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Section 1

The Public Interest and Guiding Principles

More than 300 citizens attended and more than 70 citisestfied during Public Forums
conducted by the Independent Bipartisan Advisory Commission on Redistricting in Richmond,
Roanoke, Northern Virginia, and Hampton Roads, and many other citizens submitted written
testimony. These Virginians included privatBzens, representatives of organizations, members

of the General Assembly, mayors, and members of city councils and county boards. Besides the
obvious conclusion that a large cressction of citizens has a keen interest in redistricting, four
other vitalconclusions stand out from their testimony.

1. Reform. A common current in their testimony focused on changing the existing
approach to redistricting, which on the whole leaves citizens out of the process.
Many members of the public believe thatected epresentatives enjoy a
reelection insurance policy, which enables them to choose their own
constituencies in the drawing of district boundaries. Time and again citizens
testified that voters should choose their elected representatiiesr than have
elected representatives choose their voters. They frequently said that allowing
elected representatives to draw district boundaries favorable to their own political
interests undermines two vital ingredients of a democracy: vigorous competition
and healthy deate.

2. Transparency. Many citizens testified that the current redistricting process lacks
transparency, openness, and ease of understanding. They find themselves far
removed from a process that they do not understand. But several other factors
further canplicate the basic process of drawing district boundaries, namely
Virginiads economi c, political and soci al
places the Commonwealth under Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act. Despite
these complexities, however,rarisparently open redistricting process would at a
minimum enable citizens to understand available alternatives.

3. Compact Size, Contiguous Boundaries, Communities of InterestMany
witnes®sbefore the Commission provided examples of gerrymanderinghinat
felt egregiously violaté one ofthree generally recognized tenets of appropriate
district composition: compact size, contiguous boundaries, and communities of
interest. Because so many districts throughout the Commonwealth violate these
fundamentallyand historically accepted tenets, citizens often do not know either
who their representatives are or how they may contact them. Likewise, some
elected representatives testified that they find it difficult to effectively represent
far-flung districts which lack compact size, contiguous boundaries, and
communities of interest.

4. Fairness. Witnesses before the Commission frequently invoked the word
fairness Now is the time, they contend, to apply fundamental standards of
fairness to the redistricting procetbst (1) enable constituents and their elected
representatives to have easier access to one another, and (2) cause individual



communities throughout the Commonwealth to have confidence that their
interests receive proper representation.

Being fully cognkant of widespread citizen interest in redistricting and the preponderant views
exhibited in their testimony, the Independent Bipartisan Advisory Commission on Redistricting
chose to observe the following seven guidelines and principles in the condisctvofk and in

the making of its recommendations.

First, theCo mmi s sverloshodildcomply with thefi o persononevoter e qui r efment s o
the U.S. Constitutionas interpretedby the U.S. SupremeCourt. Regardingthe U.S. Houseof
Representativeshe Courthasruledthatstatesi m urmsakea goodfaith effort to achieveprecise
mathematicale g u a lini popylation. However, at the state legislative level, the Court has
allowedsomedeviationsfrom the standardf i p r entathematicaé q u a if thetragianalefor
thosedeviationsare clearly statedin advanceconformto consideration®f the Voting Rights

Act and appropriatelyrespectthe statedrationale,which shouldinvolve the traditional criteria,

such as political boundaries communitiesof interest and other appropriate articulatedstate

interests

Second,the Co mmi s sorlo sh@ukl comply with the Voting Rights Act. Of particular
relevanceare Section®2 and5, which containsignificantrequirementgor the Commonwealttof
Virginia. First, Section2 prohibits diluting minority vote throughfi ma n i p wfl déstriat o n
| i n &heughdt doesnot require maximizing minority voting strength Second,Section5
requiresthat Vi r g i redistectng plan not regressfrom the numberof majority-minority
districtsfoundin i b a s eplan. m théredistrictingdonepursuanto the 2000census Virginia
had 1 majority-minority district in the U.S. House of Representatives> majority-minority
districtsin the StateSenate and 12 majority-minority districtsin the StateHouseof Delegates.
At the time of the 2010 census,the numberof majority-minority districts was still 1 for the
Houseof Representativeand5 for the StateSenatehowever,populationchangeshadreduced
the numberof majority-minority districtsin the Houseof Delegatego 11. Althoughtheremay
be someambiguity as to which year furnishesthe appropriatebaselinei 2000 or 20107 the
Commissionelectedto use 2000 to maintain 12 majority-minority districts in the House of
Delegates.

Third, theC o mmi s svorkg whiesecognizingthe fundamentarequirementf the Voting
RightsAct, shouldensurecompliancewith Article Two, SectionSix of the Virginia Constitution,
which directsthateachdistrict consistof contiguousandcompactterritory.

Fourth, theCo mmi s svorloshduld,to the maximumextentpossible,maintain municipal
andcountyboundariesandrespecicommunitiesof interest,includingeconomiccommunitiesof
interest.

Fifth, the Co mmi s swork shéukl, to the maximum extent possible,respectVi r gi ni ad s
increasinglyapparentegionalidentitiesin the 21* Century,suchasNorthernVirginia, Hampton
RoadsCentralVirginia, andSouthwesterVirginia.

Sixth, the Commissiorrecognizeghatanyredistrictingplan inevitablyincludestradeoffs.Some
of these,suchasin Congressionatedistricting may requiresignificantii s t r e tofaistiicts g 0
to meetpopulationrequirementsOthersmay requirejudgmentsthat balanceVoting Rights Act
considerationsvith the maintenancef municipalandcountyboundarylines.
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The Commissioncontendsthat appropriatetradeoffs can be made without violence to the
principles of equal population,Voting Rights Act requirementscompactsize and contiguous
boundaries,maintainng municipal and county boundaries,and respedng communities of
interest.

Seventh,theC o mmi s worksmodldcomplywith the expressedesiresf citizensacrosghe
Commonwealth(1) that ordinary citizens havethe opportunityto understandboth the process
and the resultsof redistricting, and (2) that the compositionof districts facilitate rather than
inhibit political interestandengagemenh thedemocratigrocess.

Section 2

History of the Commission

The work of the Independent BipartisanhAsory Commission on Redistricting stands out as a
landmark in the movement toward an open, impartial redistricting process that actively engages
the people in pursuit of the public interest.
and theVirginia General Assembly have for their consideration alternative redistricting plans

that meet constitutional and legal standamd weredeveloped in a manner that puts the public

interest above partisaparochiainterests. But how did it all begin?

First, a crosssection of business and civic leaders identified two related problems: the lack of
competition in state legislative and Congressional elections and -pgdesanship in the
legislative process. These leaders saw that the combinatioreséd throblems (1) fostered

partisan gridlock in the legislative process and inhibited the achievement of practical solutions to
probl ems, (2) eroded the accountability of el
under mi ned cinvoting er otlsetwise particgatiegsnttheir government.

Second,in 2007 these concerned citizens formed the Virginia Redistricting Coalition to advocate
redistricting reform, which soon expanded to include other-rikeded business and civic
leaders ad organizations throughout tl@ommonwealth including the Virginia Chamber of
Commerce, the League of Women Voters of Virginia, the Virginia Interfaith Center for Public
Policy, AARP Virginia, the Virginia Business Council, Virginia 21, the Future of ptam
Roads Inc., Richmond First Club, and others. Prominent elected officials, including Governors
Mark Warner and George Allen, also supported this endeavor.

Third, t he Coal ition proposed a #AVirginia Model f
eliminating incumbency protection, controlling gerrymandering, providing for ample public
comment and review, and adhering to the legal requirements of compactness, contiguity, equal
population, and protection of minority voter rights.

Fourth, for several yars the Coalition supported in the General Assembly a bill that would
create an official bipartisan commission with the authority to devise redistricting plans subject to
an upor-down vote by the General Assembly.



Fifth, during the 2009 gubernatorialeetion, both the Democratic candidate, Senator Creigh
Deeds, and the Republican candidate, now Governor Bob McDonnell, endorsed the creation of a
bipartisan redistricting commission.

Sixth, on January 10, 2011, by Executive Order No. 31, Governor Maé&bfulfilled this
campaign promise andccreated the Independent Bipartisan Advisory Commission on
Redistricting, with instructions that it:

1 Solicit broad public input;

1 Function openly and independently of the executive and legislative branches; and

1 Presat its report and recommendations directly to the President Pro Tem of the
Senate, the Speaker of the House, the chairs of the Senate and House Privileges
and Elections Committees, and the Governor for consideration in advance of the
reconvened session thfe General Assembly.

Further, the Governords Executive Order began
drawn in a way that maximizes voter participation and awareness and lines should reflect
commonsense geographic boundaries and storgmu ni t i es of i nterests. o

As expressed in the Executive Order, here arditleecriteria established by the Governor for
the Commission to follow:

1. Consistent with Article Il, Section 6 of the Constitution of Virginia, all districts shall be
composedf contiguous and compact territory and shall be as equal in population as is
practicable and in compliance with federal law. No district shall be composed of
territories contiguous only at a point.

2. All districts shall be drawn to comply with the Virgingend United States Constitutions,
applicable state and federal law, the Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended, and relevant
case law.

3. The population of legislative districts shall be determined solely according to the
enumeration established by the 20&@dral census. The population of each district shall
be as nearly equal to the population of every other district as practicable.

4. All districts, to the extent practicable, shall respect the boundary lines of existing political
subdivisions. The number obenties and cities divided among multiple districts shall be
as few as practicable.

5. To the extent possible, districts shall preserve communities of interest.

The guidelines in the Executive Order excluded political criteria, such as partisan political
advantage and electoral competition. When delivering his charge orally to the Commission at its
first meeting, the Governor emphatically reinforced that exclusion.

Toreadthdullt e x t of the Governorodds Executive Order,
http://www.governor.virginia.gov/issues/executiveorders/201 128@fm.



http://www.governor.virginia.gov/issues/executiveorders/2011/EO-31.cfm

Section 3

Public Forums

To respect the Governordés charge thatctnghe Con
process, the Commission conducted Public Forums in four regions of Virginia:

Richmond on March 11th at the Capitol;

Roanoke on March 14at Western Virginia Community College;
Fairfax on March 18 at George Mason University; and

Norfolk on Mach 2F'at Norfolk State University.

= =4 =4 -4

Following a similar format at each venue,

1. The Commission Chair made opening remarks about the purpose and aims of the

Commission;

2. The Commi ssionds Legal Counsel presented t
undergirding redistricting in the United States and how these principles apply to
Virginia;

3. The Commission then heard testimony from private citizens, elected officials, and
representatives of organizations;

4. Students from local colleges and universities gmésd their redistricting maps
and described how and why they had constructed them; and

5. Commission members offered concluding remarks that expressed appreciation for
the input they had received.

Critics of bipartisan redistricting contended that citizbase little interest in redistricting, but
the facts belie the charge.

1 More than 300 citizens attended the four Forums;

1 More than 70 citizens, including 15 legislators, testified,;

1 Besides legislators, those testifying included representatives ofizedayolitical
parties, interest groups and Rpartisan associations, and elected officials at the
local level;

1 Others submitted written testimony; and

1 During approximately two hours at each forum/hearing, hardly anyone left.

As these citizens testifieeloquently and from the heart about the state of democracy in Virginia,
their testimony developed several common themes of compelling interest to the Commission.
One overarching conclusion, however, tied each of these themes together.

1 The redistricting process urgently needs to be reformed.

First, many ordinary citizens neither understand the redistricting process nor do they know who
represents them in the General Assembly. While technological advancements continue to make
SO many activities easier tnderstand and undertake, politics for many remains inexcusably
opaque. Indeed, several members of the General Assembly testified (1) that tHamgfar
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districts make it difficult for them to provide proper constituent service and representation, and
(2) that constituents frequently do not know who represents them.

Second,Citizens feel that Congressional and state legislative districts separate communities of
interestfor inappropriate reasondiime and again, citizens told the Commission that their
districts divide rather than unite communities of interest. Bewildered by oddly drawn and
befuddling district boundary lines, they could find no other reason for them than the advantage
these bizarre districts give to incumbents running for office. Bhahése districts are reelection
insurance policies for incumbents. Many of these same citizens as well as others testified that
emerging regional and economic similaritigisould find their expression in the drawing of
district lines.

Third, the splitting of municipal and county jurisdictions drew the ire of citizens, who gave
numerous examples of how several delegates and more than one senator represented one,
sometimes small, locality. Understandably some might argue that localities may gain more
effective representation by having more than one legislator look after their interests, but that was
not the position of most, if not all, citizens who testified on this point. Instead, they pointed out
the difficulties that citizens have in knowing who to tam, who to hold accountable, and who
among several legislators should coordinate or lead the representation afitpeald county
interests in the General Assemb@itizens who testified feel that cities and counties receive
more effective represenian from unity rather than diversity or multiplicity of representation.

lllustrative of the testimony received by the Commission:

Frank Jones, the Mayor of Manassas Park, sent the Commission a unanimous recommendation
from the Town Council that the jwdiction be represented by only one delegate district and one
senatorial district.

Michael Amyx, Executive Director of the Virginia Municipal League, highlighted the
importance of having local governments work easily with their state delegations, wihiehtc

di stricts discourage. He stated that ASlT i cin
political interests can | eave communities di:
illustrations:

1 Four state senators and seven delegatessgept portions of the City of
Chesapeake;

1 Five state senators and seven delegates represent portions of the City of Virginia
Beach, which has twice the population of Chesapeake; and

! For a decade voters in Virginia have had electronic access to this informatioghthineuVirginia State Board of
Elections. Those interested may check their informatiohttat//www.sbe.virginia.gov/In addition, the General
Assembly website provides such informatiomgip://legis.state.va.us/1_cit guide/contacting_my.html



http://www.sbe.virginia.gov/
http://legis.state.va.us/1_cit_guide/contacting_my.html

1 Two senators and two delegates represent portions of the 8,000 residdras
small City of Franklin.

Amyx then asked: AnWhat are we trying to accom
for Franklin and Chesapeake maintained by diluting that representation to such an extent that the
community is either overwhelmelly its neighbors or too choppegh to voice a coherent
message? Common sense would seem to dictate that legislative district lines should help foster a
closer relationship between local governments and state legislators. Ensuring that state elected
officials and local governments share common communities of interest will better enable us to
address our most pressing problems. A more effective working relationship would benefit all

citizens in the Commonwealth. oo
Paul Fraim, the Mayor of Norfolk, reinforcedh i s per specti ve, noting t|
House districts have only a small minority of

the ability of their voices to be heard in Richmond on issues of concern to them as Norfolk
r esi de pdintged aut thdtdan at least one instance a small number of Norfolk residents find
themselves in a rural district with no recognizable interests.

In addition, Fraim mentioned that the present legislative redistricting in the City of Norfolk splits
precncts so that in some instances people voting at the same polling place find themselves
standing next to other people voting for different candidates in a different election. To illustrate,
Mayor Fraim testified that:

When Norfolk residents in precinct 1QBion Grace) go to the polls to vote for a

member of the House of Delegates, one person in line may be handed a ballot for

District 100 while the person behind may be given one for District 79. So part of

the residents of that Norfolk precinct vote formsmne who primarily represents

Accoma& and the rest get to vote for someone who primarily represents

Portsmouth, even though all live in the same precinct in Norfolk. Living in the

same neighborhood and even goinggeto the sa
to vote for the same sl ate much | ess for s
interests.

Besides the common themes expressed at t he C
heightened attention at particular venues.

1 In the Norfolk Forum, pvate citizens and members of the Legislative Black
Caucus urged the creation of a second majonityority Congressional district,
and the exploration of options that would create more majoritprity state
legislative districts.

1 In the Northern Virgia Forum, various witnesses advocated consideration of
common transportation lines, dense housing pattesqgrienceof immigration
and/or economic disadvantage in determining communities of interest.

1 In Roanokeall but one person who testified statbdt Roanoke properly belongs
in a Congressional district that includes the Shenandoah Valley, not far southwest
Virginia.



The Forums not only provided helpful guidance to the Commission in learning about matters of
general concern regarding redistrigtirbut also helpful guidance regarding matters of unique
concern to individual regions.

And occasionally citizens focused on matters important to redistricting, but outside the
Governorodos charge to the Commission.

1 Perhaps the most prominent issue aroeenmthe League of Women Voters, the
Future of Hampton Roads and several private citizens advocated that the
Commission propose competitive districts. To implement competitiveness as a
criterion might involve tradeffs between competitiveness on one hand tne
maintenance of municipal and county boundaries and/or communities of interest
on the other.

1 In some instances citizens addressed issues of local interest, such as how
redistricting might affecthe location of a jail or a local magisterial district

These two points, though worthy, fall out si de
detract from the indispensable benefit of the Forums in helping the Commission develop its
guiding principles and specific recommendations.

Section 4

The Virginia College and University Redistricting Competition

The Virginia College and University Redistricting Competition, organized by Professors Michael
McDonald (George Mason University) and Quentin Kidd (Christopher Newport University), had
two goals: (] to teach students how to participate in redistricting; and (2) to demonstrate that
interested citizens can also participate.

Moreover, the Commission believes that the winning maps in the division of the competition that
utilized the criteria that th&overnor provided to the Commission should be granted serious
consideration during the redistricting process. We commend these maps, which can be found at
the following websitehttp:/www.varedistrictingcompetition.org/results/

The competition included two divisions.

9 Division 1 maps addressed the criteria of contiguity, equipopulation, the federal
Voting Rights Act, communities of interest that respect existing political
suldivisions, and compactness, putn keepi ng with the Govern
Order, they could not address electoral competition and representational fairness.
1 Division 2 maps addressed the criteria of contiguity, equipopulation, the federal
Voting Rights A¢, and communities of interest that respect existing political
subdivisions, compactness, electoral competition, and representational fairness.

Some 150 students on 16 teams from 13 colleges and universities submptads for the U.S.
House of Represtatives,StateSenate, and House of Delegates. Two judges, Thomas Mann
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(Brookings Institution) and Norman Ornstein (American Enterprise Institute), chose the winning
maps.

All 55 maps appear on the following webshép://www.varedistrictingcompetition.org/

The student competition provided invaluable assistance to the Commission in dealing with three
important challenges:

1. How to address communities of interest;
2. How to adhere to the Votingights Act; and
3. How to implement the equal population requirement.

The 55 maps demonstrated the importance of (1) keeping communities of interest together,
including ethnic and racialommunities (2) respecting traditional political boundaries, sush a
cities and counti es, (3) considering signific
cogni zant of Vi remgergmg regiossAne xnidsirtgisam tgp complydwith the

Voting Rights Act and the equal population requirement.

Communities of Interest. Teams viewed communities of interest on several levels. First, they
saw Virginia as a grouping of regions and organized their redistricting plans around these
identities. Second, they saw within those regions more specific communiti¢srettnnormally
centeredon an urban area or large community, and some looked for communities of interest
within larger urban areas.

1. One approach considered the seeic onomi ¢ | andscape, such as
half of Richmond, half of Henrico, and athcounties that are closely tied with
the economic and social landscape of the Richmond metro area. Many of these
areas have significant portions of their populations who either live in or commute
to Richmond often and have relatively similar seegwnomh ¢ st at uses. 0

2. Another approachas in the case of Hampton Roadsught to maintain the
regional identity of its military, shipbuilding, and tourism interests.

3. Then in western Virginia the student maps respected its historic rural and
agricultural intersts.

4. Finally, while all teams attempted to minimize the divisions of cities and counties,
they recognized the impossibility of uniformly accomplishing this objective,
because it constrained efforts to achieve other objectives, such as the equal
populationcriterion. Often, of course, they found that communities of interest
overlapped these traditional political boundaries.

Voting Rights Act Requirements. Drawing compact majorityminority districts while
maintaining communities of interest became the gstateallenge facing the student teams. So
given the requirements of the Voting Rights Act, student teams sometimes sacrificed
compactness in order to achieve the appropriate number of magonityity districts.

Equal Population Requirements.Believingthat a compact district and an intact community of
interest provide for better representation, the student maps placed a premium on district
compactness and community of interest over the achievement of equal population. Despite this
bias, however, in alost all instances their maps stayed within the-phirsus range of 5 percent
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for state legislative districtsand adhered to the exact population equality required for
Congressional districts

Commission members were extremely impressed by the stud@arts ethroughout the
competition. The dedication of the student groups was exemplary. The thoughtfulness and
creativity of the teams helped to inform the dialogue and decisions that the Commission itself
reached. And one of the teams, the students frorhatheSchool at the College of William and

Mary, actually assisted the Commission in its final weeks. The competition was ultimately a
testimony to the extraordinary potenti al t ha
universities.

Section 5
Constitutional and Legal Issues

In considering the legal principles applicable to redistricting, recognition must be given first and
foremost to the constitutional provisions in the Virginia Constitution and the Constitution of the
United States. Second, aknce must be given to the provisions of the Voting Rights Act, both
Section 2 and Section 5 (the | attsate). basty ng ap
consideration must also be given to additional redistricting principles not containée in t
constitutions or statutes but allowed and approved by case law.

Constitutional Principles
1. Virginia Constitution
AEvery el ector al d i orntiguous and compatiriitorybard slcah mpos ed o
be so constituted as to give, as nearlysgsacticable representation in proportion to the
popul ation of the district.o
Article 1, 8 6 (emphasis added).
2. Contiguity
A[ A] district that cont ai naahertlawnwdbmasseutdt i ons com
not meet this constitutional reqggime nt [ f or contiguity] é. [ L] and
watermay nevertheless satisfy the contiguity requiremenertain circumstances o
Wilkins v. West264 Va. 447, 4684 (2002) (emphasis added)
Wilkinsr ej ected a tri al cre must bé s bridge,graad or demnye n t t hat
allowing full internal access to all parts of the district. As requested by the Governor,

however, if districts have land masses separated by water, then to the extent feasible such
land masses should be connected bydas.
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3. Compactness
In theWilkinscase, experts on both sides used two objective measures of compactness:

1 Reoch/Geographic Dispersion Method Ameasures the | evel of
determining the ratio of the area of the district to the smatiede that can be
superi mposed ddva464,hhe di strict. o

1 Polsby/Popper/Perimeter Compactness Method ficomputes a rati o be
area of the districtompared to a circle that equals the length of the perimeter of
the dildtrict. o

Other quantifiable measures of compactness may also exist; however, no rules have been
adopted favoring one method over another or adopting any bright lines for wietnca id not
sufficiently compact to pass constitutional muster.

4. U.S. Constitution

AiOne man, one voteo is required

Article |, § 2

(pertains to Congressional Districts)

Thereisino excuse for the fail ur entatiooforequalt t he ob]
numbers of people in congressional districting other than the practical impossibility of
drawing equal districts with mathemati cal pr e

Mahan v. Howe|l410 U.S. 315, 322 (1973).

14" Amendmenti Equal Protection Clause
(pertans to House of Delegates and State Senate Districts)

roader |l ati tude has been afforded the St
e legislative redistrictingé. o

Mahan 410 U.S. at 322.

Completenumerical equality of districts is not reqed for House of Delegates and State Senate

Districts. See Dalyv.Hupt 93 F. 3d 1212, [itBeln8xinfudh deviati@iisr . 19 ¢
less than 10%, the population differential will be consideleaninimisand will not, by itself,
supportaclaimofvot e di l uti on. 0) .

In 2001, GenetaAssembly used plus or minug/2(a total deviation of %) for House of
Delegates and State Senate Distri@ee Wilkins264 Va. at 468, n.7

5. Racialgerrymandering is prohibited.

AA party as s slativeiredigtrictindy plan haa imprepgrly used race as a
criterion must show that the legislature subordinated traditional redistricting principles to
racial considerations and that race was not mexd§ctor in the design of the district,
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but wasthe predominant factor. The challenger must show that a facially neutral law is
explainable on no other grounds but race. o

Wilkins, 264 Va. at 467 (emphasis in original) (citiHgnt v. Cromartie 532 U.S. 234,
241-42 (2001)).

Voting Rights Act, 41 U.S.C§ 1983(c)

The application of the Vatig Ri ght s Act diticting eontafs two Jmajot o r e
provisionsi Section 2 and SectioniSthese provisions work independently of each other.

1. Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act

Section 2is applicablen at i onwi de and prohibits any State f
practice or procedure € in a manner which r e:
vote on account of r ¥9¢3€a). dhere s @ vidatian @f Secdaddf, U. S. C
given the Atotality of circumstances, 0 member
ot her members of the electorate to 497&%m.t repr
This is the source ofAabOuld ofmmo odi Imitnioand yp rviont e

AWhen the voting potential of a minority grou
a district has been thwarted by the manipulation of district lines, minorities may justly

claim that their "ability to electtandidates has been diluted in violation of Section 2 [of

the Voting Rights Act.] o

Hall v. Virginia, 385 F.3d 421, 429 (4th Cir. 2004)
The U.S. Supreme Court however, has ruled tha
Section 2 [of the Voti g R i g h tJshnsédncvt DeGrandyp12 U.S. 997, 1017 (1994). In

other words, failure to maximize does not constitute dilution of minority voting.

The Supreme Court has also discussed two types of districts that seem pertinent here. First, there

ae fiminority influencedo districts in which th
even i f i ts preferred candidat e cannot be
Aconsolidatedod districts, wh e r e mpatheticamajgridy bl oc
voters Acrossingo over i n sufficiently l ar g
candidate.

Neither fAminority influenced nor W@Acrossover o

Rights Act. See Bartlett v. Strickfad, 129 S. Ct. 1231 (2009LULAC v. Perry 548 U.S. 399
(2006). In other words, failure to create such a district does not constitute dilution of minority
voting in violation of Section 2.

2 . Il 1l egal vote dilution blisego onrorfagaclkiamg o

Cracking Athe splitting of a group or party amon
majority in any of those districts.Id. at n. 12 Thornburg v. GinglesA78 U.S. 30, 50, n. 17).

Packing ficoncentrmatoodi 9fr ibé¢askwhere theyldconsti
14



AOn the other hand, when minority voters, as
to form a majority in a singlme mb e r di strict, theyé cannot C |
strengbbkbénhds!|l uted in violation of Section 2.

Hall, 385 F.3d at 429.
3. Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act

Section 5is the preclearance provision and is applicable only to certain States and jurisdictions,
including Virginia. Changes in voting law andopedures including redistricting cannot go

into effect wunti/l they are cleared by the Dep
court in the District of Columbié.

Regardless of where preclearance is sought, the Commonwealth musthshdle change in

the | aw fineither has the purpose or effect of
raceéo 4 P973(£). ShisGtandakd is met if there retrogressionwhen comparing

minority voting strength under the newaplwith minority voting strength under the old plan.

iRetrogressiono is prohibited.
AThe plan must comiaiominhg UWeweéeri majsothay t he
Wilkins 264 Va. at 468.

For purposes of applying the nogtrogression princip, the baseline could be determined,
hypothetically, either by (a) the number of majomtynority districts existing when the last
redistricting occurred in 2001 and/or (b) the number of majonityority districts existing at the

time of the 2011 censyghus, reducing or increasing the original number based on population
changes). The U.S. Supreme Court has suggested that both the current and prior census should
be reviewed in determining a Géobgmy.éAthcrofg3d, f or n
U.S. 461 (2003), at least when the population changes lead to an increase in the number of
majority-minority districts. However, the Department of Justice, under its current guidelines,
seems to suggest that it will use only the most current populdéta to measure both the
benchmark plan and the proposed redistricting plan in determining issues of retrogression of
minority-majority districts. See Federal Register, Vol. 76, No.27, at 74729F2b11

Traditional Redistricting Principles
Tradtional redistricting principles are basically outlined by case law. These basic principles are

fully acceptable for implementation by a legislative body so long as constitutional pririciples
one marone vote, compactness and contiguity are met. Rexagniand applying these

2 Although Virginia has typically sought paearance fronthe Department of Justicét should be noted that
another available optiors ito apply to the federal district court and seek expedited review. In general, Commission
members suppottansparency in the redistricting process, including the review procedures. The Commission
recognizes that Virginiadecision aboutvhich review route to pwue necessarily requires judgments about the
overall best interest of the Commonwealth.
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principles i and declaring them to be important state interéstallows leeway from

mathematical exactness in House of Delegate and State Senate redistricting plans (but not

Congressional redistricting plans). However, if thediegure does not declare certain principles

to be of importance especially the recognition and preservation of political subdivision
boundaried i then less leeway is allowed and more exactness regarding allowed percentage

deviations becomes required.

The main criteria allowed by the courts are set out by\iikins andMahancases, excerpts of

which are as follows:

Al T] he Gener al Assembly must bal ance
statutory factors when designing electoral districts.addition, traditional redistricting
elements not contained in the statute, suchpm@servation of existing districts,
incumbency, voting behavior, and communities of interestare also legitimate
|l egi sl ative considerations. o

Wilkins v. West264 Va. 4%, 46364 (2002) (emphasis added).

a

numb

Popul ation deviations may also be justified b

policy of respecting the boundaries of
the plan do not Aédenxidesed constitutional

Mahan v. Howell410 U.S. 315, 328 (1973).

A[ W] her emimoaty dstrigtstang at issue and where racial identification correlates
highly with political affiliation, the party attacking the legislatively drawn boundaries
must show at theehst that the legislature could have achieved its legitimate political

objectives in alternative ways that are comparably consistent with traditional districting
principles. That party must also show that those districting alternatives would have

broughta bout significantly greater raci al
Wilkins, 264 Va. at 467 (quotinGromartie 532 U.S. at 258).

Conclusion

Although some clear constitutionaihd statutory rules apply todistricting, there are a number
of factors that a legislatuieor acommissiori may lawfully apply in its discretion, based on its

bal

pol i ti

ance

own policy choices. Moreover, even where there is agreement about which factors should be
considered, placing more emphasis on one factor may inevitably require less emphasis on
another. Irshort, while some plans may deviate so far from accepted principles as to be readily

subject to legal attack, there is no singlgdlly correct answer to howdistricting lines should

be drawn.

5in Virginiads redistricting following the 1970
subdivision boundaries at least for the Housef Delegates was an important and traditional state policy.
redistricting following the 2000 census, the General Assembly declared, by statute, certain criteria to be of
importance; however, respect for political subdivision boundaries was nottset an important criterionSeeVa.

Code § 24.2805.
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Section 6
The 2010 Census: Demographic Shifts

Vi r g & popuationhas grown steadily ovethe past 60 yearsAn increase of more than
900,000between 2000 and 20Xontinues a growthate trend of approximately million per
decade. Today6s p o pmillios, entites Virgineagopretanxlbeata in thé vy 8
U.S. House of Representatives.

This growth translates into increasing the populations of Congressional and state legislative

di stricts. By dividing Virginiads tot al pop-L
Virginiabos!| de€egatighrmas sow oeprasent 727,366 people, an increase of nearly
100,000 from one decade agBachHouse of Delegatedistrict must now contain abou@®00

people, and each Senate distratiout200,000.

But geographicunevenness m agrowts rat®. i Threei nmajorandesropolitan areas
account for 82 percent of the growth: Northern Virginia, 55 percent; Metropolitan Richmond, 17
percent; and Hampton Roads, 10 percent. While et of the statexperienced population
gains, some lost populaton, including Southside, Southwest, the Shenandoah Valley, the
Northern Neck, and the Eastern Shotecomackand Buchanan counties anithe cities of
Danville and Martinsville lost more than 10 percent each. In Hampton RoaitisPortsmouth

and Hamptondst population.

Ethnically,Vi r gi ni a @aulatan,snpwaah8 percent, nearly doubled from 2000 t0.2010

By location 62 percenpf Hispanicslive in Northern Virginia with Manassas Park having the
highest percentag@3 percent, followed by Manasas and Prince William County. Outside of
Northern Virginiaonl y Harri sonbur g and GaVirginka looaktikse t he
having the largest percentagd Hispanics.

Racially, theAsian population ontinuel to grow,from 4 percendbf the state totain 2000 to 6
percent in 2010. At 19 percerthe proportion ofAfrican Americars in Virginia remains much
the sameas 10 years agdoth in percentageandin geographic locatianPeople who classify
themselves as of mixadcial background demgtrate someopulationgrowth.

Section 7

Metrics, Choices, and Maps

The Commission identified two fundamental problems in map making: a lack of transparency
and understandable standards for determining the impact of alternative redistricting lglatys. C
generally exists with regard to equal population standards and the number of rmaijooitiy

voting districts, but not with regard to compactness and the splitting of municipal and county
boundaries. To overcome this problem the Commission wtilfieer measures that helped to
frame its choices and guide its recommendations.
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Metrics

1. Voting Rights Act Considerations.Voting rights experts typically use two standard metrics

for analyzing a redistricti nnpidemiioasntilesnumbernofsi st e
minority opportunity districts and the level of minority votiage population within them to

provide a minority community the opportunity to elect a candidate of their choice.

The first metric focuses on the number of propasegbrity-minority districts. In evaluating this
metric, the Commission determinedhetherproposed plans established majontynority voting
districts in all places where required to do so in a manner that is consistent with the other
essential redistring criteria.

Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act requires that Virginia statewide redistricting plans must not
reduce, or retrogress, the overall number of effective majorityrity districts. Redistricting
plans are submitted to thé.S. Department oflustice orU.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia for evaluation and can be rejected if they are foulhe tetrogreswe. The baseline
Section 5 requirement is the number of districts with a majority of a minority vatjeg
population howe\er, there may be sonmambiguity asto which yearfurnishesthe appropriate
baseling 20000r 2010.

The second metric focuses on the percentage of minority population of \agngvithin a

district. Typically, voting rights experts through careful asalyof racial voting patterns within

a community determine these percentages. This percentage cannot be too low, so as to not
provide a community with a chaato elect a candidate of their choice, but it cannot be too large,

as to inefficiently waste mimity votes in an overwhelming minority district. Without the
resources to conduct such racial voting analyses, the Commissight to include in its
majority-minority districts a percentage of minority votirgge populationwithin the range
accepted byhte Department of Justice in 2001.

2. Equal Population. The Commission recognized that equal population standards can be
different for Congressional and stakevel redistricting. The Commission adopted an equal
population standard faCongressional redigtting consistent with recent federal court decisions

t hat favor absolute population equality. That
population evenly by the number 6bngressional districts, all districts must have exactly the

same poplation absenthe practical impossibility of drawing equdistrictswith mathematical

precision.

The Commission recognized that the federal standard forlstegeredistricting has generally
beenmore flexible, allowing variations of as great 3% to meet other essential redistricting
goals. However, tradition in the Commonwealth has been to require a stricter population
standard than allowed by the federal courts. The Commigsioally useda plus or minus 2%
permissible variation in populatiofor the Senate and House plans, anchtegplored how
relaxing this requiremerfitirther intersected withespecting county and city boundaries.

3. Compactness.Redistricting scholars have developed metrics that enable comparisons
between different plansegarding the level of compactness of their districts. The Commission
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used one such metriknown as the Schwartzberg meastweassess how the plansléveloped
compared to the plans that were adopted in 2001.

4. Splitting of Counties and IndependentCities. The Commission was consistently asked by
members of the public to recommend plans that kept municipal and county boundaries intact as
much as possible. The Commission developed a simple metric that counted the number of times
one or more districtsplit a county or independent city in the planpribdduced and compared

this to the number of such splits in the plans adopted in 2001.

Choices

Redistricting is a balancing act. Each criterion that the Commission was directed to employ is, by
itself, an expression of a value that is widely supported in the Commonwealth. Most citizens
surely care about equal representatioomplying with the Voting Rights Act, maintaining
district lines that respect communities of interest and municipal and countyldes, and
having political districts that are compact and contiguous.

Yet striving to implement each of these criteria inevitably involves balancing a set of choices and
tradeoffs. When &ongressional district requires 727,366 Virginians to be indudea single
district, small rural jurisdictions may be put together with geographically distant areas where a
community of interest may not have previously been perceiedlistricts for the House and

the Senateare drawn toapproachmathematically ecal populations, it becomes increasingly
difficult not to split municipal and county lines in the composition of the distritts possible

that creating majorityninority districts to give historically underrepresented populations the
capacity to eleca candidate of their choice can result in a tradeoff regarding compactness and
keeping municipal and county boundaries together.

Redistricting is also an evolving process. Legislatures may modify the criteria that they employ
on a decennial basis, institug smalltweaks that have major effects. Definition of a community

of interest may change over time and different regions ofCtamonwealthmay define this
notion in varying ways. Voting rights consideratiaaslve over every redistricting cycknd

new policy views are advanced once there is time to reflect upon and assess theofesults
litigation brought, and the prior redistricting plans. For examgie, Gommission heard from
African-American elected officials at both the state and local levetsafiserved that they felt it

was possible to reduce the majority percentage in existing maqoirityrity districts and still

retain full compliance with the Voting Rights Act.

The Commission continuously grappled with the choices and tradeoffs thiag¢wtably present

in striving to apply the criteria under which it operated. These tradeoffs were especially apparent
i n the Commiiensof redudngcitydandscountgsplits andpossibly creating an
additional majorityminority district in the $nate.

* The Schwartzberg measure is the ratio of the perimeter of a circle with the same area as a district to the perimeter
of the district. The best scoring district would have a Schwartzberg measurécetfog@% and the least would have

a measure equal to 0%. This measure gives a higher score to districts that have shorter perimeters, or in other words,
have fewer oddlghaped extensions from the district.

® For example, if a county has only one distribe number of splits is zero. If a county has two districts, it is split

twice; if it has three districts, it is split three times; and so on. Some larger counties and independent cities must be

split because they cannot support a single district witlid#red population within their boundaries.
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While the @mmission identified these tradeoffs, the Commission recognized that redistricting is
an extremely complicated process and that other plans may exist that improve upon one or all of
the criteria the Commission used to guide its drawirgjsiricts.

Voting Rights Act Considerations. The principal Section 5 requirement is the number of
districts with a majority of a minority votingge populatiomusing the most recent censusing

this metric,thenSection 5 of the Voting Rights Act reiges the following number of majority
minority districtsin Virginia: 1 Congressional districts Senate districts, andl House of
Delegates districts. However, the Commission notedtheiDepartment of Justice approved a
Houseof Delegateglan in 2001that hadl2 majority-minority districts using the 2000 census.

In the decade between 2000 and 2010, the minority vaigegpopulation of ondistrict had

dipped below 5@ercent and the Commission elected to restore that district to majorigrity

status, thereby avoiding any dispute as to which decennial census provides the appropriate
baseline

The Commission discovered in the course of its deliberations that it is possible to draw only one
majority-minority Congressional district. However, theof@mission discovered there is more
than one way to draw this district. The Commission decided to prabessconfigurations, as

they represent different approaches to tying together minority communities and alter the way by
which adjoining districts malge drawn.

The Commissiorlsodiscovered that it is possible to draw as man§ &enate and3 House of
Delegates majorityninority districts. The effectiveness of these districts to elect a candidate of
choice is dependent on a second Voting Rightsionemployed by the Commission.

The Commissiomelievesthat the minority votingage population within the 6th majorty

minority Senate distriovould notbe effective at electing a candidate of their choice using the
2001 baseline approved by the Depanttnof Justice. The Commission decideddtethis

option, in case further exploratory mapping by others reveals a way to draw 6 effective majority
minority Senate district3.

The Commission found that the minority votiage population within th&2 and 13 majority-
minority House districts alternativeguldbe effective at electing a candidate of choice using
theminimum minority percentagapproved by the Department of Jusiit001 The
Commission decidetb includeboth optionsn this reportremgnizing thatl2 majority-minority
districts would be consistent with thegal requirements in place 2001

The 13 majorityminority district plan was the source of a substantive disagreement among the
Commission member#& number ofCommissionrmembes strongly believe that the creation of

® The Commission discussed a map proposal that presensixthamajorityminority Senate Bbtrict, which

involved three specific tradeoffs. First, it reduced the overall compactness of the map and requineg split
additional counties and independent cities. Second, it required reducing the overall minority populations in most of
the other existing majorityninority districts from 5%6 to 524. Third, the introduction of a sixth majorityinority

Senate Districhecessitated districts that jumped predominant water boundaries in the Norfolk and Hampton area. In
sum, it may be possible to creatsigh majorityminority district. But the tradeoff entails reducing compactness,
increasing district splits, jumping water boundaries and lowering the level of minority population to slightly above
52% in many of the existing majorityinority districts.
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the 13" majority-minority district is consistent with the principle of enabling Africamericans

to have a candidate of their choosing, that the proposed district is more compact than the ones in
the map approvetly the Assembly in 2001, and that the tradeoffs with other criseich as
compactness and keeping cityd county lines intact is permissible. At the same time, a number

of Commission members believe equally strongly that the impact of creatind anaj@rity-

minority district is not consistent with the outlook on compactness and keapirand county

l ines intact that has guided the Commi ssionodos
caution about the viability of a potential challengethe creation of districts where race is

utilized as the predominant factor without a compelling defense is relevant here.

Population Equalty. The Commonweal t hos popul ation gr ow;
primarily been located in the exurban areadNofthern Virginia, particularly in Loudoun and

Prince William counties. Districts must have equal population to ensure equal representation for

all Virginia residents across the state. As a consequence, district boundaries must follow this
population growh.

Virginia did not gain or lose &ongressional seat to apportionment. Congressional district
boundaries must thus shift northward to equalize district populations. The state legislature also
continues to have the same number of districts, but bechagi¥) Senate and00 House of
Delegates districts are significantly smaller in size thanlth€ongressional districts, whole
districts must be collapsed within the slovgeowing areas found in the southeast and southwest
corners of the Commonwealth anéw districtsi essentially one Senate and three House of
Delegates districts must be created in the Northern Virginia exurban areas.

Reducing the Number of Districts Where County and Independent City Boundaries Are

Split. The Commission recognized ihet course of its deliberations that there is a taftle

bet ween balancing districtsoé6 populations and
within the state legislative districts. At ti@ongressional level, there is no tradeoff between
equal epresentation and maintaining municipal and county lines becuarsgressional lines

must bedrawn with absolute population equaligbsent the practical impossibility of drawing

equal districts with mathematical precision

Little public attention has le@ paid to this possible tradeoff in previous redistricting processes in

the Commonwealth, but it became apparent durindgPthmic Forums held by the Commission

and in the Commissionds review of maps in th
Competition, that the choice of what population variation to permit is an important decision
point.

The Commissiorns providing me set of maps fahe House and Senate that essentiagsthe

plus or minus 2%populationvariancethat was employed by th@eneral Assembly during the

2001 redistricting process. At this level, the Commission maps are able to make considerable
improvement on the existing district lines in terms of the number of county and independent city
splits in both the Howsand the SeratIn the House, city and courgplits are reduced from the
existing number of 194 to 153. In the Senate, the number ofispléduced from 110 to 72.

The Commission further explored a plan with a plus or minus 3% or greater variation for the
Senateifcluding two districts more than 3% but less than 5%) that is able to reduce the number
of city and countysplits even more dramatically. The existiBgnatenap has 110 spst The 2%
ma pirothis reporthas 72 splg The i B %is mpogréduceshe number otity and
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countysplits to 40. In the House, such trad#s are less severe, as the Commission identified
only a single district thasplit a county boundary in order to stay within a 2% population
variance

In summary, it is certainly pokde to make a substantial reduction in the numbecityf and

county splits using theplus or minus 2%deviation criterion applied in 2001. This can be
accomplished without any tradeoff with Voting Rights Act criteria. But it is likely dicateving
evenmore dramatic reductions in the number of municipal and county lines that are crossed by
districts would require movement toward a plus or minus 3% variation or fnoonethe equal
population standardvhich deviation would be permissible

Maps

Afterconsi der ati on, the Commi ssion decided to pl
would represent its thinking about how the criteria under which it operated could be applied. The
Commission members certainly do not believe that these are the only @osaps that could be

drawn in a manner consistent with these criteria.

The Commission has recommended earlier in the report that the winning mapsstndeet

competition that usd t he Gover nor 0s bycdhe Govermor and theeGeneraln s i d ¢
Assemblyduring the redistricting process. And we believe that others could certainly use the
available software to produce different yet entirely credible ways of accomplishing the tasks with
which the Commission was charged.

In addition, Commission memabs fully recognized that they serve in an advisory capacity
during the 2011 redistricting process. Political considerations such as electoral competitiveness,
and the promotion of partisan advantage were not part of the charge presented to the
CommissionAs the Governor noted in his remarks, these are matters that are the purview of the
General Assembly during the 2011 process. The Commission recognizes that the Assembly
would adjust any maps that it might examine to reflect these consideratidga®bligation to

protect the interests of Vingiia in the redistricting process.

The Congress

The Commi ssion grappled with the Astretchi ng
population growth was either negativermt at the same level as in the fagbwing regionsof

the Commonwealth Ul t i mat el vy, the Commi ssion conclude
someti mes even ,,a andde stitlraatb | leo acaloii tciee sthatwaerd t o b
geographically quite separatnd where many r&dents might not initially see natural

community of interestin almost every imaginable configuration, a Commission member could

point to an apparently incongruous matching. The Commission ultimagsly with ideas that

members felt made sense, sushacr eati ng an fiextended valley d
to the Far SouthwestHowever, he Commission recognizes thatifferent choices could
legitimatelybe made.

The Commission focused on drawing three Northern Virgiiséricts to reflect e increased
growth in somesectionsthere A majority of the Commissioffelt that the best way to reflect
communities of interest, county and city boundarand compactness was to draw thdiseicts
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as concentric senaircles moving away from WashingtoBC, recognizing that communities
closer tothe capitalhave more in common with each other than with communities farther from
it.

Finally, Commission membensrestledwi t h t he Dbest means of dr awi
single majorityminority Congressioal District. Under any circumstance, the existing district
must be modified because its rate of popul at
average over the previous decade.

The Commission explored a number of alternatives, from suggestionsaimgt from the
Commission staff and from maps submitted in the Virginia College and University Redistricting
Competition. One proposed alternative involved a significant relocation of the majonibyity
Congressional District in Virginia in a manner tleatluded most of the population areas around

the <city of Ri chmond, expanded the district
boundaries considerably farther south and west toward Brunswick and Dinaadciites

The Commission proposetiree model Congressionamaps, each focusing on aspects of the
issues discussed above.

Congressional ModelMap Option #1

This map makes significant changes to the current districts. First, it respects Richmond and the
surrounding counties as a community of iate by keeping them together inasingi€api t al
areasctbict. It al so cr eat es thtedNorthdine\Virgiian d ed v
concentric serncircle districts. Finally, and perhaps most uniquely, it moves the majority
minority distrid to the south. By doing this, it creates a more compact majaiitgrity district

in which the population is closer in geography and the other interests that bind a community.
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Congress
3rd District Option 1

Average Compactness (Schwartzberg Measure) Number of County and City lurisdictional Splits

47

53.29% 41.32% 41

Percent
Deviation

Compactness Range from Ideal County/City
Schwartzberg Measure Population Size Compactness i
DU ModelPlan  Current(2001)Plan 727,366 0000%  5201%

| Minimum LR 30.89% 727,366  0.000% 49.30% 4
| Maximum RN XE 51.75% 727,366 0.000%  37.68% 11
727,366 0.000%  62.19%
727,366 0.000%  62.58%
727,366 0.000%  41.51%
727,366 0.000%  49.16%
727,365 0.000%  58.60%
727,366 0.000%  48.33%
727,366 0.000%  47.76%
727,365 0.000%  49.40%

Number of Majority-Minority Districts:1
Percent of Voting Age Population that is Black

__

BE 53.6% 53.2%

= W = = O MW

[

This map improves upon the current (2001) plan in several significays. wWrirst, this map
increases compactness by 22.46% over the current plan (from 41.32% for the current plan to
53.29% for thenodelmap). The least compact district is 35.68% while the most compact district

is 62.58%. Second, this map retains the bladingeage population of the majoriyinority

district at 53.6% (from its current 53.2%). Third, this map reduces the number of split
jurisdictions by almost 13%, reducing the number of split jurisdictions from 4feircurrent

plan to 41 in this modehap
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CongressionalModel Map Option #2

Th i

and reorganizing the Northern Virginia districts into more compact geographical areas. On the

S map

makes

many

of

t he

Ssame

changes

as

other hand, it creates a mafgrminority district similar to the one in the 2001 map. This design

would allow most voters in the current majotitynority district to remain in such a district.

This map also improves upon the current (2001) plan in several significant wayshk&rmstap
increases compactness by 16.38% (from 41.32% for the current plan to 49.41% rfardisle

map). The least compact district is 32.43% while the most compact district is 62.58%. Second,
this map increases the black votiage population of the majtyiminority district from 53.2%

to 55.1%. Third, this map reduces the number of split jurisdictions by 19%, from 47 in the

current plan to 38 in thisiodelmap.

Average Compactness (Schwartzberg Measure)

Congress
3" District Option 2

Number of County and City lurisdictional Splits

Model Plan

Current{2001) Plan

Model Plan

Current{2001) Plan

49.41%

Compactness Range !
(Schwartzberg Measure)

B bode Plan

41.32%

Current{2001) Plan
30.89%
51.75%

Number of Majority-Minerity Districts:1
Percent of Voting Age Population that is Black

2010 Census
{Model Shape)
55.1%

2000 Census (Old
Shape)
53.2%

[

38

Population

727,366
727,366
727,366
727,366
727,366
727,366
727,366
727,365
727,366
727,366
727,365

Percent

Deviation

from Ideal

Size
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%

47

Compactness

51.83%
53.57%
32.43%
48.30%
62.58%
41.51%
49.16%
58.60%
48.33%
47.76%
49.40%

County/City
Splits

w
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CongressionalModel Map Option #3

This map maintains the general shape of the two prewaptions but wittan alternative shape

for the 3rdDistrict and an alternative reconfiguration of Northern Virginia.this model, e

3rd District does not encompass parts of Norfolk but instead stretches from the eastern portion of
RichmondthroughPdersburgand counties along the south side of the James River, crossing to
include Newport News and Hamptoithis alternative has a 52.5% Africédmerican voting

age population percentagehich isless than the 53.2% et or exceedenh the other modelsi

this report.It has a Sperson deviation from the ideal Congressional district populafibe
tradeoff is thathis maprespects municipal boundaries fyting Portsmouth entirely within the

4" District and Norfolk entirely within the" District. The reconfigured 4th District has a 30.5%
African-American votingage population percentage.

In Northern Virginia, the 8th District is completely encloseidh the Interstate 495 beltway
along much of its southern border and exiegtb the Loudoun Couwg boundary to the west.
The 11th Dstrict is contained witin Fairfax County in its entirgtand encompasses Fairfax
City. District 10 contains most of Prince William and Loud@onnties with additions in
surroundingareas.

Compared with the curref001) Congressionamap, his model increases compactness by
17.01% (from 41.32% for the current plan to 48.35% for this mod#ig least compaddistrict

in this plan measure35.60%andthe most compact district measures 58.338s0, this map
reduces the number of split jurisdictions by 21%, from 47 in the current plan to 37 in this.model
Of the three model Congressional maps, thikésgreatest reductian split jurisdictions

26



Congress
3rd District Option 3

Average Compactness (Schwartzberg Measure) Number of County and City Jurisdictional Splits
Model Plan Current{2001) Plan Model Plan Current{2001) Plan
48.35% 41.32% 37 47

Percent

Deviation
from Ideal County/City
Population Size Compactness

727,365 0.000%  53.48%
727,365 0.000%  57.33%
727,369 0.000%  35.60%
727,365 0.000%  40.61%
727,365 0.000%  58.33%
727,364 0.000%  40.17%
727,366 0.000%  43.60%
727,367 0.000%  53.21%
727,365 0.000%  48.86%
727,365 0.000%  44.69%
727,368 0.000%  55.93%

Compactness Range
Schwartzberg Measure
[ Model Plan  Current(2001) Plan

| Minimum  [IRELRIES 30.89%
| Maximum [ETIEET 51.75%

Number of Majority-Minority Districts: 1

Percent of Voting Age Population that is Black

. 2010 Census 2000 Census
District
{Model Shape) {Old Shape)

I 52.5% 53.2%

[
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The Virginia Senate

The Commission recognized that drawing Nieginia Serate maps, like the @hgressional

maps, involved balancing predominant demographic trends with the requirements of the Voting
Rights Act and the equabpulation standard. Unlike theo@gressional maps, however, greater

latitude in the perceng@ deviation in population for each district was allowed in order to better

me et t he Commi ssi onods ot her goal s of compac
jurisdictions.

The Commission recognized that drawBgajority-minority districts to maintaithe number of
districts with a majority of AfricasAmericans of votingage population must be balanced against
the other criteria. The shape and location of these majoiitgrity districts have distinct effects
on the shape of the surrounding distrantsl the overall look of the entire Senate map.

The Commission msentedtwo model maps, one with most districts under 2% population

deviation and another with most districts under 3% population devjatialustrate the trade
offs between population aglity and respecting county and independent city boundaries.

27



Virginia Senate Model Map Option #1: 2% Population Deviation

The plus or minus 2% alternative offered by the Commission preSentajority-minority

districts that maintaimajority AfricanAmerican votingage populations. Two of these districts

are located around the Richmond metrdpal area with one, District $hat stretches from the
eastern part of the city to the boundaries of Charles City County, and another, District 16, that
starts south of the James River in Richmond, encompasses the cities of Hopewell and Petersburg,
and stretches to the southern border of Dinwiddie County. District 18, the third majority
minority district, i's |l ocat ed ndeéxtemdg nonthwarch o f
around Nottoway County and eastward around a portion of the city of Portsmouth. The
remaining two majorityminority districts, Districts 2 and 5, are located in the Hamyptewport

News and Norfolk areas. District 2 starts along tloeiteern border of Newport News and
Hampton and moves north along Interstate 64. District 5 encompasses many of the African
American communities in the eastern portion of the city of Norfolk.

The 5 majority-minority districts are the least compact of thedelSenate Districts in this plan

and cut across the most jurisdictional boundaries due to the combined requirements of the equal
population standard and the Voting Rights Act. Surrounding districts must accommodate the
sometime awkward boundaries of $kedistricts. Even so, the shapes of thmedeldistricts are

often clearimprovements upon their current shapes in terms of compactness and jurisdictional
splits.

The rest of the map attempts to adhere to the criteria of achieving compactness angimginimi
jurisdictional splits while also grouping communities of interest. The Southwest region of
Virginia is almost entirely covered by twoodel Senate Districts, 40 and 38, which perfectly
conform to county boundaries. Surrounding districts in South&rd@ia and the Valley are far

more compact then their current shapes and attempt to conform to county and city boundaries as
much as is feasible while still keeping within & population deviation. For instance, the cities

of Salem and Roanoke are gped together in District 22, but must cut Roanoke County in order

to maintain population equity.

Central Virginia is primarily covered by Senate Districts 25, 17, 26 and 27. Every attempt was
made to reduce the number of county boundaries that ardosgliiese districts. However, the

2% population deviation requirement for this map necessitated significant splits in Albemarle,
Prince Edward and Warren Counties.
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Richmond detail
Senate Model Map Option #1: 2% Population Deviation

o

Hampton Roads dail
Senate Model Map Option #1: 2% Population Deviation
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In the Northern Neck, Middle Peninsula and Eastern Shore, Districts 28, 4, and 8 were able to be
drawn almost entirely along county boundaries, with splits necessatgfiiord, Gloucesterand
Virginia Beach.

In Northern Virginia, the primary goal was to minimize districts that cut county and independent
city boundaries. Arlington County must be split as is has too much population to fall within a
2% deviation. However, the cities of Falls Chyratexandria, Fairfax, Manassas and Manassas
Park are entirely contained within a single Senate District. The districts also attempt to group
communities of interests that may exist along common highways or in towns or ethnic enclaves.

26

Northern Virgina detail
Senate Model Map Option #1: 2% Population Deviation

This map includes26 districts under 1% deviation and Hlditional districts under 2%
deviation This deviation approach allows for an improvement in the compactness of districts by
9.53% (from48.21% in the current plan to 53.29% in the proposed map). The least compact
district in this map is 35.68% while the most compact district is 70.00%. This map includes 5
majority-minority districts ranging from 57.8% black vothage population (Districh) to 53.5%

black votingage population (District 16). Finally, this map reduces the number of city and
county splits by 34.53%, from 110 splits in the current plan to 72 splits mdkdelmap.
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Senate Option 1
2% Population Deviation

Number of Majority-Minority Districts: 5
Percent of Voting Age Population that is Black

Districts Under | Districts Under

1% Deviation 2% Deviation

40

District
Percent 65% 100%

Average Compactness

(Schwartzberg Measure)

53.29% 48.21%

Compactness Range
(Schwartzberg Measure)

Senate Option1

2% Population Deviation

Population | from Ideal Size Splits Population | from Ideal Size Splits

T 200699 0.34 37.27% 200,497 0.24 45.91%

Bl 200278 0.12 41.83% 2 m 200,786 0.38 62.00% 1
| 3 ETTE 0.56 63.57% 1 BTy 20185 0.91 56.12% 1
| 2 ETIXY -1.04 50.05% 1 [ 22 [ESTIRYE 0.72 52.18% 1
B 109320 0.35 24.52% 3 BT 202450 121 50.09% 2
By 107092 1.47 48.04% 3 BB s 0.70 63.89% 1
198,077 0.97 14.63% 2 199,368 0.33 58.62% 2
| & IR 1.92 56.27% 1 B 190,215 0.41 16.13% 1
B o262 1.33 41.42% 2 P 202040 1.01 55.40% 2
BT 200177 0.08 45.60% 3 BT 202260 112 53.52% 2
[ 11 [EETTETT 1.84 56.84% 1 B 20079 0.38 72.00% il
| 12 T -0.69 56.44% 1 [ 32 [ESTPREN 1.35 49.95% 1
[ 13 TR 1.07 46.37% 6 B 1963t -1.20 54.42% 1
T 10923 -0.39 65.57% 2 [ 32 [EETTYT 0.47 63.73% 1
BT 01984 0.98 58.56% 3 BT 201159 0.57 67.56% il
BT 200731 0.35 35.68% a BT 200335 0.15 63.47% 1
202,958 1.47 57.64% 0 201,234 0.60 60.48% 1
| 15 [EETTAVE -1.28 41.00% 5 BT 13113 -0.96 45.37% 0
| 19 [EEPITEIH 0.39 57.17% 1 [ 29 [EETTRIYE -0.87 53.99% 3
| 20 [ERTTEIT .74 66.84% 1 B 201420 0.70 41.36% 0




Virginia Senate Model Map Option #2: 3%-plus Population Deviation

The 3%plus Senate alternative presents the same basic shape for all of the districts in the 2%
alternative, but with fewer jurisdiction splits and more compact district boundaries. Most of the
previous county splits in Southside and ®eest Virginia have been removed and the
boundaries for District 22 were made to conform to the path of Interstate 81 around Salem and
Roanoke cities.

District 31 around Arlington County was modified to fit entirely within the Arlington County
boundaris and the surrounding districts were adjusted to accommodate this change.

Northern Virginia detail
Senate Model Map Option #2:%-plus Population Deviation
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Perhaps the most dramatic changes in thepB% alternative are the new configurations of
Districts 26 and 27, which are now entirely within county boundaries and more compact. Splits
in Shenandoah, Warren and Prince William counties were removed.

This map include47 districts under 1% deviation, &8lditionaldistricts under 2% deviation, 8
addtional districts under 3% deviation, and ddditional district each under 4% and 5%
deviation.This deviation approach allows for an improvement in the compactness of districts by
10.69% (from 48.21% in the current plan to 53.98% in rifwel map). The lest compact
district in this map is 35.68% while the most compact district is 71.80%. This map includes 5
majority-minority districts ranging from 57.8% black votiage population (District 5) to 53.5%
black votingage population (District 16). Finally, ifhmap reduces the number of city and
county splits by 63.64%, from 110 splits in the current plan to 40 splits mdkdelmap.

Senate Option 2
3%+ Population Deviation

- Districts Under | Districts Under | Districts Under | Districts Under | Districts Under
1% Deviation 2% Deviation 3% Deviation 4% Deviation 5% Deviation
| Number | 17 30 38 39 40

42.5% 75.0% 95.0% 97.5% 100.0%

Number of Majority-Minority Districts: 5
{Schwarizberg Measure) Percent of Voting Age Population that is Black
Model Plan Current (2001) Plan

53.98% 48.21% Model 2000 Data
Shape (Old shape)

e —— B - 55.8%

ompactness Range

Model Plan Current Plan 57.5% 55.0%

M 35.68% 35.75% 53.5% 55.9%

| Maximum VAR 64.09% 57.4% 58.5%
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Senate Option 2
3%+ P lation Deviati
%+ Population Deviation
Number of County and City Jurisdictional Splits
Model Plan Current Plan
5_5 cnunw;c'w &-- cnuntv! o
Population | from Ideal Size | Com, Splits Population | from IdealSize | Com Splits
200,699 0.34 37.27% 197,914 -1.06 47.85%
— 200,274 0.12 41.83% 2 ﬂ 204,931 2.45 70.64% 1
BERN 201634 0.80 62.74% 4 ﬂ 205,308 2.64 56.27% 0
. . 1e0r .
BN 155205 2.41 50.16% : [ 2z B 233 52.30% 0
P 199320 -0.35 44.52% 3
. B 205400 4.24 71.80% 0
B oo -2.81 47.32% 1
. . o .
B oo 0.35 43.06% 2 | = R -L.63 46.53% !
B s 0.59 55.91% 1 ER -2.08 59.29% 2
P 0262 133 41.42% 2 | 30 EECREE -2.49 57.27% 1
BT 200177 0.08 45.60% 3 B w6 3.80 71.08% 0
196,346 -1.34 56.84% 1 B 202734 1.35 49.95% 1
| 12 ST -0.69 56.44% 1 ﬂ 197,325 1.35 59.87% 1
| 13 [EECAD -1.07 46.44% b B oo 0.47 63.73% 1
. o
139,238 a1 63.57% 2 B a0 0.63 60.29% 1
PSR 195599 221 62.03% 1 . _
: BE 00593 0.28 64.08% 1
B 200 0.35 35.68% a — S o .
202,958 1.47 57.64% 0 2 0.60 -48%
1ag 1 Ny
B o 1.3 41.04% 5 | 33 EECEE -0.96 B L
| 19 [EECE .21 58.27% 1 LET D L1l ST A 2
| 20 [ERCIEITY 252 58.87% 0 “ 201,420 0.70 41.36% 0

The House of Delegates

The Commission was confronted with similar traddfs between the redistricting criteria inet
House of Delegates, but discovered the population requirementiesarén conflict with
respecting county and independent city boundaries, perhaps bduaukstricts are of a smaller

T and fortuitousi sizethat facilitates respecting these bounesriThe Commission identified
only one case, a district straddling @mand Grayson counties, where relaxing a 2% population
deviation from the ideal of 80,010 would reduce the number of county splits.

The Commission proposed tvmoodelmaps, one witi2 majority-minority districts and another
with 13 majority-minority districts. These plans were exactly similar except for four districts that
must be altered to create d"rBajority-minority district.

Additionally, the Commission unsuccessfully exploted possibility of drawing a Hispanic
majority district. The Commission decided to maintain the currefftdi§trict i which was
significantly undeipopulated with a population of 68,637in a configuration that limited a
reduction of its Hispanic popation from a current 35.1% to 34.9% while bringing its population
into balance.
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House of DelegateModel Map Option #1: 12 Majority -Minority Districts

The first consideration was to create majoerntority districts to be in compliance with the
Voting Rights Act. In 2001, the Commonwealth creat@dHouse of Delegates districts where
African-Americans constituted a majority of the 2000 census vgeg population. According

to the 2010 census, one of these districts, District 71, had fallen belowoS@%d0% African
American votingage population. The Commission decided to boost the population of this district
to create d.2 majority-minority district option Districts 63, 69, 70, 71, 74, 75, 77, 80, 89, 90,

92, and 9% All 12 districts are drawn whin a 2% population deviation. All are more compact
than in their counterparts in the current map while crossing an aggregate fewer county and
independent city lines.

Hampton Roads detail
House of Delegates Model Map Option #1: 12 MajorMjinority Districts

These districts have a profound effect on their neighbors. In the Norfolk area, the remaining
districts generally revolve around the four majoentynority districts, following the shoreline,
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