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‘neral Assembly passes legislation setting district boundaries



al Redistricting
Requirements

Required?

qual Protec Clause
erpreted to require that districts
“substantially equal.”

% rule established by Courts to
determine “substantially equal.”




Pretend County
Jopulation 600,000

Pretend Districts Pretend Population Deviation From
Mean

District 1 100,000
District 2 107,000
District 3 98,000
District 4 98,000

District 5 99,000
District 6 98,000
Total 600,000

Mean Population: 100,000



BV oting Rights Act

uiring pre-clearance by the US
ustice does not apply

ce be taken into account
s apply (Thornburg v. Gingles, 1986)

al Protection Clause of US Constitution cited
ourts as preventing race from being the
predominant factor unless use of race narrowly
tailored to achieve a compelling interest. (Shaw
v. Reno, 1993; Shaw v. Hunt, 1996; Miller v.
Johnson 1995).




section 11

has never been sued under
IS not subject to a Section

uit were brought under Section 1II,
n of proof would fall on the plaintiff

Courts look to the Gingles test.



ornburg v. Gingles Test

inority group is sufficiently large
ally compact to constitute a
le-member district;

t it is politically cohesive, that is, it
lly votes for the same candidates; and

In the absence of special
circumstances, bloc voting by the White
majority usually defeats the minority’s
preferred candidate.



Protection Clause

ander” subject to “strict
courts and can only be
Is @ compelling state

| gerrymander” occurs when race is
0 create a district while other
itional redistricting principles” are

= Shaw v. Reno
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‘Board Involvement

ittee
isory Committee
ard provides po lidance to committee

rd considers several alternatives
ommended by the committee




1 Whole Precincts

precincts in drawing



cation to draw the

iétricts for both bodies.




1t Consideration

Do not put multiple
the same district

Ignore incumbency when
~districts



ITECtion: Partisan Make-up

1t possible, draw districts that
a member from a certain

2mocrats and 3
/ to elect



“Towns

arlotte, no municipality will
multiple districts. If the
ns cannot be kept in

east keep Matthews
int Hill togethe :
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precincts in drawing districts

municipality will be split between

ee southern towns cannot be kept in
 Matthews and Mint Hill together.

iple districts.
ame district, at lea

extent possible, draw districts that will likely elect a
r from a certain party. Attempt to create 3 districts that
ikely to elect Democrats and 3 districts that are likely to

th Board of Education to draw the same districts for both
bodies.



Minority-Majority
“minority-majority”

uage Minority

oting Righté AC ook at distinct minorities

Ing Rights Act looks at total population, but
mittee could opt to look at voting age residents
ters (usually results in @ higher concentration
\ of minority voters)

« Reminder- Drawing of two minority-majority
districts is BOCC direction, but not mandated by
state or federal law. Therefore, greater discretion
in how “minority-majority” is defined.



Partisan Make-up
“Likely Democrat” “Likely

'Registered Voters
Likely Voters
Istorical Votes

» Define Thresholds
 What percent of registered voters?
« What electoral outcomes?



