the case of districts along the City’s periphery where future
residential growth and population increases are anticipated, the population was purposely kept lower than the
average district size.

Contiguous Wards

The 20 aldermanic districts have been created by combining at least four contiguous whole wards. Of the 20
aldermanic districts, 7 has four wards, 9 has five wards, 2 has six wards, and 2 has seven wards.

Compactness

It was difficult to achieve this criterion for some districts because of the geography and shape of the City of
Madison. For example, the outer boundaries of District 14 are very irregular and coincide with the
boundaries of the Towns of Madison, Dunn and Blooming Grove, and the City of Fitchburg. Also, in the
case of the Isthmus area, both Districts 2 and 6 are long and narrow because both districts are bounded by the
shoreline of either Lake Mendota or Lake Monona and the desire to keep existing neighborhoods intact by
using East Washington Avenue, a major highway, as a boundary line between both districts. However, there
are several districts which are reasonably compact, such as Districts 3, 16, 17 and 18 in the east portion of
the City, Districts 4 and 8 in the central portion, and Districts 7, 9 and 19 in the west portion.

Enhancing Minority Participation

Minorities constitute 18.0 percent of the City of Madison’s total population, and large number of minorities
will continue to reside in Districts 14, 5, and 13. The highest percentage of minorities will be in District 14
with 39.8, followed by District 5 with 29.9, and District 13 with 23.8. Minorities in District 14 reside
primarily in three separate areas, the Burr Oaks Subdivision and Lincoln Elementary school are (Ward 57),
the Broadway-Simpson Street area in the Waunona Neighborhood (Ward 54), and the Rimrock Road —
Moorland Road area (Wards 55 and 56). Most of the minorities in district 5 reside in Eagle Heights
Apartments, a University of Wisconsin graduate student housing project with a large Asian population (Ward
63). Minorities in District 13 reside primarily in South Madison within the Brams Addition and Capitol View
Heights neighborhoods (Ward 53).

Section 5.15 of the Wisconsin Statutes provides for the establishment of wards “...to permit creation of
supervisory or aldermanic districts of substantially equal population or to enhance to participation of
members of a racial or language minority groups in the political process and their ability to elect
representatives of their choice.” District 14 in the new aldermanic district plan is identical to the present
District 14, and new District 13 is almost similar to the present District 13. Minority groups residing in both
districts will continue to be able to participate in the political process and elect representatives of their
choice.
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Communities of Interest (including Neighborhood Associations)

Neighborhood associations were considered in the development of the new aldermanic district plan. Thus,
many neighborhoods are kept intact in most districts. However, some neighborhoods were divided because
of the desire to maintain smaller deviations from the average district size in order to insure population
equality.

Major Arterials and Other Physical Barriers

Many major highways, such as Commercial Avenue or Wisconsin State Highway 30, Stoughton Road, East
Washington Avenue, Packers Avenue, Cottage Grove Road on the east side and the West Beltline Highway,
Mineral Point Road, Whitney Way, Midvale Boulevard and Gammon Road on the west side, serve as
boundaries of aldermanic districts. These major highways also serve as neighborhood boundaries. Both
Starkweather Creek and Wingra Creek serve as either aldermanic district boundaries or ward boundaries.

Exposing More Districts to Future Growth on City’s Periphery

The new aldermanic district plan is designed in some cases to insure that future growth along the City’s
periphery will occur not only in one district, but could be distributed among two or more districts. For
example, large scale residential construction which will continue in the southwest portion of the city of
Madison will occur in both Districts 1 and 7 (primarily Wards 91, 92, 93, and 99), and both districts will
share in the anticipated large population increases. New residential construction east of Interstate Highway
90 and Interstate Highway 90 and 94 will continue to occur in both Districts 3 and 17 (primarily Wards 5 and
18). While future residential growth in the Cherokee Park Subdivision will continue to occur in District 18
and in Ward 25, future residential growth between North Sherman Avenue and Packers avenue north of
Lakeview Elementary school will also occur in District 12 as more lands are annexed to the City of Madison
and developed with residences.

RECOMMENDATION

An ordinance has been prepared based on both the new ward plan and the aldermanic district plan adopted by
the City Reapportionment Committee. Ordinance, I.D. No. 30070, will accomplish the following:

1. Create 99 new wards within the City of Madison, and also establish a polling place for each ward. (The
new wards will also serve to create new supervisory districts within Dane county and new assembly
districts for the State of Wisconsin).

2. Create 20 new aldermanic districts within the City of Madison by combining contiguous whole wards,
and the new districts will become effective beginning with the 2003 Spring Election.

3. Maintain the present aldermanic districts and wards until the 2003 spring election.

It is the conclusion of the City Reapportionment Committee that a good faith effort was made to
accommodate the tentative supervisory plan in creating the new ward plan for the City of Madison. Also, it is
the conclusion of the Committee that the new ward plan and new aldermanic district plan comply with
statutory requirements and other criteria considered in redistricting. Therefore, the Committee recommends
the adoption of Ordinance, .D. No. 30070.

Respectfully submitted,

Bill Roberts
Planner IV
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