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The government counts all persons when apportioning seats in the U.S. House of Representatives — citi-
zens, green card holders, guest workers, foreign students, and illegal immigrants. As a result, if the Gang of 
Eight immigration bill (S.744) becomes law, we project it may redistribute three seats in the House in 2020, 

and five seats in 2030. This redistribution is caused by the bill’s dramatic increases in legal immigration, not the 
bill’s amnesty provisions. In addition, S.744 can also be seen as redistributing seats by allowing illegal immigrants 
to stay, rather than using enforcement to cause them to return home. In 2010, the presence of illegal immigrants 
redistributed four seats. 

Among the findings:

•	 The seven million additional new residents that the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projects S.744 will 
add to the country by 2020 (above and beyond the current level of immigration) may cause Indiana, Oregon, 
and Virginia to each lose a seat in the House, while New York will gain a seat and California will gain two 
seats. 

•	 The 14.2 million new residents that the CBO projects S.744 will add by 2030 may cause Iowa, Kansas, Min-
nesota, North Carolina, and Ohio to each lose a seat in the House, while California will gain three seats and 
New York and Florida will each gain a seat. 

•	 This redistribution of seats is not caused by the amnesty provisions of S.744. Those illegal immigrants are 
already here and most were counted in the 2010 census. Rather, S.744 would redistribute seats by doubling 
legal immigration, adding millions of additional residents. 

•	 By allowing illegal immigrants to remain in the country, S.744 can also be seen as redistributing seats. The 
inclusion of illegal immigrants in the 2010 Census caused Louisiana, Missouri, Montana, and Ohio to each 
lose a seat, while Texas and Florida each gained a seat and California gained two seats.

•	 The overall impact of immigration is very large. The 22.5 million non-citizens (both legal and illegal) in the 
country redistributed nine seats in the House in 2010. Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana, Michigan, Missouri, Mon-
tana, North Carolina, Ohio, and Pennsylvania each lost a seat. Florida and New York each gained a seat, Texas 
gained two seats, and California gained five seats. 

•	 The 40 million immigrants (citizen and non-citizen) in the 2010 census redistributed 18 seats. Arkansas, 
Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wisconsin each lost a House seat and Ohio lost two seats. 
New Jersey and Washington each gained a seat, Florida and Texas each gained two seats, New York gained 
three seats, and California gained nine seats.
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•	 Of the 18 seats redistributed by the 40 million immigrants in the country in 2010, 16 went to states that voted for Presi-
dent Obama in 2012. Thus, from a partisan perspective, immigration tends to benefit Democrats. 

•	 The redistribution caused by immigration tends to take representation away from states comprised mostly of U.S. citi-
zens and give it to states where a large share of residents are not citizens. In the states that lost seats due to all immigrants 
in 2010, 96 percent of the voting-age population were citizens in contrast to 86 percent in the states that gained seats. 

•	 In the states that lost seats due to all immigrants in 2010, the average district had 543,243 voting-age citizens compared 
to 449,553 in the states that gained a seat. There is a real tension between large-scale immigration and the principle of 
“one man, one vote”. 

Introduction
This report examines the possible impact of S.744, which was passed by the U.S. Senate in June 2013, on the apportionment 
of seats in the U.S. House of Representatives and the Electoral College. CBO projections indicate that S.744’s substantial 
increases in future immigration would add seven million new residents to the United States population by 2020 and 14.2 
million by 2030. It must be emphasized that these new residents are not the result of the amnesty or legalization provisions 
of the bill. Rather it reflects the dramatic increases in legal immigration in the bill. 

The bill also allows almost all illegal immigrants to remain in the country. Using the Pew Hispanic Center’s estimates of il-
legal immigrants by state for 2010, we project the impact of these illegal immigrants on apportionment. Finally, we project 
the impact of the 22.5 million non-citizens (legal and illegal) in the country on apportionment, as well as the total impact of 
the 40 million immigrants (citizen and non-citizen) included in the 2010 Census. It is worth pointing out that the impact on 
seats in the House is the same as on the Electoral College. 

Article 1, Section 2 of the U.S. Constitution mandates that a census be taken every 10 years expressly for the purpose of ap-
portioning seats in the House of Representatives. To apportion seats, each state first receives one representative, with the 
remaining seats distributed between the states based on their share of the total U.S. population, excluding the District of 
Columbia.1 The apportionment population of each state is defined as the state’s resident population plus all the state’s military 
and civilian personnel of the federal government and their dependents at the time of the Census. The resident population is 
comprised of all persons counted in the census, including legal immigrants (citizen and non-citizen) and illegal immigrants.

The inclusion of illegal aliens is probably the most controversial part of the apportionment population. Congress may have 
the authority to change who is included in the apportionment population, but has so far has not done so.2 Illegal immigra-
tion, coupled with high levels of legal immigration, means that in 2010 one out of every eight U.S. residents (40 million) was 
foreign-born. The Census Bureau defines the foreign-born as people born outside of the United States who were not U.S. citi-
zens at birth. Immigration redistributes seats in the House and Electoral College for two reasons: The number of immigrants 
is so large and they are unevenly distributed throughout the country. 
 

Findings
Immigration Increases in S.744. Table 1 shows the states that may gain or lose seats in 2020 and 2030 if S.744 becomes 
law. The table shows that the seven million new residents that the CBO projects S.744 will add by 2020 may cause Indiana, 
Oregon, and Virginia to each lose one seat in the House, while New York will gain a seat and California will gain two seats. 
By 2030 the 14.2 million new residents the CBO projects S.744 will add may cause Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, North Carolina, 
and Ohio to each lose a seat in the House, while California would gain three seats and New York and Florida would each gain 
a seat. In some cases a state fails to gain a seat it otherwise would have gained or retains a seat it otherwise would have lost. 

To create these projections, we used the Census Bureau’s latest state population projections for 2020 and 2030 and then added 
in the extra residents the CBO projects S.744 will create. We distribute these new immigrants based on the current distri-
bution of the foreign-born population.3 On the one hand, S.744 accelerates family-based immigration significantly. Thus a 
very large share of those entering as a result of S.744 will be joining relatives. This will tend to make the new immigration 
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concentrated in a manner similar to the current immigrant population. On 
the other hand, the general trend in recent years has been for immigrants 
to become somewhat more dispersed. Depending on the concentration of 
these new immigrants, the impact of S.744 could be larger or smaller than 
we project in Table 1.4 

It must be remembered that this redistribution of seats is not caused by the 
amnesty provisions of S.744. Those illegal immigrants are already here and 
most were counted in the 2010 census. Rather, it is caused by the dramat-
ic increases in legal immigration found in S.744. It must also be remem-
bered that this redistribution is in addition to any redistribution caused 
by the current level of legal immigration. The CBO projections are only 
for the increase in the number of U.S. residents, above the level of current  
immigration.

It is important to keep in mind that the average congressional district has 
about 700,000 residents. By 2020 that may grow to roughly 800,000 and 
by 2030 it is likely to be closer to 900,000. The population S.744 will add 
over the next 16 years is equal to seven to 15 congressional seats. Thus it 
is not surprising that the millions of new residents S.744 would add have 
important implications for the distribution of House seats as well as for the 
Electoral College. 

The Impact of Illegal Immigrants. In addition to substantially increasing 
legal immigration, S.744 would allow illegal immigrants to remain in the country and offer them immediate legal status and 
eventual citizenship. Table 2 reports the impact of illegal immigrants in 2010 on apportionment. To create these estimates 
we used the Pew Hispanic Center’s state-by-state estimates from that year.5 We removed the illegal population from the 2010 
apportionment population and then allocated the seats. Table 2 shows that Louisiana, Missouri, Montana, and Ohio each lost 
a seat in the House in 2010 because of the inclusion of illegal aliens, while California gained two seats and Florida and Texas 
each gained one seat.

The Impact of All Non-Citizens. Table 3 
takes the 2010 apportionment population 
and removes the non-citizen population.6 
The impact is of course much larger than 
that of just illegal immigrants because 
the non-citizen population includes legal 
immigrants as well as illegal immigrants 
who responded to the Census. The 22.5 
million non-citizens (legal and illegal) in 
the country redistributed nine seats in the 
House in 2010. Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana, 
Michigan, Missouri, Montana, North 
Carolina, Ohio, and Pennsylvania each 
lost a seat. Florida and New York each 
gained a seat, Texas gained two seats, and 
California gained five seats. 

The Impact of All Immigrants. Table 4 
takes the 40 million immigrants (citizens 
and non-citizen) in the country and esti-
mates their impact on the distribution of 
House seats at the time of the last Census. 
In 2010, the entire immigrant population 

Table 1. Seats Redistributed in the 
House of Representatives by the 
Gang of Eight Bill, 2020 and 2030

2030
  

Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
North Carolina
Ohio

California
Florida
New York

2020
  

Indiana
Oregon
Virginia

California
New York

States Losing Seats

States Gaining Seats

 

    -1
-1
-1
-1
-1

+3
+1
+1

 

   -1
-1
-1

+2
+1

Source: Based on Census Bureau projections 
of state population for 2020 and 2030 and Con-
gressional Budget Office (CBO) projections of 
the increase in U.S. residents from S.744. 

Table 2. House Seats 
Redistributed by Illegal 
Immigrants in 2010

  

Louisiana
Missouri
Montana
Ohio

California
Florida
Texas

States that Lost Seats

States that Gained Seats

 

   -1
-1
-1
-1

+2
+1
+1

Source: Based on distribution of il-
legal immigrants from the Pew His-
panic Center.	 	 	
	

Table 3. House Seats Redis-
tributed by Non-citizens 
(legal and illegal) in 2010	

  

Indiana
Iowa
Louisiana
Michigan
Missouri
Montana
North Carolina
Ohio
Pennsylvania

California
Texas
Florida
New York

States that Lost Seats

States that Gained Seats

 

-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1

+5
+2
+1
+1

Source: Based on distribution of non-
citizens in the public-use file of the 2010 
American Community Survey.		

http://www.census.gov/population/projections/data/state/projectionsagesex.html
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/s744.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/s744.pdf
http://www.pewhispanic.org/files/reports/133.pdf
http://www.pewhispanic.org/files/reports/133.pdf
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caused a redistribution of 18 seats. Arkansas, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, North Carolina, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wisconsin 
each lost a seat and Ohio lost two seats. New Jersey and Washington each 
gained a seat, Florida and Texas each gained two seats, New York gained 
three seats, and California gained nine seats. Clearly the overall impact is 
very large. In fact, the actual impact of immigration is a good deal larger 
because Tables 2, 3, and 4 do not include any of the children immigrants 
had after they arrived in the United States. 

Partisan Implications. From a partisan perspective the states that lose 
seats as a result of immigration tend to be both red and blue, however the 
states that gain tend to be Democratic states. For example, 16 of the 18 
seats redistributed by the 40 million immigrants in the country in 2010 
went to states that voted for President Obama in 2012. Put a different 
way, immigrants tend to settle in states that vote Democratic. As a result, 
they tend to add to the political power of Democrats in Congress and in 
the Electoral College.

Tension with “One Man, One Vote”. The redistribution caused by immi-
gration tends to take representation away from states comprised mostly 
of U.S. citizens and redistributes it to states where a large share of resi-
dents are not citizens. In the states that lost seats due to all immigrants in 
2010, 96 percent of the voting-age population were citizens, in contrast 
to 86 percent in the states that gained seats. In the states that lost seats 
due to all immigrants in 2010, the average district had 543,243 voting-
age citizens, compared to just 449,553 in the states that gained one or 
more seats.7 It generally takes significantly fewer votes to win elections 
in districts where a large share of the population is not comprised of U.S. 
citizens. There is a very real tension between the large non-citizen popu-
lations that immigration creates and the principle of “one man, one vote”. 

Conclusion
Given the large number of immigrants allowed into the country and their concentration, it is inevitable that immigration will 
exact a political cost from those states that receive relatively few immigrants. Because S.744 roughly doubles legal immigra-
tion it will accelerate this redistribution of population power. 

It is important, then, when making decisions regarding immigration policy, to take into account not only the economic, 
fiscal, cultural, and demographic impacts of immigration, but also the political impact, part of which is the realignment of 
power in Congress and the Electoral College away from states receiving relatively few immigrants. In addition to this re-
alignment, careful consideration should also be given to the loss of representation suffered by citizens in low-immigration 
states. Trying to deal with this problem by excluding non-citizens, legal or illegal, from Census counts would be very difficult 
politically and is even more difficult as a practical matter. Moreover, it would result in many years of litigation as the courts 
determined its constitutionality. 

Encouraging legal immigrants who are not citizens to naturalize would help to alleviate at least some of the redistribution of 
political representation away from U.S. citizens. Of course, increased naturalizations would have no impact on the problem 
created by the presence of illegal aliens, guest workers, and foreign students. In addition, the current level of legal immigra-
tion of over one million a year adds many non-citizens to the population, even assuming that a large share become citizens 
when they are eligible to do so after three or five years. By dramatically increasing the number of people allowed into the 
country, the Gang of Eight bill will further intensify the loss of political power of American citizens as the bill adds even more 
non-citizens to the population each year. 

Table 4. House Seats 
Redistributed by All Immigrants 
(Citizen and Non-Citizen) in 2010	

  

Ohio
Arkansas
Indiana
Iowa
Kentucky
Louisiana
Michigan
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Tennessee
Virginia
Wisconsin

California
New York
Florida
Texas
New Jersey
Washington

States that Lost Seats

States that Gained Seats

 

-2
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1
-1

+9
+3
+2
+2
+1
+1

Source: Based on distribution of immigrants 
(legal and illegal) in the public-use file of the 2010 
American Community Survey.		
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Since the amount of redistribution is a direct consequence of the level of immigration, a more moderate level of immigration 
would produce less immigration-based reapportionment. Given the apparent remoteness of the other effects of immigra-
tion on low-immigrant states, citizens of such states and their elected representatives need to be particularly sensitive to the 
political costs of immigration. 

End Notes
1  The Congressional Budget Office report (see Table 2, p. 15) projects that the large increases in legal immigration found in 
S.744 would add 4.3 million U.S. residents by 2018, 10.4 million by 2023, 13.5 million by 2028, and 16.2 million by 2033. 
These are the additional residents the bill would add above the current level of immigration. We use a linear extrapolation of 
these projections to estimate the impact of the bill in 2020 and 2030. 

2  In 1979, the Federation for American Immigration Reform (FAIR) sued to enjoin the Census Bureau from counting illegals 
in the decennial census of 1980 (FAIR v. Klutznick, 486 F. Supp. 564, D.D.C. 1980). The case was ultimately dismissed by the 
Supreme Court on the grounds of lack of standing. In 1988, a similar suit filed by FAIR, 40 members of Congress, and the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania was also dismissed. As a result, the constitutionality of excluding illegal immigrants from 
the apportionment has yet to be decided by a court of law.

3  We use the public-use file of the 2011 American Community Survey to distribute the population of additional immigrants 
S.744 would add. We add the seven million and 14.2 million new residents that S.744 will add to the U.S. population by 2020 
and 2030 to the Census Bureau’s most recent state projection of state populations (See Table A1). 

4  One important area of uncertainty about these estimates stems from the state populations that the Census Bureau has 
projected for 2020 and 2030. Although the Bureau issued new national population projections in 2008 and 2012, it has not 
updated its state projections since 2005. 

5  Jeffrey S. Passel and D’Vera Cohn, “Unauthorized Immigrant Population: National and State Trends”, 2010, Pew Hispanic 
Center, 2010, Table A3. Pew bases its estimates of the illegal population on Census Bureau data. However, they are not en-
tirely clear about the exact size of the undercount of illegal immigrants in Census data. To be conservative, we reduce Pew’s 
state estimates by 10 percent and then calculate the distribution of seats in the House. The Department of Homeland Security 
assumes a 10 percent undercount in its estimates which are also based on Census Bureau data. (See “Estimates of the Unau-
thorized Immigrant Population Residing in the United States: January 2011”) Our estimates of the states that win and lose 
seats as a result of illegal immigrants is the same as a petition filed with the Supreme Court by the state of Louisiana after the 
2010 Census. However, if we do not reduce Pew’s 2010 state estimates by 10 percent to reflect those missed by the Census, 
then in addition to the four states that lose seats shown in Table 2, North Carolina would lose a seat and Texas would gain 
an additional seat. 

6   In 2010 the Census Bureau did not include a question on citizenship. However, at the same time as the census, the Bureau 
collected the American Community Survey (ACS), which does ask about citizenship. The survey is by far the largest survey 
the government collects and included roughly two million households in 2010 as well as people living in group quarters such 
as prisons. We use the public-use file of the 2010 ACS to determine the distribution of U.S. citizens throughout the country. 

7  Figures are from the public-use file of the 2010 American Community Survey.

http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/s744.pdf
http://www.census.gov/population/projections/data/state/projectionsagesex.html
http://www.pewhispanic.org/files/reports/133.pdf
http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/publications/ois_ill_pe_2010.pdf
http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/publications/ois_ill_pe_2010.pdf
http://sblog.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/Louisiana_v_Bryson.pdf
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Table A1. S.744’s Projected Impact on House Apportionment, 2020		

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Census Bureau 
Projection of State 

Populations 

 4,728,915 
 774,421 

 8,456,448 
 3,060,219 

 42,206,743 
 5,278,867 
 3,675,650 

 963,209 
 23,406,525 
 10,843,753 

 1,412,373 
 1,741,333 

 13,236,720 
 6,627,008 
 3,020,496 
 2,890,566 
 4,424,431 
 4,719,160 
 1,408,665 
 6,497,626 
 6,855,546 

 10,695,993 
 5,900,769 
 3,044,812 
 6,199,882 
 1,022,735 
 1,802,678 
 3,452,283 
 1,524,751 
 9,461,635 
 2,084,341 

 19,576,920 
 10,709,289 

 630,112 
 11,644,058 

 3,735,690 
 4,260,393 

 12,787,354 
 1,154,230 
 4,822,577 

 801,939 
 6,780,670 

 28,634,896 
 2,990,094 

 690,686 
 8,917,395 
 7,432,136 
 1,801,112 
 6,004,954 

 530,948 

Apportionment 
Based on Census 

Bureau Projections

6
1

11
4

54
7
5
1

30
14

2
2

17
9
4
4
6
6
2
8
9

14
8
4
8
1
2
4
2

12
3

25
14

1
15

5
6

16
2
6
1
9

37
4
1

12
10

2
8
1

State Populations 
Plus the Effects of 

S.744

 4,756,891 
 782,175 

 8,606,923 
 3,082,062 

 43,977,197 
 5,364,625 
 3,758,304 

 976,746 
 24,047,249 
 11,007,354 

 1,455,623 
 1,757,418 

 13,546,944 
 6,679,110 
 3,043,439 
 2,924,034 
 4,449,243 
 4,749,169 
 1,416,310 
 6,635,768 
 7,026,103 

 10,801,117 
 5,969,158 
 3,056,618 
 6,243,033 
 1,026,242 
 1,822,428 
 3,542,807 
 1,536,953 
 9,786,764 
 2,120,976 

 20,325,106 
 10,831,882 

 632,995 
 11,722,455 

 3,771,677 
 4,324,259 

 12,918,351 
 1,178,832 
 4,861,009 

 806,039 
 6,833,240 

 29,366,760 
 3,031,130 

 694,882 
 9,073,020 
 7,591,208 
 1,805,147 
 6,052,561 

 533,792 

Apportionment 
with S.744

6
1

11
4

56
7
5
1

30
14

2
2

17
8
4
4
6
6
2
8
9

14
8
4
8
1
2
4
2

12
3

26
14

1
15

5
5

16
2
6
1
9

37
4
1

11
10

2
8
1

Source: Based on Census Bureau projections of state population for 2020 and 2030 and Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) projections of the increase in U.S. residents from S.744.				  
	

http://www.census.gov/population/projections/data/state/projectionsagesex.html
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/s744.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/s744.pdf
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Table A2. S.744 ‘s Projected Impact on House Apportionment, 2030	

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Census Bureau 
Projection of State 

Populations 

 4,874,243 
 867,674 

 10,712,397 
 3,240,208 

 46,444,861 
 5,792,357 
 3,688,630 
 1,012,658 

 28,685,769 
 12,017,838 

 1,466,046 
 1,969,624 

 13,432,892 
 6,810,108 
 2,955,172 
 2,940,084 
 4,554,998 
 4,802,633 
 1,411,097 
 7,022,251 
 7,012,009 

 10,694,172 
 6,306,130 
 3,092,410 
 6,430,173 
 1,044,898 
 1,820,247 
 4,282,102 
 1,646,471 
 9,802,440 
 2,099,708 

 19,477,429 
 12,227,739 

 606,566 
 11,550,528 

 3,913,251 
 4,833,918 

 12,768,184 
 1,152,941 
 5,148,569 

 800,462 
 7,380,634 

 33,317,744 
 3,485,367 

 711,867 
 9,825,019 
 8,624,801 
 1,719,959 
 6,150,764 

 522,979 

Apportionment 
Based on Census 

Bureau Projections

6
1

13
4

55
7
4
1

34
14

2
2

16
8
4
4
5
6
2
8
8

13
8
4
8
1
2
5
2

12
3

23
15

1
14

5
6

15
1
6
1
9

40
4
1

12
10

2
7
1

State Populations 
Plus the Effects of 

S.744

 4,931,127 
 883,441 

 11,018,361 
 3,284,623 

 50,044,764 
 5,966,730 
 3,856,692 
 1,040,183 

 29,988,567 
 12,350,492 

 1,553,986 
 2,002,329 

 14,063,678 
 6,916,048 
 3,001,823 
 3,008,134 
 4,605,448 
 4,863,650 
 1,426,641 
 7,303,139 
 7,358,806 

 10,907,923 
 6,445,187 
 3,116,415 
 6,517,913 
 1,052,029 
 1,860,405 
 4,466,166 
 1,671,281 

 10,463,532 
 2,174,199 

 20,998,733 
 12,477,010 

 612,429 
 11,709,935 

 3,986,423 
 4,963,778 

 13,034,544 
 1,202,965 
 5,226,714 

 808,798 
 7,487,525 

 34,805,859 
 3,568,806 

 720,398 
 10,141,454 

 8,948,246 
 1,728,164 
 6,247,565 

 528,761 

Apportionment 
with S.744

6
1

13
4

58
7
4
1

35
14

2
2

16
8
3
3
5
6
2
8
8

13
7
4
8
1
2
5
2

12
3

24
14

1
13

5
6

15
1
6
1
9

40
4
1

12
10

2
7
1

Source: Based on Census Bureau projections of state population for 2020 and 2030 and Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) projections of the increase in U.S. residents from S.744.				  
	

http://www.census.gov/population/projections/data/state/projectionsagesex.html
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/s744.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/s744.pdf
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Table A3. Illegal immigrants’ Impact on Apportionment of House Seats, 2010	

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Population

 4,802,982 
 721,523 

 6,412,700 
 2,926,229 

 37,341,989 
 5,044,930 
 3,581,628 

 900,877 
 18,900,773 

 9,727,566 
 1,366,862 
 1,573,499 

 12,864,380 
 6,501,582 
 3,053,787 
 2,863,813 
 4,350,606 
 4,553,962 
 1,333,074 
 5,789,929 
 6,559,644 
 9,911,626 
 5,314,879 
 2,978,240 
 6,011,478 

 994,416 
 1,831,825 
 2,709,432 
 1,321,445 
 8,807,501 
 2,067,273 

 19,421,055 
 9,565,781 

 675,905 
 11,568,495 

 3,764,882 
 3,848,606 

 12,734,905 
 1,055,247 
 4,645,975 

 819,761 
 6,375,431 

 25,268,418 
 2,770,765 

 630,337 
 8,037,736 
 6,753,369 
 1,859,815 
 5,698,230 

 568,300 

House Seats

7
1
9
4

53
7
5
1

27
14

2
2

18
9
4
4
6
6
2
8
9

14
8
4
8
1
3
4
2

12
3

27
13

1
16

5
5

18
2
7
1
9

36
4
1

11
10

3
8
1

Population 
without Illegal 

Immigrants

 4,694,982 
 717,023 

 6,052,700 
 2,876,729 

 35,046,989 
 4,882,930 
 3,473,628 

 878,377 
 18,158,273 

 9,345,066 
 1,330,862 
 1,541,999 

 12,391,880 
 6,402,582 
 2,986,287 
 2,805,313 
 4,278,606 
 4,495,462 
 1,328,574 
 5,542,429 
 6,415,644 
 9,776,626 
 5,238,379 
 2,937,740 
 5,961,978 

 989,916 
 1,791,325 
 2,538,432 
 1,307,945 
 8,312,501 
 1,990,773 

 18,858,555 
 9,273,281 

 671,405 
 11,478,495 

 3,697,382 
 3,704,606 

 12,590,905 
 1,028,247 
 4,596,475 

 815,261 
 6,249,431 

 23,783,418 
 2,671,765 

 625,837 
 7,848,736 
 6,546,369 
 1,855,315 
 5,608,230 

 563,800 

2010 House Seats 
without Illegal 

Immigrants

 7 
 1 
 9 
 4 

 51 
 7 
 5 
 1 

 26 
 14 

 2 
 2 

 18 
 9 
 4 
 4 
 6 
 7 
 2 
 8 
 9 

 14 
 8 
 4 
 9 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 2 

 12 
 3 

 27 
 13 

 1 
 17 

 5 
 5 

 18 
 2 
 7 
 1 
 9 

 35 
 4 
 1 

 11 
 10 

 3 
 8 
 1 

Source: Illegal immigrant population by state based on Pew Hispanic Center estimates by state. See end note 5 for 
further discussion.							     

http://www.pewhispanic.org/files/reports/133.pdf
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Table A4. Non-Citizens and All Immigrants’ Impact on Apportionment of House Seats, 2010	

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Apportionment of 
House Seats

7
1
9
4

53
7
5
1

27
14

2
2

18
9
4
4
6
6
2
8
9

14
8
4
8
1
3
4
2

12
3

27
13

1
16

5
5

18
2
7
1
9

36
4
1

11
10

3
8
1

Population  without 
Non-Citizens

 4,680,822 
 698,337 

 5,859,650 
 2,831,354 

 31,841,976 
 4,734,160 
 3,334,519 

 864,436 
 17,009,343 

 9,114,189 
 1,260,877 
 1,513,849 

 11,866,536 
 6,308,193 
 2,967,122 
 2,738,403 
 4,256,830 
 4,449,657 
 1,313,070 
 5,346,182 
 6,051,721 
 9,611,842 
 5,096,510 
 2,935,136 
 5,876,379 

 986,440 
 1,764,823 
 2,414,651 
 1,287,910 
 7,883,417 
 1,930,007 

 17,345,082 
 9,060,108 

 666,681 
 11,330,512 

 3,619,205 
 3,615,837 

 12,366,189 
 988,469 

 4,496,642 
 808,159 

 6,183,440 
 22,460,740 

 2,613,099 
 619,648 

 7,546,919 
 6,269,981 
 1,847,019 
 5,547,535 

 558,471 

Apportionment 
without 

Non-Citizens

 7 
 1 
 9 
 4 

 48 
 7 
 5 
 1 

 26 
 14 

 2 
 2 

 18 
 10 

 5 
 4 
 6 
 7 
 2 
 8 
 9 

 15 
 8 
 4 
 9 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 2 

 12 
 3 

 26 
 14 

 1 
 17 

 5 
 5 

 19 
 2 
 7 
 1 
 9 

 34 
 4 
 1 

 11 
 10 

 3 
 8 
 1 

Population 
without 

Immigrants

 4,634,386 
 672,204 

 5,556,037 
 2,794,562 

 27,191,560 
 4,547,825 
 3,094,508 

 829,009 
 15,242,730 

 8,784,607 
 1,118,649 
 1,486,401 

 11,104,521 
 6,200,793 
 2,914,310 
 2,676,871 
 4,210,023 
 4,381,096 
 1,287,408 
 4,986,234 
 5,576,080 
 9,323,879 
 4,936,396 
 2,916,812 
 5,778,941 

 974,385 
 1,719,647 
 2,200,974 
 1,251,703 
 6,962,920 
 1,862,132 

 15,123,443 
 8,846,644 

 659,266 
 11,098,747 

 3,558,500 
 3,472,863 

 11,995,837 
 920,912 

 4,427,481 
 797,523 

 6,086,438 
 21,126,387 

 2,548,127 
 602,777 

 7,126,617 
 5,867,107 
 1,837,304 
 5,443,310 

 552,457 

Apportionment 
without 

Immigrants

 7 
 1 
 9 
 5 

 44 
 7 
 5 
 1 

 25 
 14 

 2 
 2 

 18 
 10 

 5 
 4 
 7 
 7 
 2 
 8 
 9 

 15 
 8 
 5 
 9 
 2 
 3 
 4 
 2 

 11 
 3 

 24 
 14 

 1 
 18 

 6 
 6 

 19 
 2 
 7 
 1 

 10 
 34 

 4 
 1 

 12 
 9 
 3 
 9 
 1 

Source: Non-citizen and total immigrant population by state based on American Community Survey 2010 public-use file. 		

Impact of Non-Citizens Impact of All Immigrants


