
 
            October 10, 2014 
   
Dear Friends and Colleagues, 
 

I am writing to ask that you take a public stand against ballot proposal #1, the constitutional 
amendment revising our state’s redistricting procedures.  I voted against the amendment in the 
Senate because I believe New Yorkers need a process that draws fair and impartial district maps, 
which this “reform” does not provide. 

The proposed amendment creates a 10-member Redistricting Commission that isn’t independent and 
is almost guaranteed to deadlock. The proposed amendment does nothing to foster fair and impartial 
redistricting by removing sections of the state constitution that are illegal under federal rulings, and it 
invites more litigation in future cycles. Far from banishing or diluting partisanship in the redistricting 
process, the proposed amendment in fact further entrenches such partisanship, enshrining complicated 
special voting rules, partisan staffing requirements, and leadership control into the state’s constitution 
for the first time.  

In short, this is a sneaky attempt to maintain power, cloaked as reform, by a party afraid of losing its 
leadership position due to demographic trends throughout our state. 

Redistricting is a fundamental issue that determines who holds political power and what policy 
changes we can get passed in Albany for decades to come. We need improved redistricting practices to 
help restore public confidence and participation in elections and governance. This proposed 
amendment does not give us that. There is still time to get this right – the next New York State 
redistricting is not until after the 2020 census – so there is no urgency to enshrine this power grab 
into our state Constitution.  
 

I urge you to join me in speaking out against this amendment so voters understand what is at stake 
this November.  I have endorsed the No to Fake Reform campaign and I hope that you will join me 
in endorsing this campaign by sending me a note saying so. 
  
We are not alone. Nearly every newspaper editorial board has written in opposition to this ballot 
initiative, as well as key good-government groups.  Take a look at the website below for more details. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

Liz Krueger 



I have endorsed the No to Fake Reform Campaign; take a look at their website:  
http://www.noprop1ny.com/  

 

Questions and Answers 
 

What is redistricting? 

It’s the process by which congressional and legislative are drawn every ten years, when there’s a new census. But 

the process can be rigged. Just for fun, try it yourself and see: The Redistricting Game. 

Why does this matter? 

It means that politicians pick their voters, not the other way around.  When state legislatures manipulate 

election results by drawing districts that divide communities and minimize the power Republican or Democratic 

voters (cracking and packing), it keeps incumbents in office and entrenches the existing political parties; this i s 

called  “gerrymandering.” Gerrymandering also marginalizes minority communities, by denying them full 

representation. 

What’s wrong with this Prop 1? 

It makes a bad situation worse. The proposed amendment sets up a process that isn't independent and isn't 

impartial, and prevents real reform from being adopted. It requires that the map drawing process  start with the 

existing gerrymandered districts. 

Won’t the new rules for drawing districts set out in Prop 1 result in fair district maps?  

Disappointingly, NO. The new rules contain a loophole that allows the Commission and the Legislature  to decide 

that “preserving” the existing politically gerrymandered districts, as required by Prop 1, is more  important than 

any other criteria and, under New York court decisions, that decision will be respected. 

The state constitution currently requires that districts be compact and that districts not break up counties.  But 

those rules are broken all the time and there is nothing in Prop 1 that strengthens enforcement of  the new rules. 

What would real reform look like? 

 Elimination of prison gerrymandering; 

 Protection of racial minorities; 

 Strong consideration of communities of interest (geographic, economic, social);  

 Open and accessible meetings of decision-makers; and 

 Decision-makers who reflect the diversity of the population being redistricted and disclosure of  potential 

conflicts of interest. 

Since Legislators and party officials can’t sit on the Commission, that makes it independent, 

right?  

Not according to the September 17 ruling of Supreme Court Justice McGrath:  “The Commission cannot be 

described as ‘independent’ when eight out of the 10 members are the handpicked appointees of the  legislative 

http://www.noprop1ny.com/
http://redistrictinggame.org/


leaders and the two additional members are essentially political appoin tees by proxy.” We need citizen-led 

decision making to ensure a truly independent redistricting process.  

Supporters say the Commission will be bipartisan. Isn't that a good thing? 

“Bipartisan” is a nice buzz word, but it doesn't mean independent or impartial. Bipartisan can also mean the 

two parties work together to cut a deal to protect incumbents and deny the voters a fair choice.   

Isn't it important that the Commission requires two unaffiliated members? 

Unfortunately, the unaffiliated members are nothing more than window dressing. The two unaffiliated 

members can try to block political maps, but if the key members appointed by the political  parties agree, they are 

powerless. 

Why do some people call this reform? 

So long as the politicians are in control instead of the voters, that’s not reform. Apparently, some think  that 

allowing both political parties to draw maps in their own self-interest is progress. 

Doesn't the requirement that districts not be drawn to “favor or disfavor any 

incumbents, particular candidates, or political challengers” put an end to political 

gerrymandering? 

Unfortunately, NO. If you start with maps that already favor incumbents, certain candidates or certain parties, 

and if the new law contains a provision that existing districts need to be preserved, then this requirement is 

hollow. 

Aren't the rules that prevent one party from dominating the redistricting process an 

improvement? 

NO, they are actually the worst part of the amendment.  The special voting rules set up by Prop1 are the most 

naked political power-grab we've seen in a long time. If they were really designed to protect the  political minority 

in each house, then they wouldn't change when political control of the houses change.  The rules only shift to 

protect the political minority if the two houses of the Legislature are controlled by one political party. 

Why shouldn't we adopt this imperfect proposal and then use it as a basis for improvement?  

You can’t tweak or improve this system without amending the state constitution,  and the last time the 

redistricting provision was amended was 1945. Most of the redistricting provisions were adopted in  1894, with 

many held unconstitutional in 1964—and those unconstitutional sections remain in the constitution, unchanged by 

this “improvement.” 

 


