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INTRODUCTION 

This case should be dismissed for two reasons. First, it no longer presents a live dispute. 

It is far too late for any ruling to impact the November 2020 city-council election, the last of the 

decade, and the new census count will be released before the next scheduled city-council election 

in November 2022. There is no ripe controversy over whether a Section 2 Voting Rights Act 

violation would exist, or could be remedied, under the forthcoming census results. Plaintiffs have 

no ability to show that (1) a minority group is sufficiently large and geographically compact to 

constitute a majority in single-member districts under the 2020 census results, (2) alternative 

remedies would perform as minority opportunity districts as configured under 2020 census 

results, or (3) Plaintiffs may benefit personally from single-member districts under the 2020 

census results. They have no ability, then, to vindicate a concrete and personalized injury, and 

their claim is a request for an advisory opinion.  

 Second, the two Black Plaintiffs lack standing to raise the rights of third parties, here 

Hispanics and Asians whose personal right to vote Plaintiffs seek to vindicate. In their own 

words, a Section 2 coalition claim is one in which “minority groups can bring a claim together,” 

ECF No. 118 at 7 (emphasis added), but no coalition of Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians is 

bringing this claim. Without a coalition, there is no cognizable contention that Hispanics, Blacks, 

and Asians are “sharing the same experience of being politically excluded on account of race.” 

Id. at 9. The claim, rather, is that Hispanics and Asians can be used to construct districts in which 

the Black Plaintiffs are able to elect their preferred candidates. Just a few months ago, a court 

rejected third-party standing in a Section 2 case under materially identical circumstances. Kumar 

v. Frisco Indep. Sch. Dist., No. 4:19-CV-00284, 2020 WL 1083770, at *12–13 (E.D. Tex. Mar. 

6, 2020). This case fares no better. 
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 For these reasons, this case must be dismissed. Indeed, even if the Court were to proceed 

to adjudicate liability at this time, and even if it were to side with Plaintiffs, no remedy could be 

fashioned, either legislatively or judicially, until after the 2020 census results are released. At 

that time, however, the Court would be forced to re-adjudicate core threshold liability issues, 

such as whether the first Gingles precondition can be satisfied under the 2020 census results. To 

proceed now means trying this case on the merits at least twice. Meanwhile, there is no benefit to 

Plaintiffs to proceeding now because no election subject to a potential remedy is scheduled until 

2022. There is no live injury, no current ability to redress any injury, and no benefit to any party 

in trying this case in October. 

BACKGROUND 

I. Legal Background: The Legal Fiction of the Census 

 Redistricting is a product of the decennial census. In Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533 

(1964), the Supreme Court held that state legislative seats “must be apportioned on a population 

basis,” Id. at 577, a holding the Court later extended to political subdivisions, see Avery v. 

Midland Cty., Tex., 390 U.S. 474, 481 (1968). But Reynolds did not require constant redistricting 

to match constant population flux; it instead approved “[l]imitations on the frequency of 

reapportionment” because of “the need for stability and continuity.” 377 U.S. at 583. In 

particular, it approved of “[d]ecennial reapportionment” after the release of census results, even 

though “undoubtedly reapportioning no more frequently than every 10 years leads to some 

imbalance in the population of districts toward the end of the decennial period.” Id. But even 

before 10 years have passed, the districts are likely to be, in truth, malapportioned, see Abrams v. 

Johnson, 521 U.S. 74, 100 (1997), since “[d]istrict populations are constantly changing, often at 

different rates in either direction, up or down,” Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735, 746 (1973). 
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 The legal fiction ends at the next census. “When the decennial census numbers are 

released, States must redistrict to account for any changes or shifts in population.” Georgia v. 

Ashcroft, 539 U.S. 461, 488 n.2 (2003). Although states may safely “operate under the legal 

fiction that even 10 years later, the plans are constitutionally apportioned,” the new census ends 

the basis for that reliance: “After the new enumeration, no districting plan is likely to be legally 

enforceable if challenged, given the shifts and changes in a population over 10 years.” Id. 

(emphasis added). “And if the State has not redistricted in response to the new census figures, a 

federal court will ensure that the districts comply with the one-person, one-vote mandate before 

the next election.” Id. Virginia law recognizes these doctrines and requires political subdivisions 

to “use the most recent decennial population figures for such county, city, or town from the 

United States Bureau of the Census, which figures are identical to those from the actual 

enumeration conducted by the United States Bureau of the Census….” Va. Code § 24.2-

304.1(C).1 

II. Procedural Background 

 Virginia Beach has elected members to its city council through at-large elections since 

1966. The Virginia General Assembly adopted this method in response to this Court’s 1965 

ruling that a prior districting scheme violated the newly announced one-person, one-vote 

principle. See Dusch v. Davis, 387 U.S. 112, 114 (1967) (discussing this Court’s ruling); Davis v. 

Dusch, 139 S.E.2d 25, 27 (Va. 1964) (describing the scheme invalidated). The U.S. Supreme 

 
1 This statute forbids redistricting authorities from using survey data like that provided in the 
“American Community Survey,” or “ACS” for the purpose of drawing districts. See State of New 
York v. United States Dep’t of Commerce, 315 F. Supp. 3d 766, 778 (S.D.N.Y. 2018) 
(distinguishing ACS, which surveys “roughly one in every thirty-eight households in the 
country,” from the decennial census, which reports the results of the Census Bureau’s effort to 
count every U.S. resident). 
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Court upheld the at-large scheme from a follow-on equal-protection challenge, finding that 

Virginia Beach’s system “makes no distinction on the basis of race, creed, or economic status or 

location,” bore no hint of “invidious discrimination,” and served the City’s “compelling need” to 

create “a detente between urban and rural communities that may be important in resolving the 

complex problems of the modern megalopolis in relation to the city, the suburbia, and the rural 

countryside.” Dusch, 387 U.S. at 115–17. 

 The at-large scheme has continued to serve this détente among competing interests. As 

this Court recounted in 1997, the City spent five years, beginning in 1990, on a “comprehensive 

review of the then existing system of electing City Council members,” seeking “views from 

every conceivable interested party as to the best manner to provide representation for the citizens 

of the City.” Ex. A, Lincoln v. City of Virginia Beach, 2:97-cv-756, at 2 (E.D. Va. Dec. 29, 

1997). The City declined to adopt proposals for race-based single-member districts that 

“stretched nearly all the way across the City, and in many instances,” were “only a block wide or 

came together at a single point.” Id. at 3. This Court, too, declined to impose such districts and 

dismissed with prejudice a plaintiff’s Voting Rights Act claim, observing that, inter alia, the 

proposals were racial gerrymanders.2 Id. at 11 (citing and quoting Shaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630 

(1993) and Miller v. Johnson, 515 U.S. 900 (1995)). Having successfully avoided the temptation 

to engage in racial gerrymandering, and seeing no policy basis for a change, the City continued 

to utilize the at-large scheme that has seen approval in the Supreme Court and this Court. 

 
2 The Lincoln case was dismissed for failure to prosecute, but the Court’s determination to 
dismiss with prejudice turned in part on its conclusion that “[i]t is unlikely that plaintiff could 
prevail on the merits of her claim.” Id. at 7. 
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A. This Case Is Filed in the Wrong Courthouse and Has Not Been 
Prosecuted for a Year  

 Nearly 20 years later, and six years after the release of the 2010 census results, in 

November 2017, one Plaintiff, Latasha Holloway filed a pro se complaint in the Richmond 

Division of this Court against Virginia Beach and its city-council members under Section 2 of 

the Voting Rights Act. The original complaint made no mention of a coalition comprising Black, 

Hispanic, and Asian residents and alleged no particularized injury to voters of any of these 

groups. See ECF No. 5.  

 Service appears not to have been attempted at that time. On February 2, 2018, the case 

was transferred to this division. ECF No. 3. The Defendant, the City of Virginia Beach, executed 

a waiver of service on March 7, 2018. ECF No. 12. The City moved to dismiss for failure to state 

a claim. ECF Nos. 13 & 14. 

 The case underwent a lengthy period of delay through a series of miscellaneous motions 

by Plaintiff. See, e.g., ECF Nos. 6 & 7 (Plaintiff’s interlocutory appeal), 10 (Plaintiff’s motion 

for stay pending appeal), 23 (Plaintiff’s motion for enlargement of time), 24 (Plaintiff’s renewed 

motion for appointment of counsel), 28 (Plaintiff’s motion to amend complaint), 32 (Plaintiff’s 

motion to amend), 33 (Plaintiff’s motion for enlargement of time), 34 (Plaintiff’s motion for 

class certification), and 41 (Plaintiff’s motion to stay proceedings). No significant case event 

occurred until November 2018. 

B. Plaintiffs File a New Complaint With a New Coalition Theory 

 In September 2018, attorneys from the Campaign Legal Center filed appearances for the 

Plaintiff and a motion to amend the complaint and withdraw all pending motions, ECF Nos. 51, 

52, & 53, which the Court granted, ECF No. 59. Nearly two months later—after another city-

council election—an amended complaint was filed on behalf of two Plaintiffs, Ms. Holloway and 
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Georgia Allen, both identified as Black registered voters. ECF No. 62 ¶¶ 14–15. The Amended 

Complaint for the first time presented allegations that the “current at-large scheme impermissibly 

denies Black, Hispanic or Latino, and Asian-American voters (‘Minority Voters’) an equal 

opportunity to participate in the political process and to elect representatives of their choice.” 

Id. ¶ 1. The Amended Complaint alleged that the population of Black, Hispanic or Latino, and 

Asian-American voters “is sufficiently numerous and geographically compact to form a majority 

of the total population and citizen voting age population in at least two single-member City 

Council districts in a demonstrative 10-district plan,” as required as a necessary predicate to a 

Section 2 claim. Id. ¶ 49. But the Amended Complaint had no Hispanic or Latino or Asian-

American voters as plaintiffs. 

 In discovery, Plaintiffs submitted several expert reports, including reports by their 

mapping expert Anthony Fairfax. Ex. B (Fairfax Expert Rep. (July 15, 2019) (“Initial Expert 

Rep.”)); Ex. C (Fairfax Supplemental Expert Rep. (March 16, 2020) (“Supp. Expert Rep.”)). He 

opined that the combined Hispanic, Black, and Asian (“HBA”) citizen voting-age population is 

sufficiently large and geographically compact to create two majority-HBA districts for the city 

council. Ex. B (Initial Expert Rep.), at 5. But Mr. Fairfax subsequently conceded that his 

proposed remedial districts did not contain the residence of one Plaintiff, Georgia Allen. After 

the close of discovery and the deadline for expert reports had passed, Mr. Fairfax served a 

supplemental report to establish that Ms. Allen’s residence can be drawn into a proposed 

remedial district. Ex. C (Supp. Expert Rep.), at 6. Mr. Fairfax used ACS data from various years 

in the 2010 decade in all the reports to ensure that the total populations of the proposed remedial 

districts were substantially equal. 
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C. Routine Litigation Delays Push the Trial Date to October 2020, Less 
Than a Month Before the Final Election of the Decade 

 The initial Rule 16(b) conference was held on March 20, 2019, and the subsequent Rule 

16 scheduling order set trial for January 14, 2020. ECF No. 72. As often happens, however, 

discovery proved more time-consuming than anticipated. The parties agreed to several 

extensions of discovery deadlines. See, e.g., ECF Nos. 104 & 123. On September 17, 2019, in 

response to one such joint motion, see ECF No. 111, the Court struck the January 2020 trial date 

from the scheduling order and left it to be replaced at a future date, if needed, after an anticipated 

summary-judgment motion, ECF No. 113 at 2. Plaintiffs subsequently moved for further 

discovery deadline extensions. See, e.g., ECF Nos. 123 & 125.  

 On May 15, 2020, after the Court denied the City’s summary-judgment motion and over 

seven months after it struck the January 2020 trial date, it scheduled a bench trial to begin on 

October 6, 2020. ECF No. 142. The City of Virginia Beach is scheduled to conduct elections to 

its city council less than one month later, on November 3, 2020. No further city-council elections 

are scheduled until November 2022. 

LEGAL STANDARD 

 “The objection that a federal court lacks subject-matter jurisdiction, see Fed. Rule Civ. 

Proc. 12(b)(1), may be raised by a party, or by a court on its own initiative, at any stage in the 

litigation, even after trial and the entry of judgment.” Arbaugh v. Y&H Corp., 546 U.S. 500, 506 

(2006); see also Kontrick v. Ryan, 540 U.S. 443, 455 (2004) (“A litigant generally may raise a 

court’s lack of subject-matter jurisdiction at any time in the same civil action, even initially at the 

highest appellate instance.”). This doctrine is codified in Rule 12(h)(3): “If the court determines 

at any time that it lacks subject-matter jurisdiction, the court must dismiss the action.” On a 

motion to dismiss for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction, “[t]he plaintiff has the burden of 
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proving that subject matter jurisdiction exists.” Litman v. George Mason Univ., 156 F. Supp. 2d 

579, 581 (E.D. Va. 2001).  

ARGUMENT 

 I. The Court Lacks Jurisdiction To Adjudicate Plaintiffs’ Vote-Dilution Claim 

“[A] federal court has neither the power to render advisory opinions nor to decide 

questions that cannot affect the rights of litigants in the case before them.” Preiser v. Newkirk, 

422 U.S. 395, 401 (1975) (quotation marks omitted). The doctrines of ripeness, mootness, and 

standing “ensure that [courts] do not exceed the limits of Article III judicial power” and therefore 

“guard against [courts’] rendering of an opinion advising what the law would be upon a 

hypothetical state of facts.” Trustgard Ins. Co. v. Collins, 942 F.3d 195, 200 (4th Cir. 2019) 

(quotation marks omitted).   

Here, a ruling on Plaintiffs’ vote-dilution claim would be abstract and advisory. Section 2 

requires Plaintiffs to prove that a minority group can constitute a majority in at least one single-

member district and that the proposed alternative districts would perform effectively as 

opportunity districts. But Plaintiffs cannot prove these things under 2020 census data, which is 

just now being gathered, and the question whether these things can be proven under 2010 census 

data (or ACS data from the 2010 decade) is moot. After the 2020 census “no districting plan 

[base on the prior census] is likely to be legally enforceable,” Georgia v. Ashcroft, 539 U.S. 461, 

488 n.2 (2003), and any new districting scheme must be prepared with the 2020 census results, 

Va. Code § 24.2-304.1(C).  

A ruling in this case at this time has no prospect of impacting actual elections in the City 

of Virginia Beach, and the Court lacks jurisdiction to entertain it. A ruling on these critical issues 

by reference to data from the 2010 decade would be an advisory opinion on a moot question; a 

ruling under 2020 data would an advisory opinion on an unripe question. And the Court can only 
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speculate whether a ruling would benefit Plaintiffs personally. Accordingly, the Court lacks 

jurisdiction. 

A.  A Ruling on the First Gingles Precondition Would Be Advisory 

To prevail under Section 2, Plaintiffs must establish what is commonly called the first 

Gingles precondition: “that the minority group is sufficiently large and geographically compact 

to constitute a majority in a single-member district.” Collins v. City of Norfolk, 883 F.2d 1232, 

1236 (4th Cir. 1989). This showing is not a formality. “Any claim that the voting strength of a 

minority group has been ‘diluted’ must be measured against some reasonable benchmark of 

‘undiluted’ minority voting strength.” Hall v. Virginia, 385 F.3d 421, 428 (4th Cir. 2004); 

Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 50 n.17 (1986) (“Unless minority voters possess the potential 

to elect representatives in the absence of the challenged structure or practice, they cannot claim 

to have been injured by that structure or practice.”). Section 2 plaintiffs must show “that their 

votes have been diluted by discriminatory elements of the election process, and not simply that 

their votes are dilute.” Gause v. Brunswick Cty., N.C., 92 F.3d 1178, 1996 WL 453466, at *2 

(4th Cir. 1996) (unpublished table decision) (emphases in original). Otherwise, any “[t]alk of 

‘debasement’ or ‘dilution’ is circular talk. One cannot speak of ‘debasement’ or ‘dilution’ of the 

value of a vote until there is first defined a standard of reference as to what a vote should be 

worth.” Hall, 385 F.3d at 428 (quotation marks and citation omitted). For these reasons, Supreme 

Court and Fourth Circuit precedent “focus[] up front on whether there is an effective remedy for 

the claimed injury.” Hines v. Mayor & Town Council of Ahoskie, 998 F.2d 1266, 1273 (4th Cir. 

1993) (quoted source omitted). No remedy means no injury. 

 But Plaintiffs cannot show what a vote should be worth in any future election—and can 

show no concrete injury at all—because the data that will be used to construct any future single-

member election districts do not yet exist. A ruling on whether districts created under census data 
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from the 2010 decade would perform would be an advisory opinion on a moot question; a ruling 

that districts created under 2020 data might be able to perform would an advisory opinion on an 

unripe question. This case, then, is both moot and not ripe.  

B. The Trial Date Is Too Late To Impact the November 2020 Election 

There can be no serious question that this Court cannot adjudicate liability and issue a 

remedy before the last election of the decade, scheduled for November 3, 2020. The Court has 

scheduled trial to begin less than a month before that date, and there seems to be little possibility 

that a ruling will issue until well after November 3. It would be impossible to conduct a separate 

remedial process until still much later.  

In all events, the Court could not change the rules for 2020 even if it were somehow 

inclined to. The Supreme Court “has repeatedly emphasized that lower federal courts should 

ordinarily not alter the election rules on the eve of an election.” Republican Nat’l Comm. v. 

Democratic Nat’l Comm., 140 S. Ct. 1205, 1207 (2020) (staying lower court order that violated 

this imperative). This so-called “Purcell doctrine” requires a court to “allow [an] election to 

proceed without an injunction” if the costs of last-minute intervention outweigh the benefits. 

Purcell v. Gonzalez, 549 U.S. 1, 6 (2006). Indeed, the doctrine saw its genesis in Reynolds v. 

Sims, 377 U.S. 533 (1964), which approved a district court’s choice not to interfere with a 

primary election over a month away, even though the districting plan governing the primary was 

badly malapportioned. Id. at 542–43, 586–87. 

Since then, courts have consistently declined to interfere with elections many months in 

the future, “even in the face of an undisputed constitutional violation.” Sw. Voter Registration 

Educ. Project v. Shelley, 344 F.3d 914, 918 (9th Cir. 2003); see, e.g., Chisom v. Roemer, 853 

F.2d 1186, 1187, 1189–92 (5th Cir. 1988) (vacating Chisom v. Edwards, 690 F. Supp. 1524 

(E.D. La. July 7, 1988), because a July 7 ruling date was too late to impact an October 1 
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election); Klahr v. Williams, 313 F. Supp. 148, 152 (D. Ariz. May 19, 1970) (May 19 too late to 

interfere with November election), aff’d sub nom. Ely v. Klahr, 403 U.S. 108 (1971); Kilgarlin v. 

Martin, 252 F. Supp. 404, 444–45 (S.D. Tex. 1966) (February 2 too late to implement remedy 

for that year’s elections), aff’d in relevant part sub nom. Kilgarlin v. Hill, 386 U.S. 120 (1967); 

Cardona v. Oakland Unified Sch. Dist., Cal., 785 F. Supp. 837, 843 (N.D. Cal. 1992) (February 

25 too late to interfere with June primary); In re Pa. Cong. Districts in Reapportionment Cases, 

535 F. Supp. 191, 192, 195 (M.D. Pa. 1982) (March 23 too late to interfere with May 18 

primary); Diaz v. Silver, 932 F. Supp. 462, 469 (E.D.N.Y. 1996) (July 17 too late to interfere 

with November election); Dillard v. Crenshaw Cty., 640 F. Supp. 1347, 1362 (M.D. Ala. 1986) 

(May 28 too late to interfere with November elections); Watkins v. Mabus, 771 F. Supp. 789, 

804–05 (S.D. Miss. 1991) (August 9 too late to interfere with November elections), aff’d in 

relevant part, 502 U.S. 954 (1991); Ashe v. Bd. of Elections in City of New York, 1988 WL 

68721, at *1 (E.D.N.Y. June 8, 1988) (June 8 too late to enjoin September primary or November 

elections). 

Plaintiffs have no colorable basis to contend that a case set for trial on liability beginning 

October 6 will occur in time to establish a remedial plan by November 3. The candidate petitions 

were due on June 9. Virginia law requires ballots to be available to absentee voters not later than 

45 days prior to the election. Va. Code § 24.2-612. And this requirement is also imposed under a 

federal statute, the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (known as 

“UOCAVA”), because the November 2020 ballot will include elections to federal office. 

52 U.S.C. § 20302(a)(1), (8)(A). The slate of candidates will be fixed and the ballots printed 

prior to trial. Thus, under the Purcell doctrine, even a liability ruling issued the day trial is set to 

begin would be too late to impact the November 2020 election. And, of course, a liability ruling 
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in all probability would not be issued until well after trial and would only be one step towards a 

potential remedy, if necessary. The liability ruling itself and those numerous other potential steps 

will only occur after the November 2020 election. Plaintiffs cannot credibly contend otherwise. 

Nor can there be any serious doubt that, once that election has occurred, there is no basis 

to retroactively affect its results. The Court “simply cannot enjoin that which has already taken 

place.” Harris v. City of Houston, 151 F.3d 186, 189 (5th Cir. 1998) (finding case challenging 

election moot when the election already passed); Watkins v. Mabus, 502 U.S. 954, 954 (1991) 

(“The completion of the September 17 election has rendered this claim moot with regard to the 

relief sought.”). Any such dispute by Plaintiffs is moot. 

C. Any Contention About the Dilutive Impact of the At-Large Scheme 
Under 2020 Census Data Is Not Ripe  

The Court also is in no position to adjudicate a Section 2 challenge concerning elections 

beyond November 2020. The Court cannot rule on whether a minority group would be 

sufficiently compact as to constitute a majority in a single-member districts under the 2020 

census results without those results. “[A] claim is not ripe for adjudication if it rests upon 

contingent future events that may not occur as anticipated, or indeed may not occur at all.” 

Scoggins v. Lee’s Crossing Homeowners Ass’n, 718 F.3d 262, 270 (4th Cir. 2013) (quoting 

Texas v. United States, 523 U.S. 296, 300 (1998)).  

That is the case here. Plaintiffs can only speculate that they might meet the first Gingles 

precondition under a plan that might be used in a real election. Even assuming that Plaintiffs can 

establish dilution under data from the 2010 decade, there is no reason to anticipate that their 

illustrative districts could be drawn in substantially the same form, and with substantially the 

same racial demographics, under 2020 census data. The remedial districts, like anything a 

legislature might enact, are not “likely to be legally enforceable” after the new census, Ashcroft, 
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539 U.S. at 488 n.2, and a new plan must be configured under the 2020 census results, Va. Code 

§ 24.2-304.1(C). Needless to say, a plan that does not comply with the equal-protection clause 

cannot constitute an acceptable Section 2 remedy. Cane v. Worcester Cty., Md., 35 F.3d 921, 927 

(4th Cir. 1994) (“A proposed plan is a legally unacceptable remedy if it violates constitutional or 

statutory voting rights—that is, if it fails to meet the same standards applicable to an original 

challenge of an electoral scheme.” (quotation and edit marks omitted)).  

Although the at-large scheme is not currently scheduled to be changed to a single-

member scheme (and therefore may continue into the next decade), the at-large scheme is not 

dilutive merely by reference to itself. Without Gingles prong one, Plaintiffs’ dilution talk is 

“circular talk.” Hall, 385 F.3d at 428; Gingles, 478 U.S. at 50 n.17. In the strictest and plainest 

sense, it is entirely unknown at this point whether the at-large seats will be dilutive under the 

2020 census data, and the Court lacks jurisdiction to guess on that issue.  

D. Any Contention About the Dilutive Impact of the At-Large Scheme 
Under Data From the 2010 Census Cycle Is Moot 

Plaintiffs’ contention that the at-large districts were dilutive during the 2010 decade is 

moot. “[A] case is moot when the issues presented are no longer ‘live’ or the parties lack a 

legally cognizable interest in the outcome.” United States v. Hardy, 545 F.3d 280, 283 (4th Cir. 

2008) (quotation marks omitted). There is no live or cognizable interest in assessing whether 

dilutive conditions existed as of the elections occurring from 2010 through 2020, because a 

ruling cannot impact those elections. No future elections are scheduled to occur until after the 

2020 census data are released. Thus, the sole purpose of rendering a liability decision on whether 

a minority group can constitute a majority in a single-member district would be to advise 

Virginia Beach that it adhered to a dilutive voting system for a decade that is now, for all intents 

and purposes, passed. The Court lacks jurisdiction to issue such an advisory opinion. 

Case 2:18-cv-00069-RAJ-DEM   Document 150   Filed 06/30/20   Page 20 of 32 PageID# 4717



14 

E. A Ruling on the Effectiveness of the Illustrative Remedies Would Be 
Advisory 

The same problem inheres under Plaintiffs’ distinct, but related, burden to establish that 

remedial districts would “enhance the ability of minority voters to elect the candidates of their 

choice”—i.e., that “performing” districts can be fashioned as remedies. Abbott v. Perez, 138 S. 

Ct. 2305, 2332 (2018); Reno v. Bossier Par. Sch. Bd., 528 U.S. 320, 334 (2000). For example, in 

Abbott, the Supreme Court reversed a lower court’s finding of Section 2 liability, even though 

districts with “simple Latino majorities” were proposed as illustrative remedies, because the 

plaintiffs failed to establish that Latinos “would have a real opportunity to elect the candidates of 

their choice” in those districts. 138 S. Ct. at 2333 & n.27. The Court rejected the plaintiffs’ 

expert’s speculation that opportunity could be enhanced, holding that “[c]ourts cannot find § 2 

effects violations on the basis of uncertainty.” Id. at 2333 (emphasis in original). 

There is no live controversy on this element because the illustrative districts that might be 

created under 2020 data are unknown and unknowable. In this case, Plaintiffs intend to offer 

“analyses of reconstituted election results in [their] Illustrative Plan’s majority-HBA districts”—

which they call a “powerful test”—to establish, not only that districts with a simple minority 

majority can be drawn, but also that the districts would perform in a functional sense.3 ECF 

No. 118 at 20–21. But this elaborate analysis only underscores how speculative their claims are 

concerning future elections. The reconstituted-elections analysis matches past vote totals to the 

lines of illustrative districts drawn data from the 2010 decade. Even if it shows that districts 

 
3 That Plaintiffs also intend to offer this to meet their “cohesion” burden only underscores how 
critical this information is to their case, from their own point of view. 
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drawn with that data would guarantee equal minority opportunity, it holds no value in 

establishing that districts drawn with 2020 census data would likewise perform.  

The issue is non-justiciable for the same reasons the Gingles one inquiry is non-

justiciable. A ruling on whether districts created under 2010 data would perform would be an 

advisory opinion on a moot question; a ruling that districts created under 2020 data might be able 

to perform would an advisory opinion on an unripe question. 

II. Plaintiffs Lack Standing 

The same problems defeat standing. The elements of standing are (1) injury-in-fact, (2) 

causation, and (3) redressability. Dreher v. Experian Info. Sols., Inc., 856 F.3d 337, 343 (4th Cir. 

2017). Plaintiffs here cannot establish the first two elements for the same reasons that their 

claims are not ripe and moot. There is no injury-in-fact or causation because there is currently no 

available baseline to establish injury or to establish that the at-large seats are causing an injury. 

See Warth v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 490, 499 n.10 (1975) (“The standing question thus bears close 

affinity to questions of ripeness…and of mootness.”)  

And there is an additional, distinct standing defect under the redressability element, 

which requires a plaintiff to prove that it is “likely, as opposed to merely speculative, that the 

injury will be redressed by a favorable decision.” Lujan v. Defs. of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 561 

(1992) (quotation marks omitted). Here, Plaintiffs cannot prove this because they cannot prove 

that any remedy this Court might issue will cure dilution of their own votes. In particular, 

Plaintiffs cannot prove that, in a new plan of single-member districts, they personally could or 

likely would reside in a district drawn with sufficiently high minority voting-age population 

percentages to allow them “to participate in the political process and to elect representatives of 
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their choice.” 52 U.S.C. § 10301(b). For all anyone knows, a plan drawn under 2020 census data 

would not provide Plaintiffs this equal opportunity.4 

Without showing that their personal rights can be vindicated through a remedy, Plaintiffs’ 

vote dilution claim becomes nothing but “the kind of undifferentiated, generalized grievance 

about the conduct of government that [the Supreme Court has] refused to countenance in the 

past.” Gill v. Whitford, 138 S. Ct. 1916, 1931 (2018) (quoted source omitted). As the Supreme 

Court held in Shaw v. Hunt, 517 U.S. 899 (1996), vote dilution alleged to exist in one part of a 

jurisdiction is “not remedied by creating a safe majority-[minority] district somewhere else in 

the” jurisdiction. Id. at 917. “For example, if a geographically compact, cohesive minority 

population lives in south-central to southeastern North Carolina… [a district] that spans the 

Piedmont Crescent would not address that § 2 violation.” Id. By the same token, a resident of one 

part of a jurisdiction where a majority-minority district cannot be drawn lacks standing to 

contend that a majority-minority district should be drawn elsewhere in the state, to benefit voters 

who are not present in the action. See Gill, 138 S. Ct. at 1924–25, 1932 (holding that plaintiff 

Professor Whitford, who lived in a naturally “packed” districts in all events, had no standing to 

assert a vote-dilution injury to “his ability to vote” (quotation marks omitted)). Because “the 

remedy that is proper and sufficient lies in the revision of the boundaries of the individual’s own 

district,” id. at 1930, a plaintiff cannot claim redressability (or, for that matter, injury-in-fact or 

 
4 As should be obvious, the City disputes all Plaintiffs’ merits allegations. The City takes these 
assertions as true for the sake of argument only in challenging Plaintiffs’ standing and the 
Court’s jurisdiction. 
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causation) by showing that a majority-minority district can be created elsewhere in the 

jurisdiction.5 

Plaintiffs have effectively conceded this point by supplementing their expert reports after 

the close of discovery to propose alternative remedial districts that include Plaintiffs’ residences. 

The initial report of Plaintiffs’ mapping expert, Anthony Fairfax, opined that the HBA citizen 

voting age population is sufficiently large and geographically compact to create two majority-

HBA districts in Virginia Beach. Ex. B (Initial Expert Rep.), at 5. But Mr. Fairfax subsequently 

conceded that the residence of one of the Plaintiffs, Georgia Allen, was not located in any of the 

majority-HBA districts in any of his illustrative or proposed remedies. Mr. Fairfax thereafter 

filed a supplemental report (well after all applicable deadlines had passed) to establish that 

Ms. Allen’s residence can be drawn into a proposed remedial district. Ex. C (Supp. Expert Rep.), 

at 6. Plaintiffs plainly appreciate (as they must) that Ms. Allen would not have standing without 

showing that her personal right to vote can be redressed in this action. 

But these remedial districts are drawn to equalize population under data from the 2010 

census period, not 2020 census data. Without that latter data, Plaintiffs are unable to show that 

this case can result in redress of any injury that might exist in future elections. Their belated 

efforts are unavailing, and the Court lacks jurisdiction for this additional and independent reason. 

 
5 Although Gill concerned alleged vote-dilution on a partisan basis, not a racial basis, the injury-
in-fact in both instances is materially identical: “cracking” and “packing” that dilutes voting 
strength. Compare Gill, 138 S. Ct. at 1930 (addressing the “injury from partisan gerrymandering, 
which works through ‘packing’ and ‘cracking’ voters of one party to disadvantage those voters”) 
with Voinovich v. Quilter, 507 U.S. 146, 154 (1993) (“[D]ilution of racial minority group voting 
strength may be caused either by the dispersal of blacks into districts in which they constitute an 
ineffective minority of voters or from the concentration of blacks into districts where they 
constitute an excessive majority.” (quotation marks omitted)).  
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A. Adjudicating Liability at This Time Would Be a Waste of Judicial 
Resources  

The advisory nature of a liability ruling at this time is confirmed insofar as it could not 

have a real-world impact and would be a waste of judicial resources. Even assuming that the 

Court were to side with Plaintiffs in late fall or winter 2020, there would be no purpose to 

conducting a remedial phase at that time. Any remedy, whether prepared by the Court or by the 

political authorities, would exist on paper in a drawer and never be used. Once the 2020 census 

results are released, a new remedial phase would need to be conducted. Ashcroft, 539 U.S. at 488 

n.2. 

Indeed, a new liability phase would also need to be conducted. For reasons stated above, 

Plaintiffs would need to show that, under the 2020 census results, the first Gingles precondition 

can be met and that proposed alternatives can perform. Proof that a violation once existed would 

be insufficient to support remediation under the then-current facts. The Court would have no 

choice but to open the record to allow litigation on these topics, and a new trial would be 

necessary. Levy v. Lexington Cty., S.C., 589 F.3d 708, 712–15 (4th Cir. 2009) (finding it an 

abuse of discretion for district court in Section 2 case not to reopen the record to evaluate results 

of elections occurring after trial).6 Only then would it be appropriate for remedial proceedings to 

commence, and the first step would be for the Virginia Beach City Council to attempt to address 

those issues. See McGhee v. Granville Cty., N.C., 860 F.2d 110, 115 (4th Cir. 1988) (citing White 

v. Weiser, 412 U.S. 783, 794–95 (1973)).  

This is why courts lack jurisdiction to issue advisory opinions. The burden on all parties 

and the Court to adjudicate a claim with no real-world impact is enormous. And that is all for no 

 
6 Levy suggests that the Court may be required to reopen the record after the 2020 elections.  
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benefit to Plaintiffs. Their cause is not advanced by the adjudication of factors that must be re-

adjudicated a second time in approximately a year. And there is no impending injury to Plaintiffs 

because no city-council election is scheduled until 2022. See Carter v. Va. State Bd. of Elections, 

2011 WL 665408, at *2 (W.D. Va. Feb. 15, 2011) (finding challenge to election months in 

advance not ripe because there was “no immediate harm”). If, after the 2020 census results are 

released, Plaintiffs believe they are injured and have a Section 2 claim, they can re-file their 

action, update their presentation to account for the new census information, and (if they are 

diligent) proceed to trial in advance of the November 2022 elections. There is then no harm to 

adjudicating this case (if there is to be a case) a single time, rather than multiple times. 

B. Plaintiffs Lack Standing To Pursue Rights Belonging to Members of 
Other Racial Groups 

This case must be dismissed for the additional reason that Plaintiffs lack standing to 

assert the rights of non-parties. Plaintiffs, who identify as Black, lack standing to bring Section 2 

claims on behalf of a “coalition” consisting of Black, Hispanic/Latino, and Asian voters living in 

Virginia Beach. Even if Section 2 countenances a claim brought by a “class of citizens” 

consisting of three different groups acting in a coalition, Plaintiffs must still have standing to 

assert the claim. But Plaintiffs here are members of only one of the groups they claim as part of 

their coalition; they do not have standing to bring claims on behalf of distinct minority 

communities of which they are not a member.  

Standing principles incorporate a “general prohibition on a litigant’s raising another 

person’s legal rights.” Lexmark Int’l, Inc. v. Static Control Components, Inc., 572 U.S. 118, 126 

(2014) (quotation marks omitted). Unless an exception applies, a plaintiff “must assert his own 

legal rights and interests, and cannot rest his claim to relief on the legal rights or interests of third 

parties.” U.S. Dep’t of Labor v. Triplett, 494 U.S. 715, 720 (1990). Third-party standing is 

Case 2:18-cv-00069-RAJ-DEM   Document 150   Filed 06/30/20   Page 26 of 32 PageID# 4723



20 

disfavored because “courts should not adjudicate such rights unnecessarily, and it may be that in 

fact the holders of those rights either do not wish to assert them, or will be able to enjoy them 

regardless of whether the in-court litigant is successful or not,” and because “third parties 

themselves usually will be the best proponents of their own rights.” Singleton v. Wulff, 428 U.S. 

106, 113–114 (1976).  

Accordingly, for a plaintiff to have standing to assert the rights of third parties, the party 

must make the following two additional showings:  (1) “the party asserting the right has a ‘close’ 

relationship with the person who possesses the right” and (2) “there is a ‘hindrance’ to the 

possessor’s ability to protect his own interests.” Kowalski v. Tesmer, 543 U.S. 125, 130 (2004) 

(citations omitted); see also Freilich v. Upper Chesapeake Health, 313 F.3d 205, 215 (4th Cir. 

2002) (providing same). These elements are not shown and cannot be shown.  

First, Plaintiffs do not have a “close” relationship with “Asian” or Latino/Hispanic voters 

whose rights they assert. Plaintiffs identify as Black registered voters, and, whatever merit (if 

any) there may be to their contention that Section 2 recognizes coalition claims, it certainly 

cannot recognize coalition claims without a coalition—which existed in cases Plaintiff cite as 

supporting their position on coalition claims. See, e.g., Campos v. City of Baytown, 840 F.2d 

1240, 1242 (5th Cir. 1988) (class-action brought by a coalition of Blacks and Hispanics); 

Concerned Citizens of Hardee Cty. v. Hardee Cty. Bd. of Comm’rs, 906 F.2d 524, 525 (11th Cir. 

1990); Perez v. Perry, No. SA-11-CV-360, 2017 WL 962686, at *78 (W.D. Tex. Mar. 10, 2017). 

Blacks, Asians, and Hispanics have different histories, origins, and different racial and ethnic 

identities.7 And their histories and experiences in this nation, and in Virginia Beach, are 

 
7 Indeed, the term “Asians” is itself perplexing, since Japanese and Chinese persons most 
certainly cannot be assumed to view themselves as a monolithic group—not to mention 
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markedly different. The mere fact of a claimed coalition, even evidence of shared candidate 

preferences, does not render these groups sufficiently “close” so that a member of one group can 

be assumed to speak for the members of other groups. 

That was the holding of a recent district court that rejected standing in a case materially 

identical to this one. In Kumar v. Frisco Independent School District, No. 4:19-CV-00284, 2020 

WL 1083770 (E.D. Tex. Mar. 6, 2020), a single Indian plaintiff sought to bring a Section 2 claim 

on behalf of Blacks, Hispanics and Asians, and the court rejected the complaint on third-party 

standing grounds, finding that the Plaintiff “ha[d] not provided a scintilla of evidence, or any 

semblance of an argument, that he has a close relationship with any of the communities he 

attempts to represent.” Id. at *12 (citation omitted). Further, the court reasoned: “To allow [the 

Plaintiff] to represent entire minority groups without their input would permit [the Plaintiff] to 

assert rights of absent members who may not wish to assert such rights.” Id. (citation omitted). 

So too here: there is no showing that any Hispanic person or anyone of Filipino, Japanese, 

Chinese, Korean, or Vietnamese (etc.) descent believes they are part of a voting coalition with 

Plaintiffs or other Black voters, or that they want this Court to draw them into a coalition district. 

To allow Plaintiffs to speak for these disparate interest groups would be improper. 

Second, as in Kumar, there is no “evidence that any one of these communities [were] 

somehow hindered from joining his action.” Id. at *12 (citation omitted). The failure to establish 

such a hindrance itself is a bar to a plaintiff being permitted to assert the claims of third parties. 

See, e.g., Freilich, 313 F.3d at 215 (rejecting claim that doctor had standing to assert claims of 

patients on dialysis, despite assertion that such patients were “disabled and chronically ill” and 

 
Filipinos, Koreans, Vietnamese and so forth. A similar problem inheres in the terms “Hispanics” 
and “Latinos.” 
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thus hindered in protecting their rights); Judson v. Bd. of Supervisors of Mathew Cty., Va., No. 

4:18-cv-121, 2019 WL 2558243, at *10 (E.D. Va. June 20, 2019) (dismissing First Amendment 

claim brought by attendee at public meeting who was attempting to assert that the zoning 

commission suppressed the speech of third-parties at the meeting). In this case, nothing prevents 

Hispanic or Asian residents from bringing a Section 2 suit. Nothing would have prevented their 

joining the case either when the case was filed or in November 2018 when the complaint was 

amended to add a second Black Plaintiff. Indeed, the fact that this did not occur seems to suggest 

that a recruiting effort for such plaintiffs was made but came up dry. In any event, there is no 

lack of opportunity for Asians and Hispanics to assert their own rights under Section 2, and it is 

far too late in this case for new plaintiffs to be added. This case, in short, is on all fours with 

Kumar, and the result should be the same. 

Indeed, this case is no different from the numerous cases rejecting the efforts of plaintiffs 

to assert the rights of third parties, including of other races and ethnicities, in voting-rights 

litigation. See, e.g., Perry-Bey v. City of Norfolk, 678 F. Supp. 2d 348, 363 (E.D. Va. 2009) 

(holding that plaintiff could not assert a vote-dilution claim based upon racial bloc voting relative 

to a city’s city council district plan where the plaintiff was not “a member of a minority whose 

voting strength was diluted”); Clay v. Garth, No. 1:11-cv-00085, 2012 WL 4470289, at *2 (N.D. 

Miss. Sept. 27, 2012) (rejecting standing of African-American plaintiff to bring vote-dilution 

claims because he was “not a member of the voting group allegedly affected by [Defendant’s] 

actions and therefore does not have standing as an aggrieved voter”); Greater Birmingham 

Ministries v. Alabama, 161 F. Supp. 3d 1104, 1115 (N.D. Ala. 2016) (holding that the NAACP 

and a ministry group failed to establish third-party standing to assert rights of Alabama voters 

without photo ID, finding both elements of Kowalski unsatisfied); Fairley v. Patterson, 493 F.2d 
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598, 604 (5th Cir. 1974) (finding that the “original plaintiffs cannot properly represent a sub-

class of electors of which they may not be members” and finding a lack of standing since those 

plaintiffs were “not proper class representatives”). Plaintiffs have no better claim to assert the 

right of third parties than did the plaintiffs in those cases, and their claim here should be 

dismissed for the same reasons. 

CONCLUSION 

The Court lacks subject-matter jurisdiction and the Plaintiff lacks third-party standing for 

all the reasons set forth herein. It should dismiss this case. 
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THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR T 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

FP_EQ 

Norfolk Division 

~~ 
~/997 f 

Cl.E' .i .. i: :-_ :-.-·! .::--:----:-: .. .,. 

CAROLYN LlNCOLN 
lain~"' p ~ 

v. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

TIIB CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH~ et al. ) 
defendant, ) 

CASE NO. 2:97cv75.6 

OPINION AND ORD·ER 

This matter is before the Court on plaintiff's motion for voluntary dismissal, filed 

Nov~mber 28, 1997. A hearing was conducted and the Court rilled from the bench on this matter 

on Monday, December 22, 1997. This opinion will further expiain the rationale for the Court's 

ruling. 

On August 4, 1997, Carolyn Lmcoln ("Lincoln") brought suit to challenge the at-large 

system of electing the eleven members of the Virginia Beach City Council ("City Council"). 

The primary focus of het complaint is a claim that .the City's election structure dilutes the voting 

strength of "all people of color" within Virginia Beach in violation of Section 2 of the Vo.ting 

Rights Act of 1965, 42 U.S.C. § 1973(b). The plaintiff also asserted that the City Council 

l gaged in criminal and contemptuous conduct by allegedly using "illegal and improper" 
. 
i 

1 

' 

Case 2:18-cv-00069-RAJ-DEM   Document 150-1   Filed 06/30/20   Page 2 of 14 PageID# 4731



.,'. ' 
.. '? 

language in a May 1996 adviSOfY referendum that was conducted to determine whether City 

voters wished to retain the at-large system. 

Virginia Beach uses a modified at-large election system to choose its eleven City Council 

mem~ers, with seven of the members being elected from residence districts, formerly called 

"boroughs." The Mayor and the remaining three members of the City Council are elected at­

large from candidates residing anywhere within the City. This seven-four system has been 

upheld as valid. ~Dusch v. Davis. 387 U.S. 112, 116-17 (1967). 

The plaintiff is a member of an unidentified minority race. The plaintiff alleges that only 

two members of any minority group have been elected to the City Council in the last 35 years, 

that her minority group is politically cohesive and has been denied the election ofits preferred 

candidates by the majority's use of bloc voting te~ques, and that a multi-racial group 

consisting of all people of color is "sufficiently geograp~c!llly compact to constitute a majority 

in a reasonably drawn baianced voting district." The specific remedy requested by the plaintiff is 

an order requiring Virginia Beach to convert to a ~modified ward plan" having a geographically 

compact district where a majority of the voters would be minority citizens. 

Beginning in 1990 and continuing for a period of aJniost five years, the City undertook a 

comprehensive review of ~e then existing system of electing City Council members. T'ne City 

sought views· from every conceivable interested party as to the best manner to provide 

representatiCi'>n for the citizens of the City. Based on the 1990 census, the most recent numerical 

information, Virginia Beach has a total population of 393,069, of which 78.8% are White, 13.7% 

are Black, 4.1 % are Asian and Pacific Islander, 3.1 % are Hispanic, 0.3o/o are American.Indian, 

and 0.1 % are other non-Hispanic. In terms of voting age population, the City has 283,182 

2 
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persons aged 18 or o1
1
der. Of that number, 80.4% ~ White, 12.6% are Black, 3.8% are Asian 

and Pacific Islander, 2.8% are Hispanic, 0.3% are American Indian, and 0.3% are other non­

Hispanic. The National Association for the Advancement of Colored People ("NAACP") 

sub~tted two plans for consideration during this process. Each plan tried to create the highest 

minority population possible in ·one of the districts. One plan consisted of 11 districts.and 

contained a district with a combined minority total population of 46.4% and a voting age 

population of 43.28%, with a total deviation from ideal district size of .8.3%. The other plan 

consisted of 13 districts and contained a district with a combined minority total population of 

49.1 % and a voting age population of 45. 72%, with a total deviation from ideal district size of 

9.1 %. In both the NAACP pl~, the "minority district" stretched nearly all the way across the 

City, and in many instances, the' district was only a block wide or came together at a single point. 
. . 

Procedural History 

This action was filed on Au~ 4, 1997. Defendants filed their answer to the Complaint 

on August 27, 1997. On the same day/the defendants filed a motion to dismiss the plaintiff's 

claims of criminal and contemptuous conduct arising out of the advisory referen4um. The 

motion was based. in part, on the fact that the Circuit Court of ~e City of Virginia Beach had 

specifically approved the language used in the 1996 advisory referendum and had ordered that 

the ballots contain the.disputed language. The plaintiff subsequently filed a response stating she 

was not seeking a '•remedy" for such alleged violq.tions and that she was withdrawing her request 

for a contempt citation. However, the plaintiff refused to withdraw her accusations. The 

defendants filed a motion for sanctions on September 25, 1997 based on the plaintiff's failure to 

withdraw or appropriately correct such accusations. 

3 
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On October 7, 1997, a pretrial conference was held to establish discovery and other . 
; 

deadlines. During that conference, counsel for both parties agreed ~o tlie deadlines established 

and a trial date of January 5, 1998. 

On October 28, 1997, the defendants filed a motion for summary judgment as to the 

plaintiffs claim that the City's at-large plan violated Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. The 

plaintiff failed to file a response to that motion, which was due on November 10, 1997. Two 

days after the deadline for filing a response, plainilir s counsel telephoned counsel for the 

defendants to indicate his intention to file a motion for dismissal without prejudice. Defendants' 

counsel responded that the defendants would.agree to a dismissal of the suit, but not a dismissal 

without prejudice. In reliance on that notification that dismissal would be sough~ the defendants 

informed the plaintiff by letter. that they intended to cease preparations for trial. A motion for 

voluntary dismissal was filed two weeks later. The defendants represented at the hearing tba1 

both sides agreed that the case sh~uld be dismissed and the issue submitted to the Court was 

wheth~ the dismissal shouid be with or without prejudice. The plaintiff did not question this 

representation. 

Standard of Review/Govemine Law 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4l(a)(2) requires a plaintiff to obtain the permission of 

the Court before a case is voluntarily dismissed once the adverse party has responded. The 

decision to grant or .deny ·a voluntary dismissal is "addressed to the sound discretion of the 

district court." Moore's ,r 41.40[2], at 41-128. It is well-established that, under appropriate 

circumstances, a district court has the discretion to require as a condition of granting such a 

motion that the dismissal be with prejudice. See, e.g., Oovle v. Murrav, 938 F.2d 33, 34 (4th Cir. 

4 
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1991) ("As an initial matter, we note that '[t]he authority ofa federal trial court to dfamiss a 
! 

·, 

plaintiff's action with prejudice because of his failure to prosecute cannot be seriously doubted.") 

(citations omitted); S.A. Andes v. Versant Corp .. 788 F.2d 1033, 1037 (4th Cir. 1986) (Rule 

41 (a)(2) ''.at least implicitly, grants a di~ct court power to dismiss with prejudice."); Ratkovich 

v. Smith,Kline. 951 F.2d 155 (7th Cir. 1991) (affirmed dismissal with prejudice). The factors 

typically considered by a district court in making this decision: 

are essentially the same as those considered in determining whether the dismissal 
should be permitted at all: (1) the defendant's effort and expense in preparing for 
trial, (2) the plainti:ff'·s lack of diligence in prosecuting the action, and (3) the 
sufficiency of plaintiff's explanation in seeking the dismissal. The court may also 
consider whether the action or claim sought to be voluntarily .-dismissed is 
meritorious. 

Moore's ,r 41.40(10][d], at 41-165 to -166; Doyle, 938 F.2d 34 ("A cburt must balance: (1) the 

degree of personal responsibility of the plaintiff, (2) the amount of prejudice caused the 

defendant, (3) _the existence of a 'drawn out history of deliberately proceeding in a dilatory 

fashio~' and ( 4) the existence of sanctions less drastic than dismissal.'') ( citations omitted). 

Analysis. 

A. Failure to Prosecute and Sufficiency of Plaintiff's Explanation 

Toe reason. asserted by plaintiff justifying the need for a dismissal is that it was not 

possible for plaintiff's counsel to prepare properly for trial in light of the discovery a.Jld other 

pretrial deadlines. However, there are several reasons why this is not a valid justification. First, 

plaintiff's counsel agreed to the schedule and did not voice any problems until the deacilines 

approached. 
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Second, plaintiff has not conducted any discovery. 1 Plaintiff has not designated any 

expert witnesses within the time limit Further, plaintiff failed to respond to defendants' motion 

for SUIIlDlary judgment. Finally, defendants allege that the plaintiff did not fully respond to their 

interrogatories or supplement their responses as promised.2 Counsel's explanation that he did not 

1 prepare for trial in reliance on defendants' assertions that they would stop preparing as of 

November 12, 1997 is not viable in light of the fact that plaintiff, unlike defendants, had never 

begun preparations. In fact, the only effort made by plaintiff in pleading form that is visible to 

the Court is plaintiff's one~half page response to defendants' motion to dis~s3 and a ~e page 

response to defendants' motion for sanctions. In short. during the history of this case, plaintiff 

has exhibited a total absence of a good faith effort to prepare for trial and the excuse of lack of 

time to p~pare is not sufficient to justify what in essence amounts to a request for a continuanc·e. 

~ Local Rule for the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia 7(F) 

("[N]o continuance will be ·granted _other than for good cause .... ") and Local Rule for the 

United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia l 6(B) ("Mere failure on the part 

of counsel to proceed promptly with the normal processes of discovery shall not constitute good 

cause for an extension or continuance.'") 

1The plaintiff has not submitted any iriteITOgatories to the defendants. The plaintiff has not 
requested the production of any documents. The plaintiff has not noticed or taken any 

, depositions. 
2The plaintiff answered defendants' interrogatories with assertions that plaintiff was currently 

investigating facts supporting her allegations and she would provide supplemental responses 
when facts and documents were obtained. The defendants allege that the plaintiff failed to 
supplement those responses as requested. 

3The short answer to ··the motion to dismiss was filed after plaintiff procured a week extension. 
The extension was needed because the.response to the motion to dismiss was due during the 

, week of plaintiff's counsel's scheduled vacation. 
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B. Merits of Plaintiff's Claim 

It is unlikely that plaintiff could prevail on the merits ·of her claim. A vote dilution 

challenge to an at-large system cannot proceed unless the plaintiff first establishes three 

prec~nditions. ~ Thornburg v. Gingles. 478 U.S. 30 (1986)_. At issue here is the first 

precondition which requires a showing that the minority population in a locality is sufficiently 

large and geographically compact to constitute a majority in a single-member district ~ id.. at 

50. The burden of proving the first Gingles precondition rests "squarely on the plaintiff's 

shoulders.'' Voinovich v. Quilter, 507 U.S. 146, 155 (1993); see also McGhee v. Granville 

County. ~60 F.2d 110, 117 (4th Cir. 1988) (holding that plaintiffs cannot "'pass the summary 

judgment threshold"' unless they establish all three Gingles preconditions) (citations omitted). 

To meet the first requirement, the plaintiff must demonstrate that, within an overa11 

election plan having not more than eleven equally populated districts, it is possible to create one 

reasonably c~mpact single-member district in which her minority group will constitute at least a 

majority of the voting age population. If it cannot be shown that the minority is of substantial 

size or is insufficiently compact, ~ut instead the "'minority voters' residences are substantially 

integrated throughout the jurisdiction, the at-large district cannot be blamed for the defeat of 

minority-supported candidates."' Gingles, 478 U.S. at 50-51 n. 17 (quotation omitted). 

Since Gingles, the courts have developed criteria to det_ennine whether a plaintiff has met 

this first precondition. Specifically, the case law has defined: 1) what constitutes the "minority" 
I 

population; 2) what constitutes a ••majority" in a district; 3) what population deviation is 

permitted among districts; 4) what number of districts may be considered in fashioning a plan; 

7 

Case 2:18-cv-00069-RAJ-DEM   Document 150-1   Filed 06/30/20   Page 8 of 14 PageID# 4737



r -· 

.. · 
'i-: . ,, 

and 5) what the compactness requirement entails. The plaintiff is unlikely to prevail based on 

any of these criteria. 

i • Minority population 

For purposes of meeting the first Gin2:les precondition, Circuit courts differ concerning 

which minority groups can be considered in determining whether a properly compact single- 1 

member district can be established. Some circuits hold that different minority groups may not be 

joined together and treated as a sin81e group under Section 2. ~ Nixon v, Kent Countv, 76 

F.3d 1381, 1392 (6th Cir. 1996) (en bane). Other circuits hold 'that if minority groups are 

combined, it at least must be established tha~ various minority groups vote in a politically 

cohesive manner;' See League of United Latin American Citizens. Cotmcil No. 4434 v. 
r 

Clements, 999 F.2d 831, 863-64 (5th Cir. 1993) (en bane), cert, denied, 510 U.S. i071 (1994). 

Even under the higher standard of allowing consolidation and even when all minority 

pop'Qlations in the Virginia Beach area are considered together, it is virtually impossible to draw 

a diitrict in which minorities would constitute a majority in a single-member district, as 

exemplified by the NAACP plans submitted to the City.4 Further, the map the defendants 

provided, which designates where minority J)Opulations are located, clearly shows that it is 

virtually impossible to draw such a district See Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment, 

Exhibits D-H. 

ii. Majority Population 

4The plaintiff has not submitted any plan suggesting how a district could be drawn that has a 
minority population which constitutes the majority of the voting age population. Therefore, the 
~ourt relies upon the NAACP's plans which were submitted to the City and are the most 
supportive of the plaintiffs allegatjons. 

; 
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The Gingles precondition also requires that a plaintiff prove that the minority group can 

constitute at least a majority. i.e. more than 50%, in a single-member district. 5 Fwther, courts 

have consistently ruled that the minority population must constitute a majority of the voting age 

pop~ation, rather than merely a majority of the total populati9n. See, e.g. McDaniels v. 

Mehfoud, 702 F. Supp. 588, 592 (E.D. Va. 1989): In this case, even if one is considering the 

total minority population, it is not feasible to create a single-member district in which all non­

White residents constitute at least a 50% majority, as seen by the NAACP plan. 

iii. One Person, One Vote 

The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment requires that election districts 

in a reapportionment plan.be '" of nearly equal population, so that each person's vote may be 
r 

given equal weight in the election of representatives."' Voinovich, 507 U.S. at 160-61; A:very v . 

Midland County.. 390 U.S. 474, 479 (1968) (applying equal representation requirement to 

localities). A total deviation of greater than 10 percent presumptively violates the Equal 

Protection Claµse. ~ Brown v. Thomson, 462 U.S. 835, 842-43 (1983). This same rule applies 

equally to this inquiry as a plaintiff must show _that a minority representation district can be 

drawn "in a manner that complies 'with the overriding demands of the Equal Protection 

Clause."' Gause v. Brunswick County, 92 F.3d 1178, *4 (4th Cir. 1996) (unpublished 

disposition) (quoting Sanchez v. Colorado, 861 F. Supp. 1516, 1523 (D. Colo. 1994)). In this 

5Some courts have even ruled that 'minorities must have at least a 65% majority in the electoral 
district in order to have a reasonable as~urance of being able to elect a candidate of their choice. 
See, e.g .. United Jewish Or~anization v. Carey, 430 U.S. 144, 164 (1977) (plurality opinion); 
African American Voting Rights Legal Defense Fund v. Villa. 54 F.3d 1345, 1347 n. 4 (8th Cir. 
l 995);Ketchum v. l3zyne, 740 F.2d 1398, 1416 (7th Cir. 1984), cert. denied, 471 U.S. 1135 
(1985). 
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case, even when the maximwn deviation is utilized, it is not feasible to create a district in which 
! 

the minority population constitutes a majority, again based on the NAACP suggestions. Despite 

a 8.3% deviation, the 11--district plan has a combined voting age population of only 43.3%. The 

13-district plans' deviation is worse with little better result. 

-iv. Number of single-member districts 

A critical variable in determining whether there is a sufficiently large minority population 

is the number of districts to be included within the election plan. However, the first Gingles 

precondition cannot be established by proposing a single-member district plan that would 

increase the existing size of the locality's goveniing body. Sg Holder v. Hall. 512 U.S. 874, 

878-79 (1994); Concerned Citizens for Eguality v. McDonald. 63 F.3d 413, 416 (5th Cir. 1995) 

(relying on Holder to conclude that "when the existing size of the governmental body precludes a 

plaintiff from satisfying the first prong of Gingles, that plaintiff may not invoke hypothetical 

mutations and transfigurations of the existing political structure to circumvent that Gingles 

prerequisite. Such a use ofhypotheticals would nullify the first prong ... _.');_~ 914 F. Supp/ 

at 865-67 (holding.that plaintiffs cannot insist that the size of the Town Board be increased 

beyond its currents~ if necessary to satisfy the first Gingles precondition). Here. there.is at 

best an I I-district system. 6 Yet, even when the City considers an e~ion to 13 districts, it 

would still not be possible to: create the required minority district, based on the NAACP plan. 

6There i$_ a cq1,1tention that in actuality only ten districts are at issue because the Mayor, a 
member of the City Council, needs to be elected City-wide, and therefore, should not count 
within the mix. 
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v. Geographic compactness 

A final requirement is that the minority district be "geographically compact," the same 

that is required by the Virginia Constitution. ~Va.Const. Art. VII,§ 5. As applied by the 

Supr~me Court, the concept of compactness requires more than a showing that land.areas are 

physically contiguous. First, the districts cannot be drawn with ''bizarre",or "dramatically 

irregular" shape. See Shaw v~ Reno, 509 U.S .. 630, 635, 644, 655-56 (1993); see also Cane v. 

Worcester County, Maryland. 35 F.3d 921,927 (4th Cir. 1994) (noting the applicability of Shaw 

to the first Gingles precondition), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1148 (1995). Second, although race can 

be considered, it cannot be the "predominate factor" and may not be substituted for '"traditional 

race-neutral ·wstricting principles including; but not limited to, compactness, contiguity, respect 

for political subdivisions or communities defined by actual shared interest." Miller v. Johnson, 

515 U.S. 900,916 (1995) (emphasis added). 

Regardless of which of the two NAACP plans are chose~ those plans would not m~et the 

reasonable compactness requirement. The NAACP minority districts stretch nearly all the way 

across the City and are only a block wide in places. Further, part of the I I-district plan comes to 

a single point, thereby straining the contiguity requirement.· 

C. Prejudice to Defendants 

In considering a motion for voluntary dismissal, "Rule 4l(a)(2) ... permits the district 

court to impose conditions on voluntary dismissal to obviate the prejudice to the defendants 
t 

which may otherwise result from dismissal without prejudice. In considering a motion for 

voluntary dismissal, the district court must focus primarily on protecting the interest of the 

defendant." Davis v. USX Corp .. 819 F.2d 1270, 1273 (4th Cir. 1987) (citations omitted). A 
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dismissal may be denied when it is s-ought late in the litigation ~ the defendant~ ·been put to 
i 

great effort and expense in defending the action. ~ Moore's 141.40[7][a], at 41-144~ 

In this case, the defendants will incur substantial prejudice if this case is dismissed 

with~ut barring a new action. First, the plaintiff at the December 22 hearing voiced her intention 

to refile the case within 30 to 180 days and add a new claim. Electio~ of the new City Council 

are scheduled for May 1998 and candidates will begin filing their qualifying petitions in January 

1998. If this litigation is refiled any time between now and June 1998, the City Council elections 

will potentially be affected by that pending litigation. Second, the City of Virginia Beach has 

spent substantial time. and money ii:t timely preparing for trial. Substantial portions of t4t effort 

will have no value in any subsequent suit; for example, defendants were forced to research and 

submit a motion to dismiss plaintiff's claims accusing the City Council of criminal'and 

contemptuous conduct o_nly to be told that the plaintiff will not seek any remedy for such claims. 

Even assuming aiI portions of the defendants work will be reusable in any subs~nt litigation, 

it may have to be revised and redone to accommodate any new allegaiions of the p,taintiff. For 

both these reasons, there is substantial prejudice to the defendants. 

D. Conclusion 

The only factor potentially weighing in favor of the p~aintiff_js plaintiff's counsel's 

assertions that the plaintiff had no personal responsibility for any of her counsel's actions.7 

Weighing against the plaintiff is the considerable prej~dice to the defendants, the weak merits of 

the plaintiff's case and plaintiff's counsel's failure to prosecute this case or provide adequate 

7In fact, the plaintiff wrote the·Court a letter asserting that she had no knowledge of her 
counsel's request to voluntarily dismiss until after such a motion was filed. 
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J ,.. explanations for the need for additional time. For those ~ons, plaintiff's motion for vohmlary 

lf.l dismissal without prejudice is DENIED and the case is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE . 
... ;-~·-

The defendants' motion for sanctions is taken UNDER ADVISEMENT to provide 

co~e1 for both ·parties time to file suppl~ental motions and supporting documents r~u~g 

sanctions and specifically addressing what costs should be born by the plaintiff if the motion for 

sanctions is granted. Defendatits supplemental motion and brief is due to the Court 21 days after 

the date of the December 22, 1997 hearing. Plaintiff's supplemental response is .due to the Court 

1.t;' 
; r • 21 d,ays after receipt of defendants' supplemental motion. 
i 

I' The Clepc is REQUESTED to send copies of this order to all counsel of record. 

i:. ··• . . ; 
': J 

t ~ 
fi- . " 

!:· ; 

It is so ORDERED. 

Norfolk, Virginia 
December 21, 1997 

i 
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I. Introduction 

I have been retained by counsel representing the Plaintiffs in this lawsuit to determine whether it 
is possible to draw an Illustrative Plan with one or more majority Latino (Hispanic), Black, and 
Asian (“HBA”) combined districts in the City of Virginia Beach, VA. In addition, I was asked to 
review past and recent demographics pertaining to the city.1 

The City of Virginia Beach, VA currently has an eleven-member City Council structure. Three 
(3) Council members and the Mayor serve "at large" with no district residency requirement. The 
other seven (7) council members are required to live in the district that they represent. However, 
all city council members are elected at large and not within the district that they represent. 

II. Background and Qualifications  

My educational background includes a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering 
(BSEE) from Virginia Tech and a Master of Geospatial Information Science and Technology 
(MGIST) degree from NC State University. 
 
Currently, I am a demographic and mapping consultant and CEO/Principal Consultant of 
CensusChannel LLC. As a consultant working on redistricting issues over the last twenty-eight 
years, I have developed nearly one thousand redistricting plans during the last three redistricting 
cycles. I have drawn plans for jurisdictions of all sizes, from statewide plans to redistricting 
plans for small municipalities.  In the course of my career, I have also had the opportunity to 
draw and analyze many plans for jurisdictions within the state of North Carolina. During that 
timeframe, I have provided consulting services for numerous non-profit and public-sector groups 
centering on redistricting plan development, analysis, and training.  

Throughout this recent redistricting cycle (2010 and forward), I have provided services and/or 
training for several notable organizations including: The Advancement Project, Campaign Legal 
Center, Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Louisiana Legislative Black Caucus (LLBC), 
National NAACP, the Southern Coalition for Social Justice (SCSJ), and Southern Echo.  

In 1993, I was hired as part of a team of special masters to draw a remedial map for the Dade 
County Commission that would comply with federal law. That case, Meek v. Metropolitan Dade 

County, invalidated an at-large county voting system. The Court ruled that the at-large system 
diluted the voting strength of Black and Latino voters in violation of Section 2 of the VRA. As 
the special master whose primary task was to be the map drawer for this effort, I played a central 
role in constructing all plan alternatives as well as the final plan which had 13 districts.  

In addition, I have testified in federal and state court and provided testimony at several 
depositions as a redistricting expert with a focus on demographic and mapping analysis. 
Recently, I testified twice in the latest federal Texas redistricting case Perez v. Abbott. My 
testimony in that case included analysis of several congressional and house district plans for the 

                                                 
1 U.S. Census Bureau decennial data (PL94-1717 data) were used to review past demographics while American 
Community Survey (ACS) data were used to determine the recent demographics. In addition, throughout this report 
Hispanic will be used to refer to Latino populations and Black for African American populations. 
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State of Texas focusing on several districting principles, including population deviation, 
compactness, political subdivision splits, and communities of interest. 

I also testified in the precursor Texas case of Perez v. Perry, which included reviewing and 
analyzing Texas congressional and house district plans using traditional redistricting principles 
with a focus on compactness. The analysis in Perry also included providing demographic 
projections for congressional and legislative house districts. In several North Carolina statewide 
redistricting cases, I analyzed the compactness and demographics of congressional and state 
legislative districts, specifically in Covington v. North Carolina and NC NAACP v. State of North 

Carolina. Additionally, in ADC v. Alabama, I generated maps that analyzed split precincts and 
developed Alabama statewide senate and house redistricting plans, which were submitted to the 
Court as remedial plans. 

In the course of this current redistricting cycle, I was one of two Project Managers for a week-
long redistricting expert preparation session. The training session was sponsored by Duke 
University’s Center for the Study of Race, Ethnicity and Gender in the Social Sciences (RGESS) 
and the SCSJ. In that capacity I developed and managed a section focused on preparing 18 
political cartographers, with Geographic Information System (GIS) backgrounds, with the goal 
of them becoming redistricting demographic and mapping related experts.  

I also served as a Consulting Demographer and Project Director for the Congressional Black 
Caucus Institute’s Redistricting Project. In that role, I provided redistricting plan development, 
review, and analysis and answered various questions from members of congress and staff 
pertaining to the redistricting process. 

My redistricting/GIS experience and work as an expert are contained within my attached resume 
(see Appendix A). 

I am being compensated at a rate of $180 per hour. 

III. Software, Data, and Technical Process Utilized 

My opinions, which are based on the technical and specialized knowledge that I have gained 
from my education, training, and experience, rely on commonly used, widely accepted, and 
reliable methods of analysis, including my review and analysis of the following: 

The software utilized for the development of the Illustrative Plans was Maptitude for 
Redistricting (Maptitude) by Caliper Corp. Maptitude for Redistricting is one of the leading 
redistricting software applications utilized by consultants, major nonprofit groups, and 
governmental entities. The software includes Census 2010 data (PL-94-171) for the state of 
Virginia that was utilized during the map drawing process. 

Several datasets were utilized and obtained from various government websites: 
 

a. Data for Virginia Beach were downloaded from the Census Bureau’s website, 
including the city level PL-94-171 data for 1990, 2000, and 2010; the 2008-2012 
5-Year and 2013-2017 5-Year American Community Survey (ACS) data; and the 
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2017 1-Year ACS data. Additional datasets were downloaded at the census tract 
level for 1990 and 2013-2017 5-Year ACS data. For most of these data, the U.S. 
Census Bureau’s American FactFinder website was used to generate reports in 
hardcopy format for verification purposes. These reports are found in Appendix 
B.2 Some of the 1990 total population, 2000 Citizen Voting Age Population 
(CVAP), 2008-2012 5-Year ACS CVAP, and 2013-2017 5-Year ACS CVAP data 
for Virginia Beach’s major race/ethnicity categories were generated by importing 
the datasets into Microsoft Excel for hardcopy production. 

b. To evaluate district configurations, I downloaded the most recent race/ethnicity 
citizenship data, which is the 2013-2017 5-Year (ACS) dataset at the block group 
level for the City of Virginia Beach.3 

c. In order to review the 2013-2017 5-Year ACS data at various geographic levels 
for the Illustrative Plan, I utilized Maptitude for Redistricting’s 
disaggregation/aggregation process. The disaggregation/aggregation process is an 
industry acceptable process when evaluating citizenship data or other data that is 
not provided at the census block or other levels.4 Once the 
disaggregation/aggregation process was completed, estimated CVAP data was 
available for review at the district level (as well as other Census levels). 

d. I also downloaded city subdivision shapefiles from the city’s GIS website in order 
to obtain Virginia Beach’s current seven (7) district residency plan.5 These files 
provided the residency boundaries for comparison with the Illustrative Plan and 
an approximation of the neighborhood subdivision locations for the city during 
development of the Illustrative Plan. 

IV. Summary of Opinions 

A summary of my conclusions and opinions includes the following:  

e. The City of Virginia Beach has seen significant growth in the Hispanic, Black and 
Asian populations during the past 27 years. The combined HBA population grew 
from 20.80% in 1990 to a third of the city’s total population (33%) in 2017. 
During the same time period, the City’s White population has decreased; 

                                                 
2 See https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. It is important to note that the Census Bureau 
states that there may be slight difference between select data in American FactFinder and their downloadable 
datasets. 
3 See https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/about/voting-rights/cvap.2018.html 
4 Disaggregation apportions a population to a lower geographic area from a higher geographic area using a 
percentage of a matching population field at both geographic levels. In this instance, voting age population was used 
as the weighted variable to apportion amounts to census blocks. Aggregation sums up the lower level results to all 
other higher geographic levels that are to be used. Maptitude also includes a pure geographic 
disaggregation/aggregation process that was not utilized during this analysis. 
5 See https://gis.data.vbgov.com 
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f. Analysis of census tract data reveal that most Hispanic, Black and Asian persons 
reside in the same communities. Thirty-one out of the 100 census tracts in 
Virginia Beach contain 54.4% of the HBA population; 

g. In most cases, Virginia Beach’s White population outpaces the HBA population 
on several socioeconomic indicators according to ACS data. Hispanic, Black and 
Asian persons had significantly higher percentages of persons with no high school 
education and lower median household incomes than White persons and 
households. Furthermore, Hispanic and Black persons had higher below poverty 
percentages than White persons; 

h. Finally, the HBA citizen voting age population in the city of Virginia Beach is 
sufficiently large and geographically compact to enable the creation of two single-
member majority Hispanic, Black and Asian combined districts. 

V.  Methodology 

First, I analyzed the recent and past demographic and socioeconomic profiles of the City of 
Virginia Beach. This analysis specifically included a review of the city’s HBA combined 
populations over the 1990, 2000, and 2010 decennial censuses. The HBA population was 
analyzed by reviewing total population, voting age population (VAP), and Citizen Voting Age 
Population (CVAP) for the city. 

I also reviewed socioeconomic data in order to observe various racial/ethnicity disparities and 
commonalities within the city at large as well as within the HBA communities.6 This included 
data on education, income, poverty, and housing values. This review allowed me to understand 
the common socioeconomic indicators pertaining to majority HBA communities in Virginia 
Beach. 

Next, I used Maptitude for Redistricting to review locations of majority HBA communities (in 
the form of census tracts) throughout the city. This step was necessary in order to determine 
potential core locations for any majority HBA districts. 

Maptitude for Redistricting was also utilized to draw the Illustrative Plan. I used Voting 
Tabulation Districts (VTDs) as the dominant building block for the plan7 and used single race 
alone CVAP instead of VAP in determining whether majority HBA districts could be developed. 
Utilizing single race alone CVAP provides for a more conservative estimate of the percentages 
for the majority HBA districts.8 I also separately included CVAP data for Blacks and Whites of 
mixed race. Adding CVAP data for Blacks and Whites of mixed race allows for a less 
conservative estimate of the HBA population. 

                                                 
6 Obtained from analyzing census tracts. 
7 For the most part, VTDs followed precinct boundaries with the exception of a handful of places. In some of these 
locations the precinct appears to split census blocks. Precincts were downloaded from the Virginia Beach GIS 
website (gis.data.vbgov.com) but were not utilized due to the split census blocks. 
8 In most instances, Hispanic and Asian CVAP percentages yield lower percentages than their associated VAP 
percentages. 
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I also reviewed the Virginia Code section that outlines redistricting development for local 
elections. The relevant code is found in Title 24.2 Chapter 3 (VA Code § 24.2-304.1 [2018]): If 
the members are elected from districts or wards and other than entirely at large from the 

locality, the districts or wards shall be composed of contiguous and compact territory and shall 

be so constituted as to give, as nearly as is practicable, representation in proportion to the 

population of the district or ward. 

Although the Code only mentions three (3) of the traditional redistricting criteria (contiguity, 
compactness and equal population), I followed five (5) of the most commonly used traditional 
redistricting criteria during the map drawing process: 

1. Equal Population - Equally populating election districts within a specific 
population deviation is required to adhere to the “one person one vote” mandate 
of the Fourteenth Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause.9 The courts have ruled 
that district population for local jurisdictions should not deviate overall more than 
10% from the ideal population size.10 Consideration of equal population is also 
required by VA Code § 24.2-304.1. 

2. Contiguity – Contiguity ensures that there are no parts of a district separated 
from the district itself. Contiguity can be measured using Maptitude for 
Redistricting. Consideration of contiguity is also required by VA Code § 24.2-
304.1. 

3. Compactness - Compactness refers to how irregularly shaped or dispersed a 
district is compared to an ideal compact area (usually a circle). The Gingles   
preconditions require that majority minority districts are “geographically 
compact.11” Consideration of compactness is also required by VA Code § 24.2-
304.1. Geographic compactness can be demonstrated by analyzing the majority 
minority districts using compactness measures.12 Many compactness measures, 
such as the ones used in this report, are developed such that the resultant value 
exists between 0 and 1, whereby the closer the value is to 1, the more compact the 
district. The districts were analyzed using three of the most widely used 
compactness measures, Reock, Polsby-Popper, and Minimum Convex Hull.13 

                                                 
9 A series of Supreme Court cases helped define the equal population criteria, beginning with: Baker v. Carr, 369 
U.S. 186 (1962); Gray v Sanders, 372 U.S. 368 (1963); and Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1 (1964). 
10 See Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735 (1973).  
11 See Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986). The Gingles case requires plaintiffs to show that the minority 
group "is sufficiently numerous and geographically compact to form a majority in a single-member district."  
12 Compactness measures quantify the geographic shape of the districts as compared to a designated perfectly 
compact shape, such as a circle. 
13 Maptitude for Redistricting documentation defines the compactness measures: 1) Reock - “…the Reock test 
computes the ratio of the area of the district to the area of the minimum enclosing circle for the district.” 2) Polsby-
Popper - “The Polsby-Popper test computes the ratio of the district area to the area of a circle with the same 
perimeter: 4pArea/(Perimeter2).” 3) Convex Hull - “…computes only a ratio of the area of the district to the area of 
the convex hull of the district, without regard to population within the areas.” Convex Hull is routinely referred to as 
a “rubber-band” enclosure or polygon. 
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4. Minimizing Political Subdivision Splits - As a traditional redistricting principle 
or criteria, minimizing the splitting of political subdivisions14 keeps intact 
political entities such as cities, counties, precincts and voting tabulation districts 
(VTDs). This report only focused on VTDs as the primary political subdivision.15 
VTDs are generated by the U.S. Census Bureau to mimic election precincts.16 

5. Preservation of Communities of Interest - Preservation of communities of 
interest is the goal of maintaining a specific population group within a defined 
geographic area where the group shares one or more common interests (e.g., 
economic, social, cultural, or ethnic interests). Minimizing splits tends to ensure 
that these voters can collectively vote for the same representatives in addition to 
potentially reducing costs in administering elections. Since neighborhoods are 
considered communities of interest areas, subdivision boundaries were layered 
underneath district boundaries during the Illustrative Plan development process. 
This helped ensure that subdivisions were wholly contained within the districts. In 
addition, specific socioeconomic characteristics of majority HBA census tracts 
were analyzed for potential communities of interest. 

Finally, after drawing a full Illustrative Plan, I generated a final report from Maptitude 
summarizing the Plan’s performance on a set of traditional redistricting criteria and relevant 
conclusions. These reports and conclusions are discussed below. 

VI. Demographic Profile - City of Virginia Beach, VA 

A. Virginia Beach, VA - City Level Total Population 

According to the decennial censuses of 1990 and 2010, Virginia Beach’s total population grew 
from 393,069 to 437,994 persons—an increase of 11.42%—between 1990 and 2010. (see Table 
1).  

From 1990 to 2010, the Hispanic, Black, and Asian populations17 also increased significantly. 
During that span, the Hispanic population grew from 12,137 to 28,987 persons, the Black 
population grew from 53,720 to 83,210, and the Asian population grew from 15,920 to 26,312. 
However, the White population decreased from 309,712 persons in 1990 to 282,470 persons in 
2010 (see Table 1). 

                                                 
14 See Reynolds v. Sims, 377 US 533(1964).  
15 Splits for Congressional, State House and Senate Districts are usually not analyzed for local council districts. In 
addition, it was observed that the current city council residency districts splits Senate and House districts. 
16 Voting Tabulation Districts in Virginia Beach, VA follow election precincts lines in most cases. However, not all 
VTDs follow precinct boundaries exactly. In some areas, precincts split census blocks and VTDs. VTDs were also 
used because § 24.2-307 of the VA Code allows cities to increase or decrease the number of precincts, and precincts 
are not required to have an equal number of registered voters, let alone an equal population. In addition, §24.2 309.2 
also provides that precincts can be changed as the result of a court order. 
17 The Black and Asian populations noted in this report represent the Not Hispanic Alone categories for race except 
where noted. 
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The recent 2017 1-Year ACS data shows the population for the city of Virginia Beach at 450,435 
persons. Between 2010 and 2017, the White population continued decreasing to 277,338, while 
the Hispanic population grew to 36,723, the Black population stayed fairly constant at 82,181, 
and the Asian population grew to 29,735. Using the 2017 1-Year ACS data, the combined current 
HBA population comprises 33.0% of the total population with 148,639 persons. Thus, the HBA 
percentage increased 12.20% from 1990 while the White population decreased 17.22% (see Table 
1). 

Table 1 – Total Population by Major Race/Ethnicity (1990-2017) for Virginia Beach, VA 

 1990 2000 2010 

5Yr ACS 13-17 

MP2015^ 2017** 

TTLPop 393069 425257 437994 450055 450435 

Hispanic 12137 17770 28987 35255 36723 

White 309712 295402 282470 281675 277338 

Black 53720 79092 83210 83290 82181 

Asian 15920 20618 26312 29330 29735 

HBA* 81777 117480 138509 147875 148639 

 1990% 2000% 2010% 
5Yr ACS 13-17 

MP2015%^ 2017%** 

Hispanic% 3.09% 4.18% 6.62% 7.83% 8.15% 

White% 78.79% 69.46% 64.49% 62.59% 61.57% 

Black% 13.67% 18.60% 19.00% 18.51% 18.24% 

Asian% 4.05% 4.85% 6.01% 6.52% 6.60% 

HBA*% 20.80% 27.63% 31.62% 32.86% 33.00% 
 
Note: Race categories are Alone (Single Race) Not Hispanic categories 
* - HBA = Hispanic or Latino, Black and Asian combined 
** - 2017 1-Year ACS Data 
^ - 5Yr ACS1317 MP2015 – 5Yr 2013-2017 ACS with a midpoint of 2015 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau PL94-171 data for 1990, 2000, 2010; American Community Survey 2013-2017 5-Year and 2017 1-

Year data. 
 

B. Virginia Beach, VA - City Level Voting Age Population (VAP) 
 

According to the decennial census of 1990 and 2010 (see Appendix B),18 Virginia Beach’s total 
Voting Age Population (VAP) grew 283,182 to 332,745 persons—an increase of 17.5%—
between 1990 and 2010.  

As with the total population, the Hispanic, Black, and Asian VAP19 increased significantly 
between 1990 and 2010. During that period, the Hispanic VAP grew from 7,933 to 18,765 
persons, the Black VAP grew from 35,811 to 60,212 persons, and the Asian VAP grew from 

                                                 
18 Demographic reports were printed from American Factfinder except for the 1990 PL94-171 dataset. 1990 PL94-
171 data file was downloaded and opened in Microsoft Excel to view demographic attribute values. 
19 The Black and Asian voting age population in this report represents the not-Hispanic Alone categories for race 
unless identified in the source. 
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10,675 to 20,978 persons. However, the White VAP decreased from 227,727 persons in 1990 to 
224,188 persons in 2010 (see Table 2). 

Reviewing the 2017 1-Year ACS data shows the total VAP for the City of Virginia Beach at 
341,027 persons. Between 2010 and 2017, the White VAP decreased to 223,852.20 However, the 
Hispanic VAP grew to 25,630 persons, the Black VAP grew to 65,558 persons, and the Asian 
VAP grew to 25,815 persons. Using the 2017 1-Year ACS data, the current combined HBAVAP 
comprises 34.31% of the total VAP, or 117,003 persons. Thus, the HBAVAP percentage increased 
15.09% from 1990 to 2017, while the White VAP decreased 14.78% (see Figure 1). 

Table 2 –VAP by Major Race/Ethnicity (1990 - 2017) for Virginia Beach, VA 

 1990 2000 2010 

MP2015 

5Yr ACS 13-17^ 2017** 

VAP 283182 308369 332745 334565 341027 

HispVAP 7933 11274 18765 19215 25630 

WhiteVAP 227727 222538 224188 225285 223852 

BlackVAP 35811 52283 60212 60145 65558 

AsianVAP 10675 15828 20978 21810 25815 

HBAVAP 54419 79385 99955 661020 117003 

 1990% 2000% 2010% 
MP2015 

5Yr ACS 13-17%^ 2017% 

HispVAP% 2.80% 3.66% 5.64% 5.74% 7.52% 

WhiteVAP% 80.42% 72.17% 67.38% 67.34% 65.64% 

BlackVAP% 12.65% 16.95% 18.10% 17.98% 19.22% 

AsianVAP% 3.77% 5.13% 6.30% 6.52% 7.57% 

HBAVAP% 19.22% 25.74% 30.04% 30.24% 34.31% 
 

Note: Race categories are Alone (Single Race) Not Hispanic categories; HBAVAP = Hispanic or Latino VAP, 
Black VAP and Asian VAP combined 

** - 2017 1 Year ACS data which includes Hispanic or Latino persons for the race categories of Black and Asian 
from American FactFinder. Male and Female totals were summed together to produce the total VAP for each 
race/ethnicity. 

^ - 5Yr ACS1317 – 5Yr 2013-2017 ACS with a midpoint of 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau PL94-171 data for 1990, 2000, 2010; American Community Survey 2013-2017 5-Year and 2017 1-

Year data. 

 
  

                                                 
20 The data from the 2010 census to 2013-2017 5-Year ACS indicate a slight downward trend for the Black VAP. 
However, reviewing the 2017 1-Year ACS, this minor trend reverses and returns back to it’s the previous two-
decade trend of the Black VAP increasing. 
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Figure 1 – VAP% by Major Race/Ethnicity for Virginia Beach, VA 

* - HBAVAP = Hispanic or Latino VAP, Black VAP and Asian VAP combined 
** - 2017 1 Year ACS data which includes Hispanic or Latino persons for the race categories of Black and Asian 
from American FactFinder 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau PL94-171 data for 1990, 2000, 2010 Hispanic and Not Hispanic Alone categories; 
American Community Survey 2017 1-Year data. 
 

The graph depicted in Figure 1 shows the demographic trend for Virginia Beach’s White, 
Hispanic, Black, and Asian VAP, as well as HBAVAP combined. Figure 1 clearly shows a 
pattern of decreasing White VAP along with a pattern of increasing HBAVAP. 

C. Virginia Beach - City Level Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) 

The Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP) for the city of Virginia Beach, VA has increased by 
9.16% from the 200021 to 2017, according to the 2000 decennial census long form and the 1-
Year 2017 ACS survey (see Appendix B).22   

From 2000 to 2017, the Hispanic, Black, and Asian CVAP23 (HBACVAP) increased 
significantly: The Hispanic CVAP increased from 8,605 to 21,066 persons, the Black CVAP 
from 51,055 to 65,071 persons, and the Asian CVAP from 11,785 to 20,180 persons. However, 
the White CVAP increased only slightly from 218,685 persons in 2000 to 218,891 persons in 
2017 (see Table 3). 

                                                 
21 The 1990 citizen voting age population was not readily available. 
22 Demographic reports were printed from American FacFfinder except for the 1990 PL94-171 dataset. 1990 PL94-
171 data file was downloaded and opened in Microsoft Excel to view demographic attribute values. 
23 The Black and Asian Voting Age Population in this report represents the not-Hispanic Alone (Single Race) 
categories for race except for data 2017 1-Yr ACS from American FactFinder. These data include Hispanic Black 
and Hispanic Asian in their respective values. 
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Table 3 –CVAP by Major Race/Ethnicity (2000 - 2017) for Virginia Beach, VA 

 2000^ 

2010MP** 

2008- 

2012 ACS 

2015MP** 

2013- 

2017 ACS 2017*** 

CVAP 298470 320785 334515 334824 

HispCVAP 8605 16185 20265 21066 

WhiteCVAP 218685 220845 222635 218891 

BlackCVAP 51055 58805 62150 65071 

AsianCVAP 11785 17100 18805 20180 

HBACVAP 71445 92090 101220 106317 

 2000%^ 

2010MP** 

2008- 

2012 ACS% 

2015MP** 

2013- 

2017 ACS% 2017%*** 

HispCVAP% 2.88% 5.05% 6.06% 6.29% 

WhiteCVAP% 73.27% 68.85% 66.55% 65.37% 

BlackCVAP% 17.11% 18.33% 18.58% 19.43% 

AsianCVAP% 3.95% 5.33% 5.62% 6.03% 

HBACVAP% 23.94% 28.71% 30.26% 31.75% 

 
Note: Race categories are Alone (Single Race) Not Hispanic categories (excluding 2017) 
 
^ - Using 2000 Decennial Survey Long Form Special Tabulation 
* - HBACVAP = Hispanic or Latino CVAP, Black CVAP and Asian CVAP combined 
** - 2010MP and 2015MP are the midpoints for 2008-2012 ACS 2013-2017 ACS surveys. Although, the Census 
Bureau dissuades the use of the midpoint to denote a specific ACS, the midpoint continues to be a halfway point for 
the 5 Year ACS survey average. The use of midpoints as well as the mixed-year surveys included in this table occurs 
to present the likely trends of the CVAP race/ethnicity categories. 
*** - 2017 1 Year ACS data which includes Hispanic or Latino persons for the race categories of Black and Asian 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau data for 2000 (Special Tabulation) decennial census long form, 2008-2012 5Yr ACS, 
2013-2017 5Yr ACS; American Community Survey 2017 1-Year data. 
 

 
Reviewing the 2017 1-Year ACS data shows that the CVAP for the city of Virginia Beach was 
334,824 persons. Using the 2017 1-Year ACS data, the combined HBACVAP rose to 31.75% of 
the total CVAP in the City of Virginia Beach with 106,317 persons (see Table 3-3 notes). Thus, 
the HBA CVAP increased 7.81% from 2000 to 2017 while the White CVAP as a share of total 
CVAP decreased 6.09% (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2 – CVAP% by Major Race/Ethnicity for Virginia Beach, VA 

Note: Race categories are Alone (Single Race) Not Hispanic categories (excluding 2017) 
 
^ - 2000 Decennial Sample Survey CVAP Special Tabulation 
^^ - Includes 2000 Summary File CVAP Special Tabulation (2000), and 5-Year ACS (2008-2012 ACS, 2013-2017 
ACS, and 1 Year 2017 ACS) 
* - HBACVAP = Hispanic or Latino CVAP, Black CVAP and Asian CVAP combined 
** - 2010MP is the midpoint for 2008-2012 ACS survey and 2015MP the midpoint for 2013-2017 ACS survey. 
Although, the Census Bureau dissuades the use of the midpoint to denote a specific ACS, the midpoint continues to 
be a halfway point for the 5 Year ACS survey average. The use of midpoints in this table occurs to show the trends 
of the CVAP race/ethnicity categories. 
*** - 2017 1 Year ACS data which includes Hispanic or Latino persons for the race categories of Black and Asian 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau data for 2000 (Special Tabulation) decennial census long form, 2008-2012 5Yr ACS, 
2013-2017 5Yr ACS; American Community Survey 2017 1-Year data. 
 

D. Virginia Beach – City-Level Major Socioeconomic Attributes 
 

According to the 2017 1-Year ACS data, Virginia Beach’s White population performed better on 
a series of socioeconomic indicators, displayed below in Table 4. The median household income 
in 2017 for the city of Virginia Beach was $72,586, 8.0% of the population was below the 
poverty level, 6.5% of the city had no high school education (for those 25 years and above). 
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Table 4 – Virginia Beach, VA Select Socioeconomic Attributes 

 Citywide White Hispanic Black Asian 

Med HH Income $72,586. $80,995 $57,042 $52,681 $74,869 

Below Poverty% 8.0% 5.9% 15.5% 14.4% 3.9% 

No HS Education% 6.5% 4.9% 15.3% 8.7% 9.6% 
 

Note: Gray areas represent race values that were not available. Black and Asian includes Hispanic population 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2017 1-Year ACS data 

 
However, the median household income from the 2017 1-Year ACS for Hispanic, Black, and 
Asian households were lower than White households, and in most cases also lower than the 
citywide value. The White median household income was $80, 995, while the median household 
income for Hispanic, Black, and Asian households was $57,042, $52,681, and $74,869, 
respectively.24  Additionally, the Hispanic and Black populations had higher percentages of 
persons Below Poverty than the White population. Estimates show that 5.9% of the White 
population was below the poverty level, as compared to 15.5% of Hispanics, 14.4% of Blacks, 
and 3.9% of Asians. The Hispanic, Black and Asian population also had a significantly higher 
percentage of persons with No High School Education than White population. In 2017, 4.9% of 
White persons in Virginia Beach lacked a high school education, as compared to 15.3% of 
Hispanics, 8.7% of Blacks, and 9.6% of Asians. 

E. Virginia Beach – Distribution of Majority HBA Communities (Census Tracts)  

In 1990, there was only one majority HBA (Total Population) census tract in the city of Virginia 
Beach.25 However, according to the 2013 – 2017 5-Year ACS data (2015MP), 10 census tracts 
now have a combined HBA majority. These 2013-2017 majority HBA communities26 are located 
near the western center of Virginia Beach and toward the west and north-west Norfolk & 
Chesapeake boundary areas of the city (see Figure 3).  

In addition, Figures 4, 5, and 6 depict the distribution of Hispanic, Black, and Asian populations 
throughout the city. Each red dot on the map represents 500 persons residing within the census 
tract for each respective race/ethnicity. Collectively, the red dots of Hispanic, Black, or Asian 
population are centered mostly around census tracts that are greater than 40% or 50% HBA. In 
fact, reviewing data that sums each race/ethnicity in the census tracts that have greater than 40% 
HBA verifies that most Hispanic, Black, and Asian persons reside in the same communities. 
Table 5 shows that 31 of Virginia Beach’s 100 census tracts contain 54.90% of the HBA 
combined population. The same census tracts contain 45.50% of the Hispanic population, 
59.02% of the Black population, and 52.20% of the Asian population. 

 
 
 

                                                 
24 2017 American FactFinder list the Alone categories for Black and Asian that includes Hispanic persons, while the 
listing contains Non-Hispanic for White households.  
25 1990 Decennial Census Survey census tract level 
26 A census tract usually contains one or more neighborhoods within its boundary.  
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Figure 3 – Virginia Beach, VA Maj. HBA (Total Race) Census Tracts 
(1990 Decennial Census & 2013-2017 5Yr ACS) 

Note: Race categories are Alone (Single Race) Not Hispanic categories 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau PL94-171 data for 1990; 2013 - 2017 5-Year ACS data 
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Figure 4 – Virginia Beach, VA Maj. HBA (Total Race) Census Tracts 
(with Hispanic Dot Density Points using 2013-2017 5Yr ACS) 
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Figure 5 – Virginia Beach, VA Maj. HBA (Total Race) Census Tracts 
(with Black Dot Density Points using 2013-2017 5Yr ACS) 
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Figure 6 – Virginia Beach, VA Maj. HBA (Total Race) Census Tracts 
(with Asian Dot Density Points using 2013-2017 5Yr ACS) 

 
 

Table 5 – VAB Population of HBA Residing in >40% and >50% HBA Census Tracts 

HBA% 

CT 
# CTs Hispanic Black Asian HBATTL 

>40% 31 13188 49113 13735 76036 

>50% 10 4629 22381 4102 31112 

City Total 100 28987 83210 26312 138509 

HBA% 

CT 
# CTs Hispanic% Black% Asian% HBATTL% 

>40% 31 45.50% 59.02% 52.20% 54.90% 

>50% 10 15.97% 26.90% 15.59% 22.46% 

City Total 100 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 
Note: HBATTL – Total Hispanic, Black, and Asian combined persons (Not Hispanic Black and Asian categories); 
and CT - Census Tract 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2013-2017 5-Year ACS data using Maptitude for Redistricting Dataview Statistical 
Summary option 
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VII.  Results - Illustrative Plan for the City of Virginia Beach 
 

A. Illustrative Plan Introduction 
 

According to 2010 Census data, the City of Virginia Beach consisted of a voting age population 
that was 30.04% HBA (see Table 2). In addition, the 2013-2017 5-Year ACS and 2017 1-Year 
ACS data yielded even higher HBACVAP percentages of 30.26% and 31.75% respectively (see 
Table 3). Finally, Figures 3 through 6 show the concentration of the city’s HBA population. 
Thus, the city’s HBA population, which is now over 30% of the city’s CVAP, along with the 
HBA’s geographic concentration, is sufficiently large enough and geographically compact to 
draw a plan that meets the first Gingles precondition.27 

The Illustrative Plan includes two separate majority HBACVAP districts, see Figure 7. The 
resulting demographic data for the Illustrative Plan demonstrates that the first Gingles 

precondition has been met. That is to say that Virginia Beach is capable of containing two 
districts with a majority HBACVAP. The Illustrative Plan also adheres to the Virginia Code 
sections relating to election districts28 as well as traditional redistricting criteria. 

B. Illustrative Plan - Equal Population (Population Deviation) 

The Illustrative Plan was developed using a single-member, 10-district councilmanic scheme. 
Using 2010 Census data, the plan’s ideal population size is 43,799 for each district.29 The 
Illustrative Plan has a resulting population deviation from the ideal of 157 (.36%) for District 2 
and -2,090 (-4.77%) for District 1. The Illustrative Plan has an overall deviation of 3,264 persons 
or 7.45% with the lowest population deviation at -2,090 (-4.77%) and the highest at 1174 
(2.68%). See Appendix D for the complete table of population deviation and demographics for 
the Illustrative Plan. 

C. Illustrative Plan - Race/Ethnicity Demographics 

According to 2010 Census data, District 1 of the Plan, has a Hispanic population of 4,125  
(9.38%), a Black population of 13,540 (30.80%), and an Asian population of 5,378 (12.24%). The 
combined HBA total population is 23,043 (52.42%). The White population for the district is 
18,743 (42.64%). See Table 6. 

The Illustrative Plan’s District 2 has a Hispanic population of 2,958 (7.09%), a Black population 
of 17,211 (41.26%), and an Asian population of 1,736 (4.16%). The combined HBA total 
population is 21,905 (52.52%). The White population for the district is 18,166 (43.55%). See 
Table 6. 

                                                 
27  See Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 56 (1986). The first precondition of Gingles requires demonstration that 
the minority population is sufficiently numerous and geographically compact to enable the creation of at least one  
single-member majority-minority district. 
28 § 24.2-304.1. At-large and district elections; reapportionment and redistricting of districts or wards; limits 
29 The ideal population size is calculated by dividing the jurisdiction’s total population (437,994 using 2010 Census 
data) by the number of districts. 
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Table 6 – Illustrative Plan - Major Race/Ethnicity using 2010 Census 

District TTLPop Dev Hispanic White Black Asian HBATTL* 

1 43956 157 4125 18743 13540 5378 23043 

2 41709 -2090 2958 18166 17211 1736 21905 

District TTLPop Dev% Hispanic% White% Black% Asian% HBATTL%* 

1 43956 0.36% 9.38% 42.64% 30.80% 12.24% 52.42% 

2 41709 -4.77% 7.09% 43.55% 41.26% 4.16% 52.52% 

* - HBATTL – Total Hispanic, Black, and Asian combined persons (Not Hispanic Black and Asian categories) 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2010 data, Maptitude for Redistricting Illustrative Plan 

 
According to 2013-2017 5-Year ACS data, which has a midpoint of 2015, District 1 has a total 
Hispanic population of 4,010 (9.49%), a Black population of 12,735 (30.12%), and an Asian 
population of 5,513 (13.04%). The combined HBA total population is 22,258 (52.65%). The 
total White population for the district is 17,289 (40.90%). See Appendix D. 

According to 2013-2017 5-Year ACS data, District 2 has a total Hispanic population of 4,279 
(9.63%), a Black population of 17,425 (39.21%), and an Asian population of 2,457 (5.53%). The 
combined HBA total population is 24,161 (54.37%). The total White population for the district is 
18,616 (41.89%). See Appendix D. 

According to 2013-2017 5-Year ACS data, District 1 has a Hispanic CVAP (HCVAP) of 2,176 
(7.31%), a Black CVAP (BCVAP) of 9,135 (30.69%), and an Asian CVAP (ACVAP) of 3,566 
(11.98%). The combined HBACVAP is 14,888 (50.03%). The White CVAP (WCVAP) for the 
district is 13,730 (46.13%). See Table 7. 

According to 2013-2017 5-Year ACS data, District 2 has a Hispanic CVAP (HCVAP) of 2,235 
(6.81%), a Black CVAP (BCVAP) of 12,810 (39.05%), and an Asian CVAP (ACVAP) of 1,367 
(4.17%). The combined HBACVAP is 16,415 (50.04%). The White CVAP (WCVAP) for the 
district is 15,543 (47.38%). See Table 7. 
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Source: Illustrative Plan for Virginia Beach, VA using Maptitude for Redistricting 

Figure 7 – Virginia Beach Illustrative Plan with Two Majority HBA Districts 

 
 
 

Table 7 – Illustrative Plan - Major Race/Ethnicity using CVAP (2013-17 ACS) 

District 

CVAP 

13-17ACS Dev 

HCVAP 

13-17ACS 

WCVAP 

13-17ACS 

BCVAP 

13-17ACS 

ACVAP 

13-17ACS 

HBACVAP 

13-17ACS 

1 29761 157 2176 13730 9135 3566 14888 

2 32804 -2090 2235 15543 12810 1367 16415 

District 

% 

CVAP 

13-17ACS % Dev 

% 

HCVAP 

13-17ACS 

% 

WCVAP 

13-17ACS 

% 

BCVAP 

13-17ACS 

% 

ACVAP 

13-17ACS 

% 

HBACVAP 

13-17ACS 

1 29761 0.36% 7.31% 46.13% 30.69% 11.98% 50.03% 

2 32804 -4.77% 6.81% 47.38% 39.05% 4.17% 50.04% 

Note: 13-17ACS - 2013-2017 5-Year ACS 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2013-2017 5 Year ACS Block Group data, Maptitude for Redistricting Illustrative Plan 
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In addition to containing a majority of single race alone HBACVAP, the HBACVAP% including 
persons that identify as both Black and White of Districts 1 and 2 yields percentages of 51.11% 
and 51.08% HBACVAP, respectively (see Appendix D). 

D. Illustrative Plan - Contiguity 

The Illustrative Plan’s districts are contiguous with no separate land masses or areas (see 
Appendix E). 

E. Illustrative Plan - Compactness 

Three measures were used to determine compactness: Reock, Polsby-Popper, and Convex Hull. 
District 1 has the values of 0.36 for Reock, 0.31 for Polsby-Popper, and 0.67 for Convex Hull. 
District 2 produces the values of 0.24 for Reock, 0.20 for Polsby-Popper, and 0.58 for the 
Convex Hull (See Table 8). The compactness measures for the overall Illustrative Plan range 
from .24 to .56 for Reock, .20 to .56 for Polsby-Popper, and .58 to .90 for Convex Hull. 

Table 8 – Illustrative Plan Compactness Measurements 

District Reock Polsby-Popper Convex Hull 

1 0.36 0.31 0.67 

2 0.24 0.20 0.58 

3 0.43 0.46 0.79 

4 0.56 0.41 0.81 

5 0.38 0.41 0.85 

6 0.29 0.31 0.76 

7 0.53 0.56 0.86 

8 0.24 0.20 0.58 

9 0.41 0.40 0.81 

10 0.53 0.53 0.90 

Source: Maptitude for Redistricting Compactness report for the Illustrative Plan. 

 

F. Illustrative Plan - Compactness Comparative Analysis 
 
The Illustrative Plan’s compactness measures for the two majority-minority districts were compared 
to the city’s current residency district plan.30 The two plans were compared using three (3) 
compactness measures (see Appendix F). Virginia Beach’s current residency city council districts 
have compactness measures that range (Min and Max) from 0.29 to 0.54 for Reock, 0.21 to 0.55 for 
Polsby-Popper, and 0.58 to 0.91 for Convex Hull (See Tables 9 and 10). 

District 1 of the Illustrative Plan has compactness scores within or at the range of values reported 
for the current city council districts. District 2’s Convex Hull score falls at the min-max range of 
the city council districts. The Polsby-Popper score for District 2 is approximately the same as the 
current city council districts’ range (.20 for District 2 versus .21 minimum of the Residency 

                                                 
30 Although the city’s seven (7) district residency plan is not directly comparable to the Illustrative 10 district plan, a 
comparison was made to provide insight on the Illustrative Plan’s compactness measures. 
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Plan). The Reock score for District 2 falls just outside of the range of the current city council 
districts (.24 for District 2 versus .29 minimum of the Residency Plan). 

Table 9 – Current City Council Residency Plan Compactness Measurements 

District Reock Polsby-Popper Convex Hull 

1 0.29 0.26 0.66 

2 0.34 0.21 0.58 

3 0.30 0.21 0.60 

4 0.30 0.31 0.83 

5 0.48 0.54 0.85 

6 0.47 0.48 0.89 

7 0.54 0.55 0.91 

Source: Maptitude for Redistricting Compactness report for the VAB City Council Residency Plan. 

 
It is noticeable that the Illustrative Plan’s District 2 is a border district on the western side of 
Virginia Beach that has an indented configuration (see Appendix C). Thus, the district’s 
compactness values are lowered by the shape and contour of Virginia Beach on the western 
boundary (see Figure 7). The irregular indented shape of the city on the west side appears to lower 
the indices.31 This theory is validated by the lower compactness measures for District 2 in the 
current city council’s residency plan, given that District 2 of the council’s residency plan is near 
the same vicinity and includes some of the lowest compactness measures for the plan. See Table 9 
for the Polsby-Popper (.21) and Convex Hull (.58) compact measures for the current residency 
plan.  

 Table 10 – Illustrative Plan and City Council Residency Districts Compactness Measurements 

District Reock Polsby-Popper Convex Hull 

Illustrative Plan Min 0.24 0.20 0.58 

Illustrative Plan Max 0.56 0.56 0.90 

City Council Min 0.29 0.21 0.58 

City Council Max 0.53 0.53 0.89 
 
Source: Maptitude for Redistricting Compactness for Illustrative Plan and VAB City Council Residency Plan 
 

G. Illustrative Plan - Political Subdivision Splits (VTDs) 
 

The Illustrative Plan’s political subdivisions splits were analyzed using Voting Tabulation 
Districts (which are designed to mimic election precincts32) The Illustrative Plan did not split 

                                                 
31 See Ansolabehere & Palmer, A Two-Hundred-Year Statistical History of the Gerrymander, Ohio State Law 
Journal (2016). Since Reock is computed by comparing the area of the district to the area of the minimum bounding 
circle that encloses, districts with carved out areas tend to produce lower compactness scores. In addition, the 
Polsby-Popper score, which measures the ratio of the area of the district to the area of a circle with the same 
perimeter, penalizes districts with longer than necessary perimeter distances, such as what was produced by the 
western boundary of Virginia Beach. The indentation also lowers the values of the Convex Hull measure by 
increasing the area of the denominator of the measure’s ratio.  
32 Voting Tabulation Districts (VTDs) in Virginia Beach, VA follow election precincts lines in most cases. 
However, not all VTDs follow precinct boundaries exactly. 
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VTDs in an excessive amount in either District 1 or 2: District 1 splits 6 VTDs while District 2 
splits 5 VTDs (see Table 11). 

 Table 11 – Illustrative Plan Split VTDs 

 District 1 District 2 

# of Split VTDs 6 out of 10 5 out of 13 
 
Source: Maptitude for Redistricting Political Subdivision Splits report for Illustrative Plan. 
 

 H. Illustrative Plan – Political Subdivision Splits (VTDs) Comparative Analysis 
 

The Illustrative Plan’s political subdivision splits were compared to the current city’s residency 
plan (see Appendix G). When comparing the number of split VTDs between both plans, the 
Illustrative Plan was found to split significantly fewer VTDs than the current residency district 
plan (see Table 12). The Illustrative Plan splits 12 VTDs while the Residency Plan splits 28. 

Table 12 – Illustrative Plan vs Current Residency Plan Split VTDs 

Illustrative Plan District # of Splits 

1 6 

2 5 

3 1 

4 5 

5 1 

6 2 

7 0 

8 4 

9 0 

10 0 

Current Residency Plan District # of Splits 

1 7 

2 13 

3 13 

4 7 

5 5 

6 8 

7 6 
 
Source: Maptitude for Redistricting Political Subdivision Splits report for Illustrative Plan and Residency Plan 
 
 

 I. Illustrative Plan – Communities of Interest (Neighborhoods) 
 

The Illustrative Plan was developed with the goal of preserving neighborhood subdivisions as 
communities of interest. In most instances, neighborhoods were not split. In those instances where 
a split did occur, it was usually due to following the outline of a VTD that split a subdivision or 
the inclusion or exclusion of an irregularly shaped census block (see Appendix H). 
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J. Illustrative Plan - Communities of Interest (HBA Common Socioeconomic Characteristics) 

According to the 2013-2017 5-Year ACS, there are nine (9) census tracts that are majority HBA 
contained within Districts 1 or 2 of the Illustrative Plan. Four majority HBA tracts are contained 
within District 1 (454.06, 458.09, 458.10, 460.13), while District 2 includes five majority HBA 
census tracts (402, 404.02, 406, 462.20, and 462.21). These core majority HBA census tracts 
possess similar socioeconomic characteristics and thus are potential communities of interests that 
differ from the overall citywide characteristics of most census tracks (see Appendix I). 

Reviewing the 2013-2017 5-Year ACS, all of the majority HBA census tracts in District 1 have 
median household incomes that range from $41,146 to $68,257, which is lower than the city’s 
White median household income of $76,547 and lower than the citywide median household 
income of $70,500. Median household incomes for each of District 2’s five majority HBA 
census tracts are also lower than the citywide or White household median income, as they range 
from $41,852 to $54,076.  

According to the 2013-2017 5-Year ACS, the majority HBA census tracts in District 1 include a 
percentage of persons33 with no High School education ranging from 5.8% to 13.6%, and the 
majority HBA census tracks in District 2 include a percentage of persons with no High School 
education ranging from 4.9% to 15.1%. The upper bound of each of these ranges is lower than 
the share of White residents with no High School education (4.7%), and many of the precincts 
within these districts rank far below the citywide percentage of persons with no High School 
education (6.6%).  

Three of District 1’s majority HBA census tracts include below poverty level percentages that 
range from 8.4% to 39.1%. These percentages are all higher than the city level of 8.0% or the 
White population’s percentage of 5.8%. The fourth HBA majority census tract in District 1 has 
lower poverty rates with only 1.5% of persons below the poverty level (census tract 458.09). 
District 2’s majority HBA census tracts have below poverty levels that range from 12.3% to 
20.2%. Thus, all of the District 2’s majority HBA census tracts have higher below-poverty 
percentages than the White population’s average (5.8%) and the citywide average (8.0%).  

According to the five-year 2013-2017 ACS survey, the majority HBA census tracts in District 1 
have median housing values that range from $144,400 to $238,600, and in District 2 have 
median housing values that ranges from $124,600 to $211,000. Meanwhile, the median citywide 
housing value was $267,000. 

Reviewing the socioeconomic data related to the majority HBA districts reveals that the HBA 
communities have depressed socioeconomic indicators. The vast number of these majority HBA 
census tracts are shown to have: a) lower median household incomes than the citywide values or 
White median household incomes; b) higher percentage of persons with no High School 
education compared to the citywide values or White persons throughout the city; c) higher below 
poverty levels than the citywide levels or levels for White persons throughout the city; and d) 
lower median housing values than the citywide values. 

                                                 
33 For persons above the age of 25 years old. 
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VIII. Conclusions 

A. Virginia Beach, VA Demographic Profile 

The City of Virginia Beach has seen significant growth in Hispanic, Black and Asian population 
during the past 27 years. In addition, analysis of census tract data reveals that most Hispanic, 
Black and Asian persons reside in the same communities. During the same time period, the white 
population has decreased in number. 

Based on census tract comparisons, the city’s majority HBA communities experience lower 
socioeconomic outcomes than the city’s population overall, as well as the city’s white 
population. I conclude that in the categories of median household income and median housing 
values, the HBA communities generally possess significantly lower income and housing values 
than White households or the city at large. I also conclude that the HBA community’s below 
poverty percentage and no high school education percentage are significantly higher than the city 
at large. 

B. Virginia Beach, VA Majority HBA Districts 

The Illustrative Plan demonstrates that two majority HBA districts can be created for the City of 
Virginia Beach using a 10-district scheme. The Illustrative Plan verifies that majority HBA 
districts can be developed by adhering to commonly used traditional redistricting principles such 
as equal population, contiguity, compactness, minimizing political subdivision splits, and 
preservation of communities of interest. In addition, the socioeconomic data from ACS confirm 
that the majority HBA communities within the Illustrative Plan’s districts share similar 
socioeconomic realities and form communities of interest. 

During the process of developing the final Illustrative Plan, other configurations that also 
resulted in majority HBA districts were observed. Therefore, although this analysis focused on 
one demonstrative plan for majority HBA districts, it does not represent the only configuration 
that can be developed for majority HBA districts in the city of Virginia Beach, VA. Thus, I 
conclude that other formations of majority HBA districts can be created. Furthermore, I conclude 
that it is feasible to create a district where Hispanics and Blacks combined are in the majority.  

Finally, given the results of the Illustrative Plan analysis, I conclude that the minority population 
in the city of Virginia Beach, VA is sufficiently large and geographically compact to enable the 
creation of two single-member majority Hispanic, Black and Asian combined districts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case 2:18-cv-00069-RAJ-DEM   Document 150-2   Filed 06/30/20   Page 26 of 104 PageID# 4769



 
26 

 

I, Anthony E. Fairfax, am over the age of 18 and fully competent to make this declaration. I 
declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that the foregoing is true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge. 
 

 

_________________________ 
Anthony E. Fairfax 
July 15, 2019 
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Appendix A 

GIS/Redistricting Experience 
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Anthony “Tony” Fairfax 

16 Castle Haven Road, Hampton, Virginia 23666 

Office Telephone: (757) 838-3881/Home Telephone: (757) 838-0832 

Email: fairfax@censuschannel.com 

Experience Highlights: 

• Demographic, Geographic & Voter Data Analysis 

• Multiple GIS Software/Census Data Skillset 

• Redistricting Plan Development & Analysis 

• Expert Report Development & Court Testimony 

• Project Management, Planning & Budgeting 

• Client Acquisition, Collaboration & Support 

• Professional Presentation/Training Experience 

• Manual/Book Publication Development

Education: 

Master of Geospatial Information Science and Technology (2016) 

North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North Carolina 

Graduate Certificate in Geospatial Information Science (2016) 

North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North Carolina 

Bachelor of Science Degree in Electrical Engineering (1982) 

Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, Virginia 

Work Experience: 

CensusChannel LLC, Hampton, VA (2009 - Present) 

CEO & Principal Consultant - Providing overall project management and operations as well as primary 

consulting services for clients. Also, responsible for customer acquisition and support. Core tasks include 

GIS-centered services: redistricting support (extensive use and analysis of traditional redistricting criteria or 

guidelines); demographic/socioeconomic, geographic, voting data; GIS/Census Data/Redistricting training; 

GIS data processing/conversion; expert redistricting plan development, analysis, depositions, testimony, 

and training. Major clientele and projects include: 

• Campaign Legal Center, Washington, DC (2018 – Present) – Developing illustrative redistricting 

plan, associated expert report, and potentially testifying for Latasha Holloway v City of Virginia 

Beach. The Illustrative Plan includes two majority Hispanic, Black, and Asian combined districts for 

the purpose of providing evidence of the first prong in Gingles for the city of Virginia Beach. 

• NAACP, Baltimore, MD (2018 - Present) – Providing GIS consulting services for the purpose of 

building out the NAACP hosted Data Analytics Hub. Specific focus will be to assist in developing 

voter registration and electoral targeting maps and data for the Data Analytics Hub. 

• Southern Echo, Jackson MS (2018 - Present) – Providing GIS ready data and GIS training to 

Southern Echo, community leaders, stakeholders and subsequently in the field to groups working in 

the following states; Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, 

North Carolina, South Carolina, and Texas. Specifically, the work will entail the development of 

capacity using the newest version of redistricting software selected.  The development of this 

capacity would be coupled with the generation of GIS data needed for the training programs 

• Southern Coalition for Social Justice [SCSJ], Durham, NC (2015 - 2018) - Provided several expert 

reports, depositions and testimony for multiple redistricting court cases in North Carolina. 

Testimony, depositions and reports included numerous plans at the congressional, state senate, 

state house, and local jurisdiction level. Analysis covered certain district characteristics, including 
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population deviation, political subdivision splits, partisan performance, and incumbent effect 

analysis. 

• The Rehab Crew, Durham, NC (2017) - Provided geospatial & demographic analysis as well as 

website development and a proprietary application for use of targeting real estate investment 

properties. 

• Congressman G.K. Butterfield, NC (2016) - Developed several congressional district plan 

alternatives for the State of North Carolina. Provided various analysis on alternative district 

configurations. 

• Alabama Democratic Conference (ADC), Montgomery, AL (2015 - 2016) - Developed state senate 

and house redistricting plans for the state of Alabama in response to the ADC v Alabama court case. 

Also, provided a series of thematic maps depicting areas added from the previous plan to the 

enacted plan, displaying concentrations of African American voters that were added to the enacted 

plan.  

• Net Communications, Tallahassee, FL (2014 - 2015) - Generated offline mapping and online web 

services (ArcGIS.com) of client’s energy company’s resources and organizational assets. Mapping 

included demographic, socioeconomic, and other resources of the energy company. 

• National NAACP Office of General Counsel, Baltimore, MD (2012 - 2013) - Provided project 

management and developmental support for the creation of a final report for the NAACP National 

Redistricting Project. Provided planning, organizing, supplemental writing, and interfacing with 

graphics entity for the complete development of the final report. 

• Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Washington, DC (2011 - 2012) - Provided contract duties as 

the Project Director and Consulting Demographer for the Congressional Black Caucus Institute’s 

Redistricting Project. Provided project management, redistricting plan development, review, 

analysis, advice, and answers to various questions pertaining to redistricting plans, principles, and 

processes.  

• Mississippi NAACP, Jackson, MS (2011) - Developed state senate plans and analyzed enacted plans 

that were developed by the State Court. 

• African American Redistricting Collaborative (AARC) of California, Los Angeles, CA (2011) - 

Provided demographic and redistricting contracted services. Responsible for developing 

congressional, state senate and state assembly plans for the collaborative. Special focus was given 

to the southern Los Angeles area (SOLA) and the Bay Area region. In addition to plan development, 

several socioeconomic maps were developed to show various communities of interest 

commonalities. 

Developed a demographic profile using maps and reports of California’s congressional, state 

senate, and state assembly districts for the purpose of preparing for the redistricting plan 

development process by identifying areas of growth throughout the state. The profiles included 

data from the American Community Survey (ACS) 2005-2009 and the 2010 Census.  

• The Advancement Project, Washington, DC (2011) - Provided redistricting plan development 

services and training. Included was the development of a base map for a new seven (7) district plan 

in New Orleans that were further developed by community groups in Louisiana. The second effort 

included training a staff person on the use of Maptitude for Redistricting as well as on various 

redistricting scenarios. 

• Louisiana Legislative Black Caucus (LLBC), Baton Rouge, LA (2011) - Provided redistricting plan 

development services. Responsibilities included supporting the Caucus members’ efforts to develop 

state house, state senate, and congressional redistricting plans. Developed or analyzed over eighty 
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different redistricting plans. The effort also included testifying in front of the Louisiana Senate and 

Governmental Affairs committee.  

• Community Policy Research & Training Institute (One Voice), Jackson, MS (2011) - Developed 

Mississippi State Senate plan along with appropriate reports and large scaled map. 

• National Black Caucus of State Legislators (NBCSL), Washington, DC (2010) - Provided services as 

the Project Director for a 2010 census outreach effort. Developed proposal and managed personnel 

to generate and execute a strategy to utilize black state senate and house legislators to place 

targeted posters in select hard-to-count (HTC) areas throughout the country. 

• Duke University’s Center for REGSS & SCSJ, Durham, NC (2010 - 2011) - Contracted to serve as one 

of two Project Coordinators to support an expert preparation workshop hosted by Duke 

University’s REGSS and the Southern Coalition for Social Justice. 

Project Coordinator duties included developing, managing, and providing hands-on training for the 

Political Cartographer’s side of a week-long intensive “redistricting expert” preparation workshop. The 

workshop trained 18 political cartographers, who came from various parts of the country, on all aspects 

of redistricting plan development and principles. Also, developed two hands-on redistricting scenarios 

that were developed in order for the workshop to train large audiences on the plan development 

process without the use of computers. 

Democracy South, Virginia Beach, VA (2004 - 2008) 

Senior Technical Consultant - Provided technical, GIS mapping, data analysis, and management support for 

several projects and civic engagement related efforts. Major project efforts included: 

 

• Senior Technical Consultant for the National Unregistered Voter Map. Developed a web-based 

interactive map that allowed visitors to view state/county level information pertaining to the 

number of unregistered voters (2009) 

• Co-Director of the Hampton Roads Missing Voter Project (a nonpartisan nonprofit voter 

engagement effort to increase voter participation with a focus on underrepresented population 

groups). The effort covered the seven major Independent cities in Hampton Roads. Responsibilities 

included co-managing the overall civic engagement effort and was solely responsible for integrating 

and processing Catalist voter data into targeting maps and walk lists for all focus areas. Directly 

Responsible for overseeing the operations in Hampton, Newport News, Portsmouth, and Suffolk, 

Virginia (2008) 

• Senior Technical Consultant for Civic Engagement Efforts. Provided telephone technical voter 

database support to 17 USAction state partners in 2004; and 12 USAction state partners in 2006. 

Trained client on VBASE voter data software; Performed voter data conversion; and voter targeting 

assistance. 

Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Redistricting Project, Washington D.C. (2001 - 2003)  

Consulting Demographer - Provided services that included the development, review, and analysis for over 

75 congressional district plans. Responsible for all setup and configuration of hardware and GIS software. 

Also, performed the development and analysis of redistricting plans. Congressional district plans were 

developed for 22 states. Also, performed as a redistricting expert advisor in a consolidated U.S. District 

court Voting Rights case in Alabama.  

National Voter Fund, Washington, D.C. (2000) 

GIS Consultant (in a consulting partnership of Hagens & Fairfax) - Developed hundreds of precinct targeting 

maps for a civic engagement effort designed to increase the turnout in the November 2000 election. Efforts 

included: geocoding voter data; census data integration; and precinct mapping. 
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Norfolk State University, Poli. Science & Computer Science Dept., Norfolk, Virginia (1996 - 2001) 

Adjunct Faculty -  Provided instruction to students for BASIC Programming, Introduction to Computer 

Science, and Computer Literacy courses. 

GeoTek. Inc. (formally GIS Associates), Virginia Beach, VA (1992 - 1995) 

Consultant and Co-owner - Provided geodemographic research and analysis; client technical & training 

support; hardware/software system installation; and redistricting manual/ brochure development. Major 

clients and tasks included: 

• New York City Housing Authority - Redistricting Training 

• Maryland State Office of Planning - Redistricting Tech Support 

• City of Virginia Beach, VA Planning Dept. - Redistricting Training/Tech Support 

• City of Norfolk, VA Registrar - Redistricting Training/Tech Support 

• City of Chesapeake, VA Registrar - Precinct Realignment 

Norfolk State University, Political Science Dept., Norfolk, Virginia (1991 - 1999) 
GIS Consultant - Provided a variety of geographic and demographically related tasks. Major Redistricting 

related tasks included: 

• Installed and operated the LogiSYS ReapS software that was used to perform the bulk of 

redistricting plans. Performed the intricate ReapS processing of the U.S. Census Bureau 

Topographically Integrated Geographic Encoded Referencing (TIGER) line files, Public Law 94-171 

(PL94-171) demographic data, and the STF socioeconomic data series. 

• Developed over 200 hundred redistricting plans, located in over 60 jurisdictions, in the states of 

Florida, Louisiana, North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia. Developed plans from city/county to 

legislative to congressional district. 

• Traveled to and trained several university faculty personnel on setting up and utilizing the ReapS 

redistricting system. Also, trained on redistricting plan development principles.  

Major GIS related tasks included: 

 

• Performed a study commissioned by the U.S. Department of Transportation to analyze the ethnic 

differences in commuting behavior. This study extensively utilized the Summary Tape File 3 A (STF3 

A) and Public Microdata Sample (PUMS) data to locate, map and report the frequency and average 

travel time to and from work for: Miami, FL MSA; Kansas City, MO-KS MSA; and Detroit, MI MSA. 

• Performed a study funded by the City of Norfolk, VA and NSU School of Business that determined 

and analyzed the trade area of a section located in Norfolk, VA. Major duties included: geocoding 

customer addresses; producing address point maps; and developing demographic reports for the 

project. 

• Performed a study commissioned by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) to revitalize a neighborhood located in Norfolk, VA. The purpose of the GIS component was 

to first establish a socioeconomic base-line then track the progress of the revitalized area as well 

select surrounding areas. Geocoded address locations, generated point as well as demographic 

thematic maps, and produced reports of the target areas. 

• Provided demographic analysis of proposed newly incorporated areas in Florida for local Florida 

civic organizations.  
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Cooperative Hampton Roads Org. for Minorities in Engineering, Norfolk, VA (1991 - 1992) 

Computer Consultant - Designed and developed a menu driven student database, used to track hundreds of 

minority Junior High and High School students that were interested in pursuing science or engineering 

degrees. 

Norfolk State University, School of Education, Norfolk VA (1990 - 1991) 

Technical Consultant/Computer Lab Manager-  Provided a variety of support to include hardware and 

software installation; faculty workshops; course instruction; Network Administrator; and technical support. 

Engineering and Economics Research (EER) Systems (1989) 

Technical Consultant - Coordinated and participated in writing, editing, and formatting technical test 

documents; central role in the development of the Acceptance Test Procedures for the initial phase of a 

multimillion dollar Combat Maneuver Training Complex (CMTC) in Hohenfels, Germany; the final review 

and editing of all test documentation. 

Executive Training Center (ETC). Newport News, VA (1988 - 1989) 

Vice President & Co-owner - Managed over 11 part-time and full-time employees; assisted in developing 

and implementing company policies; performed the duties of the Network Administrator for a Novell-based 

computer training network; and taught several courses by substituting for instructors when necessary 

(1988- 1989). 

Engineering & Economics Research (EER) Systems. Newport News, VA (1986 - 1987) 

Hardware Design Engineer and Electronics Engineer - Provided engineering and select project management 

support for development of the following million/multimillion dollar project efforts: 

 

• Baseline Cost Estimate (BCE) to be used in the procurement of the Combat Maneuver Training 

Complex - Instrumentation System (CMTC-IS) 

• Operational and Maintenance (O&M) Support Plan at the National Training Center (NTC) 

• Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan for the O&M Support Plan at the NTC; Configuration 

Management Plan for CMTC 

• Requirements Operational Capabilities (ROC) Analysis for an instrumentation System at the U.S. 

Army Ranger School, Georgia; 

• ROC Analysis for an Instrumentation System at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas; 

• Suggested Statement of Work for the Digital Data Entry Device (DDED); and the Concept 

Formulation Package and Requirements Definition to Support interface and integration of Red Flag 

at the NTC: 

• Phase ll of a multi-million dollar GIS-based concept test demonstration. Performing as Assistant 

Test Director (ATD) - liaison between the Government Director Army Ranges and Targets (DART) 

personnel and EER Systems' personnel; and assumed the role of Test Director when required 

(1987). 

• Suggested Statement of Work (SOW) for a $1 million procurement of Multivehicle Player Units 

(MVPUs) at the NTC.  Performing as Project Task Manager for a team of engineers, computer 

programmers, and technical support personnel in the development of a (I986). 

Teledyne Hastings-Raydist, Hampton, VA (1982 - 1986) 

Hardware Design Engineer - Designed and developed custom flow and vacuum measuring products; Project 

Manager for the production and completion of a $.25 million flow measuring system; Electrical Engineer - 

Chiefly responsible for developing special products for customers. 
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Major Litigation & Testimony Related Efforts: 

Campaign Legal Center, Washington, DC (2018 – 2019) 

Developed an illustrative redistricting plan and associated expert report for Latasha Holloway v 

City of Virginia Beach. The Illustrative Plan included two majority Hispanic, Black, and Asian 

combined districts for the purpose of providing evidence of the first prong in Gingles for the city of 

Virginia Beach. 

Southern Coalition for Social Justice (SCSJ), Durham, NC (2018) 

Developed a demonstrative remedial redistricting plan and associated expert report as well as 

provided adeposition for North Carolina State Conference of NAACP Branches v. Lewis Wake 

County Superior Court case. The demonstrative remedial plan corrected the two Wake county, NC 

House Districts declared by a federal court to be racially gerrymandered districts (HD33 & HD38). 

The expert report provided a narrative that not only discussed my results, but also provided insight 

for the Court on how a mapdrawer would reasonably go about fixing racially gerrymandered 

districts and still comply with the state constitution’s prohibition on mid-decade redistricting.   

Texas NAACP, San Antonio, TX, (2017) 

Provided expert testimony, deposition and expert report for the Perez v. Abbott US Federal District Court 

Case. Analysis focused on certain characteristics, including population deviation, compactness, political 

subdivision splits and communities of interest for congressional and house plans. Additional analysis was 

performed on demographic projections for certain congressional and state house districts. 

Southern Coalition for Social Justice (SCSJ), Durham, NC (2015 - 2016) 

Provided expert testimony, deposition and expert report for the City of Greensboro v The Guilford County 

Board of Elections US District Court Case. Deposition and report included several district plans for the city 

council of Greensboro, NC, and analyzed certain characteristics, including population deviation, political 

subdivision splits, partisan performance, and incumbent effect analysis. 

  

Provided expert testimony and report for the Covington v North Carolina federal redistricting court case. 

The testimony included analysis from Dickson v Rucho (also NAACP v North Carolina) of compactness on 

state legislative house and senate districts. 

 

Provided expert testimony and report for the Wright v North Carolina federal redistricting court case. The 

testimony and report included analysis of population deviation, compactness, partisan impact and 

incumbent residences for county commission and school board plans. 

Alabama Democratic Conference (ADC), Montgomery, AL (2015 - 2016) 

Developed senate and house redistricting plans for the state of Alabama for the ADC v Alabama court case. 

Provided deposition on the creation of the plan. Also, generated a series of thematic maps depicting areas 

added from the previous plan to the enacted plan, displaying concentrations of African American voters 

that were added to the enacted plan.  

Southern Coalition for Social Justice (SCSJ), Durham, NC (2014) 

Provided expert testimony, report, and deposition for Federal redistricting court case, Perez v. Perry of 

Texas. The report included analysis of population extrapolations and projections for several submitted plans 

for select congressional and house districts. 
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North Carolina NAACP, Raleigh, NC (2012) 

Provided expert opinions and analysis in an affidavit for the NC NAACP v. State of North Carolina federal 

redistricting case (later Dickson v Rucho). The affidavit included examination of compactness measurements 

pertaining to the Congressional, State Senate, and State House “Benchmark” plans, several approved plans, 

and several legislative submitted plans. The report also contained county splits for the target districts. 

Southern Coalition for Social Justice (SCSJ), Durham, NC (2011) 

Provided expert opinions and analysis in an affidavit for the Moore v. State of Tennessee redistricting case. 

The affidavit included analysis of county splits comparing State Senate “Benchmark” plans, the approved 

plan, and several legislative submitted plans. 

Texas NAACP, San Antonio, TX (2011) 

Provided expert testimony, report, and deposition for federal redistricting court case Perez v. Perry. 

Testimony covered the evaluation of traditional redistricting criteria of the Congressional and House 

approved plans compared to several proposed or legislature submitted plans. 

Louisiana Legislative Black Caucus, Baton Rouge, LA (2011) 

Provided expert testimony in front of the Senate and Governmental Affairs committee. Testimony included 

the analysis of two redistricting plans comparing ideal population deviation, political subdivision splits 

(Parishes); and compactness ratios. Also, developed a redistricting plan and testified in front of the House 

and Governmental Affairs in support of a new majority minority (African American) congressional district in 

Louisiana. 

Morrison & Foerster LLP, Los Angeles, CA (2004) 

Provided expert report on several state senate plans for the Metts v. Murphy Rhode Island court case. 

Report contained analysis of communities of interest areas that were not included in the state’s enacted 

plan of the only majority minority district. 

Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Redistricting Project, Washington D.C. (2002) 
Performed as the redistricting mapping expert for Congressman Hilliard in a consolidated U.S. District 

redistricting court case in Alabama (Montiel v. Davis and Barnett v. Alabama). Developed the submitted 

plan and provided advice to legal counsel for the court case.  

Council of Black Elected Democrats (COBED) New York State, New York, NY (2002) 

Performed as one of the redistricting experts (Allen v Pataki/Rodriguez v Pataki) by developing several New 

York State congressional district plans that were presented by COBED.  

Miami-Dade, Florida (1993) 

Provided expert technical redistricting support as one half of the Expert Master’s Team for the remedial 

plan (Meek v. Metropolitan Dade County). Developed over 50 commissioner district plans for the county as 

well as the final adopted plan for the county. 

NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund (LDEF), New York, NY (1993) 

Provided expert technical support for the Shaw v. Reno Supreme Court case (via Norfolk State University). 

Analyzed and compared various compactness ratios for congressional districts throughout the U.S. The 

results were compared to the 12th congressional district of North Carolina. Also, developed several 

alternative congressional district plans. 
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Major GIS/Demographic/Redistricting Training and Presentations: 

Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Washington, DC (2016) 

Presented at the annual legislative conference in Tunica, MS. Presented the election demographic analysis 

and for the 2016 presidential and Senate elections. Panel included Congressman Cedrick Richmond (LA), 

Congressman Sanford Bishop (GA), and Professor Spencer Overton. 

Coalition of Black Trade Unionists (CBTU), Chicago, IL (2015) 

Presented at the annual CBTU conference on the election panel that included Congressman Al Green (TX) 

and Congressman Bobby Rush (IL). 

Nobel Women’s Initiative, Washington, DC (2015) 

Presented on a panel at the annual conference in San Diego, CA on the upcoming 2020 census.  

Tennessee NAACP, Nashville, TN (2011) 

Provided redistricting training session on the mapping and demographic aspects of Redistricting. 

Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Washington, DC (2002 - 2012, 2014) 

Presented “The Demographics of Campaigns” twelve times at the institute’s annual political campaign 

“Boot Camp.” The presentation covers how to locate and utilize demographic data for political campaigns. 

Congressional Black Caucus Foundation (CBCF), Washington, DC (2011) 

Presented as one of the panelist at the” Judge A. Leon Higginbotham” Braintrust at the CBC Annual 

Legislative Conference. The panel was moderated by Congressman Mel Watt.  

The Advancement Project, Washington, DC (2011) 

Trained staff GIS person on Maptitude for Redistricting as well as on redistricting scenarios. 

National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, Baltimore, MA (2011) 

Provided training session on “Redistricting Mapping Overview“ at the organization’s national redistricting 

training seminar for state and local chapters. 

Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Washington, DC (2010) 

Presented at the annual CBC Institute conference in Tunica, MS (The panel included Congressman John 

Lewis and Congressman Jim Clyburn). Outlined two critical issues that would surface in the 2010 round of 

redistricting: 1) Prison-based Gerrymander; and 2) The Use of Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP).  

Community Census and Redistricting Institute (CCRI), Durham, NC (2010) 

Developed, managed, and provided hands-on training for the Political Cartographer’s side of a week-long 

intensive “redistricting expert” preparation workshop. The workshop trained 18 political cartographers on 

all aspects of plan development. 

North Carolina University’s Center for Civil Rights, Chapel Hill, NC (2010) 

Provided presentation on “Redistricting Laws & GIS” at the Unfinished Work conference. The presentation 

outlined the evolution of major redistricting laws and GIS and their impact on minority representation. 

NAACP Legal Defense Fund AIRLIE Conference, AIRLIE, VA (2010) 

Provided training using hands-on “paper” redistricting scenario to voting rights advocates on developing a 

plan without the use of computers. 

Young Elected Officials, Los Angeles, CA (2010) 

Provided training using hands-on “paper” redistricting scenario to young legislators on developing a plan 

without the use of computers. 
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Young Elected Officials, Alexandria, VA (2010) 

Provided overview training on the major aspects of redistricting to young legislators. 

North Carolina University’s Center for Civil Rights, Chapel Hill, NC (2006) 

Provided presentation on “Congressional Elections Won by African Americans Race & Ethnicity District 

Perspective (1960 - 2004)” at the Who Draws the Lines? The Consequences of Redistricting Reform for 

Minority Voters conference. 

Howard University - Continuing Education - HBCU GIS Workshop, Washington, DC (2002) 

Provided presentation on redistricting and the use Maptitude for Redistricting to faculty members of 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs). 

Norfolk State University Redistricting Project Training Workshops (1991 - 1998) 

Provided redistricting training to the following:  

• Alabama State University, Montgomery, Alabama 

• Albany State University, Albany, Georgia 

• Florida A & M, Tallahassee, Florida 

• National Conference of Black Political Scientists, Atlanta, Georgia Conference 

• Norfolk State University, Norfolk, Virginia 

• North Carolina A & T State University, Greensboro, North Carolina 

• North Carolina Central University, Durham, North Carolina 

• Southern University, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

• Williams College, Williamstown, Massachusetts 

Major GIS/Redistricting/Voter Data Software Experience: 

• ArcGIS - GIS Software - Primary GIS Software after 2012 (ESRI) 

• ArcGIS Online – Including Story Maps & Web Application Builder (ArcGIS.com) 

• GRASS GIS – Open Source GIS (OSGeo) 

• Maptitude for Redistricting - Primary Redistricting software, since 2001 (Caliper) 

• ESRI Redistricting Online - Beta Tester (ESRI) 

• Public Mapping Project - Advisory Board Member (an open source online software) 

• GIS Plus (the precursor to Maptitude Software in the mid to late 1990s) - User (Caliper) 

• ReapS Redistricting and Reapportionment System - Redistricting software, 1990s (LogiSYS) 

• Voter Activation Network System NPGVAN 

• Voterlistonline.com Aristotle software Aristotle 

• VBASE voter database software 

 

GIS Skillset/Coding Languages:

• Geocoding Data 

• Linear Referencing 

• Digital Cardinality 

• Spatial Statistics 

• Suitability Analysis 

• Image Classification 

• ArcGIS Web Services 

• pdAdmin 

• Python 

• PostgreSQL 
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ESRI Certificates: 

• Learning ArcGIS Desktop (for ArcGIS 10) - 24 hrs training 

• Turning Data into Information Using ArcGIS 10 - 18 hrs training 

• Basics of Raster Data (for ArcGIS 10) - 3 hrs training 

• Using Raster Data for Site Selection (for ArcGIS 10) - 3 hrs training 

• Working with Geodatabase Domains and Subtypes in ArcGIS - 3 hrs training 

• Network Analysis Using ArcGIS - 3 hrs training 

Publications: 

Books 

• An Introduction to the Presidential Trend, Statistical Press, March 2015 

• The Presidential Trend, Statistical Press, December 2013 

• The Democratic Trend Phenomenon, MediaChannel LLC, October 2008. 

• A Step by Step Guide to Using Census 2000 Data, MediaChannel LLC, March 2004. Also Included, a 

companion CD-ROM (sold through various Census related workshops and training sessions and 

used in a political science course). 

Manuals 

• A Beginner’s Guide To Using Census 2000 Data, November 2002 (Co-authored- developed for the 

U.S. Census Bureau’s Census Information Centers) 

Articles 

• “Precision Voter Targeting: GIS Maps Out a Strategy,” Geo Info Systems, November 1996 (Co-

authored one of the first articles published on using modern day GIS for voter targeting). 

 

Current Advisory Boards 

• Virginia Tech Electrical and Computer Engineering (ECE) Advisory Board (Term: 2016 to 2020) 

• First Baptist Church of Hampton Trustee Board (Term: 2015 to 2019) 
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Appendix B 

Demographic Profile of Virginia Beach, VA 

- Total Population for 1990, 2000, 2010, 2017 (Major Race & Ethnicity) 

- Voting Age Population for 1990, 2000, 2010, 2017 (Major Race & Ethnicity) 

- CVAP for 2000, 2008-2012 & 2013-2017 5Yr ACS, 2017 1Yr ACS 

(Major Race & Ethnicity) 

- Socioeconomic Profiles (Income, Below Poverty, Education, Housing Values) 
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Appendix B1 

Demographic Profile of Virginia Beach, VA 

- Total Population for 1990, 2000, 2010, 2017 (Major Race & Ethnicity) 
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Virginia Beach, VA

1990 Total/Voting Age Population by Major Race/Ethnicty

Total % VAP %

TTLPop 393069 100.00% 283182 100.00%

Hispanic 12137 3.09% 7933 2.80%

White 309712 78.79% 227727 80.42%

Black 53720 13.67% 35811 12.65%

Asian 15920 4.05% 10675 3.77%

Note: Races are Not Hispanic

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1990 Census Data PL94-171 File (Imported into Microsoft Excel, percentages calculated 

and reformatted)
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PL002 HISPANIC OR LATINO, AND NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO BY RACE [73]
Universe: Total population
Census 2000 Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary File

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

NOTE: For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, definitions, and count corrections see
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/pl94-171.pdf

Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Total: 425,257
  Hispanic or Latino 17,770
  Not Hispanic or Latino: 407,487
    Population of one race: 397,829
      White alone 295,402
      Black or African American alone 79,092
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1,448
      Asian alone 20,618
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 356
      Some other race alone 913
    Population of two or more races: 9,658

1  of 1 06/17/2019
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P2 HISPANIC OR LATINO, AND NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO BY RACE
Universe: Total population
2010 Census Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary File

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

NOTE: For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/pl94-171.pdf

NOTE: Change to the California,Connecticut,Mississippi,New Hampshire,Virginia, and Washington P. L. 94-171 Summary Files as delivered.

Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Total: 437,994
  Hispanic or Latino 28,987
  Not Hispanic or Latino: 409,007
    Population of one race: 394,806
      White alone 282,470
      Black or African American alone 83,210
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1,349
      Asian alone 26,312
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 602
      Some Other Race alone 863
    Two or More Races: 14,201

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.

1  of 1 06/12/2019
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B03002 HISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN BY RACE
Universe: Total population
2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Virginia Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error
Total: 450,435 *****
  Not Hispanic or Latino: 413,712 *****
    White alone 277,338 +/-548
    Black or African American alone 82,181 +/-2,651
    American Indian and Alaska Native alone 887 +/-852
    Asian alone 29,735 +/-1,779
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 306 +/-321
    Some other race alone 878 +/-755
    Two or more races: 22,387 +/-3,192
  Hispanic or Latino: 36,723 *****

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

While the 2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the July 2015 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) delineations of
metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas, in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may
differ from the OMB delineations due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
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Appendix B2 

Demographic Profile of Virginia Beach, VA 

- Voting Age Population for 1990, 2000, 2010, 2017 (Major Race & Ethnicity) 

 

 

  

44

Case 2:18-cv-00069-RAJ-DEM   Document 150-2   Filed 06/30/20   Page 45 of 104 PageID# 4788



Virginia Beach, VA

1990 Total/Voting Age Population by Major Race/Ethnicty

Total % VAP %

TTLPop 393069 100.00% 283182 100.00%

Hispanic 12137 3.09% 7933 2.80%

White 309712 78.79% 227727 80.42%

Black 53720 13.67% 35811 12.65%

Asian 15920 4.05% 10675 3.77%

Note: Races are Not Hispanic

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1990 Census Data PL94-171 File (Imported into Microsoft Excel, percentages calculated 

and reformatted)
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PL004 HISPANIC OR LATINO, AND NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO BY RACE FOR THE POPULATION 18
YEARS AND OVER [73]
Universe: Total population 18 years and over
Census 2000 Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary File

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

NOTE: For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, definitions, and count corrections see
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/pl94-171.pdf

Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Total: 308,369
  Hispanic or Latino 11,274
  Not Hispanic or Latino: 297,095
    Population of one race: 292,415
      White alone 222,538
      Black or African American alone 52,283
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1,090
      Asian alone 15,828
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 277
      Some other race alone 399
    Population of two or more races: 4,680
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P4 HISPANIC OR LATINO, AND NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO BY RACE FOR THE POPULATION 18
YEARS AND OVER
Universe: Total population 18 years and over
2010 Census Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary File

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

NOTE: For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/pl94-171.pdf

NOTE: Change to the California,Connecticut,Mississippi,New Hampshire,Virginia, and Washington P. L. 94-171 Summary Files as delivered.

Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Total: 332,745
  Hispanic or Latino 18,765
  Not Hispanic or Latino: 313,980
    Population of one race: 307,355
      White alone 224,188
      Black or African American alone 60,212
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1,053
      Asian alone 20,978
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 460
      Some Other Race alone 464
    Two or More Races: 6,625

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.
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B05003I SEX BY AGE BY NATIVITY AND CITIZENSHIP STATUS (HISPANIC OR LATINO)
Universe: People who are Hispanic or Latino
2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Virginia Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error
Total: 36,723 *****
  Male: 18,431 *****
    18 years and over: 12,724 *****
  Female: 18,292 *****
    18 years and over: 12,906 *****

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

While the 2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the July 2015 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) delineations of
metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas, in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may
differ from the OMB delineations due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because
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B05003H SEX BY AGE BY NATIVITY AND CITIZENSHIP STATUS (WHITE ALONE, NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO)
Universe: White alone, not Hispanic or Latino population
2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Virginia Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error
Total: 277,338 +/-548
  Male: 137,864 +/-176
    18 years and over: 110,225 +/-77
  Female: 139,474 +/-402
    18 years and over: 113,627 +/-272

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

While the 2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the July 2015 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) delineations of
metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas, in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may
differ from the OMB delineations due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because
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B05003B SEX BY AGE BY NATIVITY AND CITIZENSHIP STATUS (BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN ALONE)
Universe: People who are Black or African American alone
2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Virginia Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error
Total: 85,486 +/-2,915
  Male: 40,534 +/-1,640
    18 years and over: 30,770 +/-891
  Female: 44,952 +/-1,874
    18 years and over: 34,788 +/-1,193

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

While the 2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the July 2015 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) delineations of
metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas, in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may
differ from the OMB delineations due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because
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B05003D SEX BY AGE BY NATIVITY AND CITIZENSHIP STATUS (ASIAN ALONE)
Universe: People who are Asian alone
2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Virginia Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error
Total: 30,751 +/-1,889
  Male: 14,309 +/-1,103
    18 years and over: 11,433 +/-706
  Female: 16,442 +/-1,143
    18 years and over: 14,382 +/-831

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

While the 2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the July 2015 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) delineations of
metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas, in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may
differ from the OMB delineations due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because
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Appendix B3 

Demographic Profile of Virginia Beach, VA 

- CVAP for 2000, 2008-2012 & 2013-2017 5Yr ACS, 2017 1Yr ACS 

(Major Race & Ethnicity) 
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Virginia Beach, VA

2000 CVAP by Major Race/Ethnicty

CVAP %

TtlPop 298470 100.00%

Hisp 8605 2.88%

White 218685 73.27%

Black 51055 17.11%

Asian 11785 3.95%

Note: Races are Not Hispanic 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000 Census (Special Tabulation) File (imported into Microsoft Excel, percentages 

calculated and reformatted)
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Virginia Beach, VA

2008-2012 5-Yr ACS Citizen Voting Age Population by Major Race/Ethnicty

TTLPop MOE % VAP MOE % CVAP MOE %

Total 439530 100.00% 334565 100.00% 320785 1062 100.00%

Hispanic 29365 6.68% 19215 5.74% 16185 517 5.05%

White 283945 29 64.60% 225285 29 67.34% 220845 516 68.85%

Black 82025 1039 18.66% 60145 526 17.98% 58805 521 18.33%

Asian 27605 536 6.28% 21810 427 6.52% 17100 628 5.33%

HBA 138995 31.62% 661020 30.24% 633720 28.71%

Note: Races are Not Hispanic

Source: U.S. Census Bueau 2008-2012 5-Year ACS county CVAP Dataset (Special Tabulation) imported into Microsoft Excel. 

Summed HBA totals and Percentages calculated

https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/about/voting-rights/cvap.2014.html
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Virginia Beach, VA

2013-2017 5-Yr ACS Citizen Voting Age Population by Major Race/Ethnicty

TTLPop MOE % VAP MOE % CVAP MOE %

Total 450055 0 100.00% 348265 0 100.00% 334515 1059 100.00%

Hispanic 35255 0 7.83% 24240 0 6.96% 20265 554 6.06%

White 281675 28 62.59% 226225 28 64.96% 222635 597 66.55%

Black 83290 951 18.51% 62850 612 18.05% 62150 664 18.58%

Asian 29330 638 6.52% 24065 419 6.91% 18805 671 5.62%

HBA 147875 32.86% 111155 31.92% 101220 30.26%

Note: Races are Not Hispanic

Source: U.S. Census Bueau 2012-2017 5-Year ACS county CVAP Dataset (Special Tabulation) imported into Microsoft Excel. 

Summed HBA totals and Percentages calculated

https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/about/voting-rights/cvap.2014.html
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S2901 CITIZEN, VOTING-AGE POPULATION BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia

Total Percent

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Citizens 18 years and over 334,824 +/-3,228 (X) (X)

RACE AND HISPANIC ORIGIN

  White alone 229,808 +/-2,874 68.6% +/-0.7
  Black or African American alone 65,071 +/-1,719 19.4% +/-0.5
  Asian alone 20,180 +/-1,831 6.0% +/-0.5
  American Indian and Alaska Native alone N N N N
  Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone N N N N
  Some Other Race alone 6,310 +/-1,732 1.9% +/-0.5
  Two or More Races N N N N

Hispanic or Latino 21,066 +/-1,405 6.3% +/-0.4
White alone, Not Hispanic or Latino 218,891 +/-2,259 65.4% +/-0.6

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

While the 2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the July 2015 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) delineations of
metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas, in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may
differ from the OMB delineations due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were
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Appendix B4 

Socioeconomic Profile of Virginia Beach, VA 

Income, Below Poverty, Education, Housing Values 
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S1903 MEDIAN INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS (IN 2017 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia

Number Percent Distribution Median income
(dollars)

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate

Households 168,818 +/-2,960 168,818 +/-2,960 72,586

  One race--

    White 116,629 +/-2,778 69.1% +/-1.2 80,486

    Black or African American 32,428 +/-1,849 19.2% +/-1.0 52,681

    American Indian and Alaska Native N N N N N

    Asian 10,969 +/-1,227 6.5% +/-0.7 74,869

    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander N N N N -

    Some other race N N N N 34,974

  Two or more races N N N N 69,524

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 10,866 +/-1,005 6.4% +/-0.6 57,042

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 111,055 +/-2,561 65.8% +/-1.1 80,995

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER

  15 to 24 years 7,386 +/-1,420 4.4% +/-0.8 40,050

  25 to 44 years 61,199 +/-2,381 36.3% +/-1.1 70,968

  45 to 64 years 63,528 +/-1,657 37.6% +/-1.0 89,349

  65 years and over 36,705 +/-1,156 21.7% +/-0.7 65,549

FAMILIES

  Families 115,950 +/-3,300 115,950 +/-3,300 86,305

    With own children of householder under 18 years 49,637 +/-2,822 42.8% +/-1.9 76,127

    With no own children of householder under 18 years 66,313 +/-2,616 57.2% +/-1.9 91,481

    Married-couple families 84,751 +/-3,522 73.1% +/-2.2 101,661

      With own children under 18 years 33,091 +/-2,293 28.5% +/-1.8 101,731

    Female householder, no husband present 21,431 +/-2,049 18.5% +/-1.7 46,658

      With own children under 18 years 11,025 +/-1,566 9.5% +/-1.3 34,021

    Male householder, no wife present 9,768 +/-1,658 8.4% +/-1.4 52,103

      With own children under 18 years 5,521 +/-1,327 4.8% +/-1.1 44,611

FAMILY INCOME BY FAMILY SIZE

  2-person families (X) (X) (X) (X) 77,146

1  of 4 05/08/2019
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S1701 POVERTY STATUS IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS

2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia

Total Below poverty level Percent below
poverty level

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate

Population for whom poverty status is determined 440,174 +/-2,150 35,394 +/-5,811 8.0%

AGE

  Under 18 years 99,091 +/-691 10,516 +/-2,905 10.6%

    Under 5 years 28,453 +/-503 3,053 +/-1,189 10.7%

    5 to 17 years 70,638 +/-452 7,463 +/-2,341 10.6%

    Related children of householder under 18 years 98,828 +/-763 10,253 +/-2,905 10.4%

  18 to 64 years 280,537 +/-2,009 21,495 +/-3,796 7.7%

    18 to 34 years 110,341 +/-1,890 12,534 +/-2,833 11.4%

    35 to 64 years 170,196 +/-441 8,961 +/-1,791 5.3%

  60 years and over 88,918 +/-1,944 4,911 +/-1,067 5.5%

  65 years and over 60,546 +/-314 3,383 +/-810 5.6%

SEX

  Male 214,596 +/-1,855 16,123 +/-2,915 7.5%

  Female 225,578 +/-1,118 19,271 +/-3,746 8.5%

RACE AND HISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN

  White alone 287,528 +/-2,984 17,342 +/-3,202 6.0%

  Black or African American alone 82,970 +/-2,880 11,914 +/-3,894 14.4%

  American Indian and Alaska Native alone N N N N N

  Asian alone 30,641 +/-1,871 1,181 +/-662 3.9%

  Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone N N N N N

  Some other race alone 11,482 +/-2,683 3,101 +/-1,905 27.0%

  Two or more races 26,065 +/-3,312 1,797 +/-1,026 6.9%

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 35,312 +/-578 5,490 +/-2,127 15.5%

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 271,156 +/-1,459 16,062 +/-2,920 5.9%

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

  Population 25 years and over 303,989 +/-1,180 17,759 +/-2,669 5.8%

    Less than high school graduate 19,591 +/-2,320 3,035 +/-994 15.5%

    High school graduate (includes equivalency) 65,420 +/-3,758 4,410 +/-1,263 6.7%

    Some college, associate's degree 111,161 +/-4,009 7,333 +/-1,526 6.6%

1  of 4 05/08/2019
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Appendix C 

Illustrative Plan Maps 

Current City Council Residency Map 
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Appendix D 

Illustrative Plan District Statistics 

City Council Residency Plan District Statistics 
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Virginia Beach, VA

Illustrative Plan -10 Districts Statistics

District Population Deviation % Deviation Hispanic % Hispanic NH_Wht % NH_Wht NH_Blk % NH_Blk NH_Asn % NH_Asn HBATTL HBATTL%

01 43956 157 0.36% 4125 9.38% 18743 42.64% 13540 30.80% 5378 12.24% 23043 52.42%

02 41709 -2090 -4.77% 2958 7.09% 18166 43.55% 17211 41.26% 1736 4.16% 21905 52.52%

03 43643 -156 -0.36% 2940 6.74% 22948 52.58% 10175 23.31% 5611 12.86% 18726 42.91%

04 44629 830 1.90% 2539 5.69% 28841 64.62% 8129 18.21% 3332 7.47% 14000 31.37%

05 43278 -521 -1.19% 2424 5.60% 32507 75.11% 4901 11.32% 1971 4.55% 9296 21.48%

06 44273 474 1.08% 2551 5.76% 33614 75.92% 5017 11.33% 1632 3.69% 9200 20.78%

07 44872 1073 2.45% 2499 5.57% 36743 81.88% 3429 7.64% 922 2.05% 6850 15.27%

08 43295 -504 -1.15% 3399 7.85% 27381 63.24% 8158 18.84% 2345 5.42% 13902 32.11%

09 43366 -433 -0.99% 3408 7.86% 29275 67.51% 7556 17.42% 1232 2.84% 12196 28.12%

10 44973 1174 2.68% 2144 4.77% 34252 76.16% 5094 11.33% 2153 4.79% 9391 20.88%

District 18+_Pop Deviation % Deviation H18+_Pop % H18+_Pop NH18+_Wht % NH18+_Wht NH18+_Blk % NH18+_Blk NH18+_Asn % NH18+_Asn HBAVAP HBAVAP%

01 31790 157 0.36% 2639 8.30% 14545 45.75% 9381 29.51% 4202 13.22% 16222 51.03%

02 31433 -2090 -4.77% 1925 6.12% 15081 47.98% 12138 38.62% 1416 4.50% 15479 49.24%

03 32329 -156 -0.36% 1804 5.58% 17682 54.69% 7402 22.90% 4559 14.10% 13765 42.58%

04 34105 830 1.90% 1654 4.85% 23004 67.45% 5864 17.19% 2680 7.86% 10198 29.90%

05 34460 -521 -1.19% 1654 4.80% 26721 77.54% 3717 10.79% 1571 4.56% 6942 20.15%

06 34100 474 1.08% 1726 5.06% 26549 77.86% 3762 11.03% 1288 3.78% 6776 19.87%

07 36351 1073 2.45% 1699 4.67% 30571 84.10% 2562 7.05% 763 2.10% 5024 13.82%

08 31972 -504 -1.15% 2122 6.64% 20991 65.65% 5941 18.58% 1900 5.94% 9963 31.16%

09 32796 -433 -0.99% 2184 6.66% 23354 71.21% 5318 16.22% 992 3.02% 8494 25.90%

10 33409 1174 2.68% 1358 4.06% 25690 76.90% 4127 12.35% 1607 4.81% 7092 21.23%

District Total17 Deviation % Deviation Hisp17 % Hisp17 White17 % White17 Black17 % Black17 Asian17 % Asian17 HBA17 HBA17%

01 42275 157 0.36% 4010 9.49% 17289 40.90% 12735 30.12% 5513 13.04% 22258 52.65%

02 44440 -2090 -4.77% 4279 9.63% 18616 41.89% 17425 39.21% 2457 5.53% 24161 54.37%

03 44455 -156 -0.36% 4400 9.90% 22331 50.23% 9418 21.19% 5487 12.34% 19305 43.43%

04 45546 830 1.90% 3234 7.10% 28214 61.95% 7978 17.52% 4034 8.86% 15246 33.47%

05 44997 -521 -1.19% 3328 7.40% 33013 73.37% 5079 11.29% 1767 3.93% 10174 22.61%

06 45408 474 1.08% 3184 7.01% 32109 70.71% 5382 11.85% 2185 4.81% 10751 23.68%

07 45643 1073 2.45% 2098 4.60% 36139 79.18% 4409 9.66% 1224 2.68% 7731 16.94%

08 45390 -504 -1.15% 4393 9.68% 28900 63.67% 7325 16.14% 2689 5.92% 14407 31.74%

09 44583 -433 -0.99% 4076 9.14% 28953 64.94% 7816 17.53% 1432 3.21% 13324 29.89%

10 47320 1174 2.68% 2253 4.76% 35506 75.03% 5420 11.45% 2267 4.79% 9940 21.01%

District CVAP17 Deviation % Deviation HCVAP17 % HCVAP17 WCVAP17 % WCVAP17 BCVAP17 % BCVAP17 ACVAP17 % ACVAP17 HBACVAP17 % HBACVAP17 HBAWCVP17 % HBAWCVP17

01 29761 157 0.36% 2176 7.31% 13730 46.13% 9135 30.69% 3566 11.98% 14888 50.03% 15210 51.11%

02 32804 -2090 -4.77% 2235 6.81% 15543 47.38% 12810 39.05% 1367 4.17% 16415 50.04% 16755 51.08%

03 31960 -156 -0.36% 2542 7.95% 17346 54.27% 7413 23.19% 3403 10.65% 13365 41.82% 13569 42.46%

04 33802 830 1.90% 1839 5.44% 22251 65.83% 6098 18.04% 2684 7.94% 10612 31.39% 10730 31.74%

05 34689 -521 -1.19% 1911 5.51% 26622 76.74% 4042 11.65% 1182 3.41% 7133 20.56% 7247 20.89%

06 34447 474 1.08% 1899 5.51% 25733 74.70% 4107 11.92% 1431 4.15% 7430 21.57% 7538 21.88%

07 35686 1073 2.45% 1150 3.22% 29635 83.04% 3279 9.19% 799 2.24% 5228 14.65% 5398 15.13%

08 33660 -504 -1.15% 2522 7.49% 22645 67.28% 5319 15.80% 1815 5.39% 9658 28.69% 10079 29.94%

09 32843 -433 -0.99% 2417 7.36% 22753 69.28% 5572 16.97% 878 2.67% 8863 26.99% 9218 28.07%

10 34848 1174 2.68% 1532 4.40% 26347 75.61% 4353 12.49% 1675 4.81% 7559 21.69% 7749 22.24%

Note:  Variables with 17 suffix denote 2013-2017 5-Year ACS; HBAWCVP17 includes Hispanic, Black, and Asian CVAP plus Black and White CVAP mixed persons

Source:  Maptitude for Redistricting District Statistics window using U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Census Data and 2013-2017 5-Year ACS Data68
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Virginia Beach, VA

City Council Residency Plan - 7 Districts Statistics

District Population Deviation % Deviation Hispanic % Hispanic NH_Wht % NH_Wht NH_Blk % NH_Blk NH_Asn % NH_Asn HBATTL HBATTL%

1 60776 -1795 -2.87% 4440 7.31% 28727 47.27% 17267 28.41% 7448 12.25% 29155 47.97%

2 65196 2625 4.20% 3467 5.32% 38869 59.62% 16299 25.00% 4220 6.47% 23986 36.79%

3 63764 1193 1.91% 5796 9.09% 32803 51.44% 16691 26.18% 5369 8.42% 27856 43.69%

4 61484 -1087 -1.74% 4047 6.58% 42005 68.32% 10215 16.61% 2898 4.71% 17160 27.91%

5 61316 -1255 -2.01% 2754 4.49% 51291 83.65% 4171 6.80% 1586 2.59% 8511 13.88%

6 60635 -1936 -3.09% 5004 8.25% 40163 66.24% 11167 18.42% 1612 2.66% 17783 29.33%

7 64823 2252 3.60% 3479 5.37% 48612 74.99% 7400 11.42% 3179 4.90% 14058 21.69%

District 18+_Pop Deviation % Deviation H18+_Pop % H18+_Pop NH18+_Wht % NH18+_Wht NH18+_Blk % NH18+_Blk NH18+_Asn % NH18+_Asn HBAVAP HBAVAP%

01 44501 -1795 -2.87% 2793 4.60% 22127 49.72% 12297 27.63% 5951 13.37% 21041 47.28%

02 49988 2625 4.20% 2271 3.48% 31394 62.80% 11654 23.31% 3458 6.92% 17383 34.77%

03 46905 1193 1.91% 3636 5.70% 25653 54.69% 11792 25.14% 4278 9.12% 19706 42.01%

04 48429 -1087 -1.74% 2751 4.47% 34610 71.47% 7535 15.56% 2308 4.77% 12594 26.01%

05 47976 -1255 -2.01% 1807 2.95% 41023 85.51% 3089 6.44% 1244 2.59% 6140 12.80%

06 47239 -1936 -3.09% 3325 5.48% 33079 70.02% 8033 17.01% 1329 2.81% 12687 26.86%

07 47707 2252 3.60% 2182 3.37% 36302 76.09% 5812 12.18% 2410 5.05% 10404 21.81%

District CVAP17 Deviation % Deviation HCVAP17 % HCVAP17 WCVAP17 % WCVAP17 BCVAP17 % BCVAP17 ACVAP17 % ACVAP17 HBACVAP17 % HBACVAP17 HBAWCVP17 % HBAWCVP17

01 44162 -1795 -2.87% 3014 6.82% 22233 50.34% 12709 28.78% 4537 10.27% 20275 45.91% 20585 46.61%

02 51182 2625 4.20% 3086 6.03% 30899 60.37% 12517 24.46% 3497 6.83% 19110 37.34% 19375 37.86%

03 46266 1193 1.91% 3814 8.24% 26275 56.79% 10457 22.60% 3851 8.32% 18112 39.15% 18702 40.42%

04 48844 -1087 -1.74% 3051 6.25% 34264 70.15% 8041 16.46% 1940 3.97% 13014 26.64% 13297 27.22%

05 47766 -1255 -2.01% 1620 3.39% 40101 83.95% 3259 6.82% 1448 3.03% 6335 13.26% 6476 13.56%

06 47844 -1936 -3.09% 3150 6.58% 32613 68.17% 9253 19.34% 1005 2.10% 13412 28.03% 13917 29.09%

07 48436 2252 3.60% 2488 5.14% 36220 74.78% 5892 12.16% 2522 5.21% 10893 22.49% 11141 23.00%

Note:  Variables with 17 suffix denotes 2013-2017 5-Year ACS; HBAWCVP17 includes Hispanic, Black, and Asian CVAP plus Black and White CVAP mixed persons

Source:  City of Virginia Beach Shapefiles; Maptitude for Redistricting District Statistics window using U.S. Census Bureau 2010 Census Data and 2013-2017 5-Year ACS Data
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Appendix E 

Illustrative Plan Contiguity 
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Contiguity Report
Saturday, June 8, 2019 6:40 PM

Plan Type:

VAB Illustrative Plan FinalPlan Name:

User:

Number of Distinct AreasDistrict

11

12

Page 1 of 1
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Appendix F 

Illustrative Plan Compactness 

Current City Council Residency Plan Compactness 

  

72

Case 2:18-cv-00069-RAJ-DEM   Document 150-2   Filed 06/30/20   Page 73 of 104 PageID# 4816



Plan Type:

VAB Illustrative Plan Final 10 DistPlan Name:

User:

10:02 PMMonday, July 8, 2019

Measures of Compactness Report

Reock

0.56

Sum

Min

Max

Mean

Std. Dev.

District Perimeter Polsby-

Popper

MinConvexPoly

N/A 0.56 0.90

0.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A N/A

0.24 0.20 0.58

0.40

0.12

0.38

0.12

0.76

0.11

01 0.36 0.31 0.67

02 0.24 0.20 0.58

03 0.43 0.46 0.79

04 0.56 0.41 0.81

05 0.38 0.41 0.85

06 0.29 0.31 0.76

07 0.53 0.56 0.86

08 0.24 0.20 0.58

09 0.41 0.40 0.81

10 0.53 0.53 0.90
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Plan Type:

VAB 2019 Residency City CouncilPlan Name:

User:

10:20 PMMonday, July 8, 2019

Measures of Compactness Report

Reock

0.54

Sum

Min

Max

Mean

Std. Dev.

District Perimeter Polsby-

Popper

MinConvexPoly

N/A 0.55 0.91

0.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A N/A

0.29 0.21 0.58

0.39

0.10

0.37

0.15

0.76

0.14

1 0.29 0.26 0.66

2 0.34 0.21 0.58

3 0.30 0.21 0.60

4 0.30 0.31 0.83

5 0.48 0.54 0.85

6 0.47 0.48 0.89

7 0.54 0.55 0.91
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Appendix G 

Illustrative Plan Political Subdivision Splits 

Current City Council Residency Plan Political Subdivision Splits 
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Political Subdivison Splits Between Districts
Friday, July 12, 2019 12:43 PM

Plan Type:

VAB Illustrative Plan Final 10 DistPlan Name:

User:

82Voting District

0County

Total number of subdivisions:

12Voting District

1County

Number of subdivisions split into more than one district:

0Voting District

0County

Number of splits involving no population:

Split Counts

County

Cases where an area is split among 10 Districts: 1

Voting District

Cases where an area is split among 2 Districts: 12

PopulationDistrictVoting DistrictCounty

Counties:Split

43,95601Virginia Beach City VA

41,70902Virginia Beach City VA

43,64303Virginia Beach City VA

44,62904Virginia Beach City VA

43,27805Virginia Beach City VA

44,27306Virginia Beach City VA

44,87207Virginia Beach City VA

43,29508Virginia Beach City VA

43,36609Virginia Beach City VA

44,97310Virginia Beach City VA

VTDs:Split

1,84402AragonaVirginia Beach City VA

5,43606AragonaVirginia Beach City VA

2,94902ArrowheadVirginia Beach City VA

1,76704ArrowheadVirginia Beach City VA

89902BaysideVirginia Beach City VA

1,46205BaysideVirginia Beach City VA

68802BonneyVirginia Beach City VA

2,75406BonneyVirginia Beach City VA

6,29301DahliaVirginia Beach City VA

1,41704DahliaVirginia Beach City VA

4,42001HollandVirginia Beach City VA

3,40008HollandVirginia Beach City VA

3,39601Magic HollowVirginia Beach City VA

Page 1 of 2
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Political Subdivison Splits Between Districts VAB Illustrative Plan Final 10 

PopulationDistrictVoting DistrictCounty

3,91308Magic HollowVirginia Beach City VA

46202Point O' ViewVirginia Beach City VA

2,88204Point O' ViewVirginia Beach City VA

1,77001Rosemont ForestVirginia Beach City VA

3,95303Rosemont ForestVirginia Beach City VA

2,87704ShannonVirginia Beach City VA

45108ShannonVirginia Beach City VA

4,35001TimberlakeVirginia Beach City VA

2,18404TimberlakeVirginia Beach City VA

1,19701Windsor OaksVirginia Beach City VA

5,31008Windsor OaksVirginia Beach City VA

Page 2 of 2
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Political Subdivison Splits Between Districts
Thursday, July 11, 2019 8:38 PM

Plan Type:

VAB 2019 Residency City CouncilPlan Name:

User:

66Voting District

0County

Total number of subdivisions:

28Voting District

1County

Number of subdivisions split into more than one district:

7Voting District

0County

Number of splits involving no population:

Split Counts

County

Cases where an area is split among 7 Districts: 1

Voting District

Cases where an area is split among 2 Districts: 26

Cases where an area is split among 3 Districts: 1

Cases where an area is split among 4 Districts: 1

PopulationDistrictVoting DistrictCounty

Counties:Split

60,7761Virginia Beach City VA

65,1962Virginia Beach City VA

63,7643Virginia Beach City VA

61,4844Virginia Beach City VA

61,3165Virginia Beach City VA

60,6356Virginia Beach City VA

64,8237Virginia Beach City VA

VTDs:Split

5831AvalonVirginia Beach City VA

4,0042AvalonVirginia Beach City VA

4,9302BakerVirginia Beach City VA

1,6294BakerVirginia Beach City VA

6882BonneyVirginia Beach City VA

2,7544BonneyVirginia Beach City VA

3,0013BrookwoodVirginia Beach City VA

1,8106BrookwoodVirginia Beach City VA

3,5151College ParkVirginia Beach City VA

02College ParkVirginia Beach City VA

4,2626Corporate LandingVirginia Beach City VA

2,3497Corporate LandingVirginia Beach City VA

4,7502Davis CornerVirginia Beach City VA

1,3784Davis CornerVirginia Beach City VA
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Political Subdivison Splits Between Districts VAB 2019 Residency City Cou

PopulationDistrictVoting DistrictCounty

05Eastern ShoreVirginia Beach City VA

7,8566Eastern ShoreVirginia Beach City VA

1233HuntVirginia Beach City VA

3,6027HuntVirginia Beach City VA

01Indian LakesVirginia Beach City VA

3,9633Indian LakesVirginia Beach City VA

23LandstownVirginia Beach City VA

4,9707LandstownVirginia Beach City VA

1,7292LarkspurVirginia Beach City VA

1,5033LarkspurVirginia Beach City VA

1,0392LexingtonVirginia Beach City VA

4,2183LexingtonVirginia Beach City VA

2,6295LinkhornVirginia Beach City VA

2,2856LinkhornVirginia Beach City VA

4,5153Mt.TrashmoreVirginia Beach City VA

1,5516Mt.TrashmoreVirginia Beach City VA

1,6395North BeachVirginia Beach City VA

2,7526North BeachVirginia Beach City VA

3,8864PembrokeVirginia Beach City VA

2,1195PembrokeVirginia Beach City VA

1,8432Pleasant HillVirginia Beach City VA

2,5314Pleasant HillVirginia Beach City VA

3,9202ProvidenceVirginia Beach City VA

03ProvidenceVirginia Beach City VA

6,8156RedwingVirginia Beach City VA

7657RedwingVirginia Beach City VA

3,9711Rosemont ForestVirginia Beach City VA

1,7523Rosemont ForestVirginia Beach City VA

2,8772ShannonVirginia Beach City VA

4513ShannonVirginia Beach City VA

04ShannonVirginia Beach City VA

05ShannonVirginia Beach City VA

53ShelbourneVirginia Beach City VA

3,6517ShelbourneVirginia Beach City VA

4,0112ShellVirginia Beach City VA

5054ShellVirginia Beach City VA

371Sherry ParkVirginia Beach City VA

2,4622Sherry ParkVirginia Beach City VA

3,8653StrawbridgeVirginia Beach City VA

26StrawbridgeVirginia Beach City VA

1,2647StrawbridgeVirginia Beach City VA

5,4591TallwoodVirginia Beach City VA

02TallwoodVirginia Beach City VA

3,2961TimberlakeVirginia Beach City VA

3,2383TimberlakeVirginia Beach City VA
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Appendix H 

Illustrative Plan Communities of Interest 

(Maps with Neighborhood Subdivisions) 
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Appendix I 

Majority HBA Census Tract Map/ 

Illustrative Plan Socioeconomic Characteristics 

(Income, Education, Poverty, Housing Values) 

District 1 - Majority HBA Census Tracts (2013-2017 5Yr ACS) 

- 454.06, 458.09, 458.10, 460.13 

District 2 - Majority HBA Census Tracts (2013-2017 5Yr ACS) 

- 402, 404.02, 406, 462.20, and 462.21 
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Appendix I1 

Majority HBA Census Tract Map 

1990 & 2013-2017 5-Year ACS 
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Virginia Beach, VA 
Majority HBA Census Tracts 
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Appendix I2 

Illustrative Plan Socioeconomic Characteristics 

District 1 - Majority HBA Census Tracts (2013-2017 5Yr ACS) 

- 454.06, 458.09, 458.10, 460.13 

-  
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S1903 MEDIAN INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS (IN 2017 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia Census Tract 454.06, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 458.09, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Median income (dollars) Median income (dollars) Median income (dollars)

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households 70,500 +/-1,124 56,370 +/-6,420 68,257 +/-9,283

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 76,547 +/-1,239 51,986 +/-4,471 64,627 +/-14,386

1  of 2 06/10/2019
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Subject Census Tract 458.10, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 460.13, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Median income (dollars) Median income (dollars)

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households 41,146 +/-11,416 54,414 +/-4,676

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 57,045 +/-19,653 53,468 +/-12,607

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

When information is missing or inconsistent, the Census Bureau logically assigns an acceptable value using the response to a related question or questions. If a logical assignment is not possible, data
are filled using a statistical process called allocation, which uses a similar individual or household to provide a donor value. The "Allocated" section is the number of respondents who received an
allocated value for a particular subject.

While the 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.

2  of 2 06/10/2019
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S1501 EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia Census Tract 454.06, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 458.09, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Percent Percent Percent

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Population 25 years and over (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
  Less than 9th grade 2.0% +/-0.2 4.8% +/-3.2 0.7% +/-1.0
  9th to 12th grade, no diploma 4.6% +/-0.3 8.5% +/-4.4 5.5% +/-3.0
  High school graduate (includes equivalency) 21.9% +/-0.6 30.6% +/-4.8 22.4% +/-5.6
  Some college, no degree 26.1% +/-0.6 21.1% +/-5.3 35.0% +/-6.3
  Associate's degree 10.5% +/-0.4 12.6% +/-3.2 13.0% +/-5.6
  Bachelor's degree 22.7% +/-0.5 16.8% +/-4.7 17.8% +/-4.9
  Graduate or professional degree 12.1% +/-0.4 5.7% +/-1.9 5.6% +/-3.0

Percent high school graduate or higher 93.4% +/-0.3 86.7% +/-5.3 93.9% +/-3.1
Percent bachelor's degree or higher 34.8% +/-0.6 22.4% +/-5.0 23.4% +/-5.7

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
  High school graduate or higher 95.3% +/-0.3 92.7% +/-4.5 98.6% +/-2.2
  Bachelor's degree or higher 37.7% +/-0.8 22.0% +/-7.0 26.9% +/-8.7

1  of 3 06/10/2019
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Subject Census Tract 458.10, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 460.13, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Percent Percent

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Population 25 years and over (X) (X) (X) (X)
  Less than 9th grade 6.4% +/-5.3 1.5% +/-1.2
  9th to 12th grade, no diploma 7.2% +/-3.7 4.3% +/-2.5
  High school graduate (includes equivalency) 29.3% +/-7.3 30.8% +/-6.2
  Some college, no degree 28.2% +/-6.9 24.0% +/-5.1
  Associate's degree 11.4% +/-3.6 12.8% +/-3.6
  Bachelor's degree 16.7% +/-6.2 16.6% +/-4.0
  Graduate or professional degree 0.8% +/-0.9 10.0% +/-2.9

Percent high school graduate or higher 86.4% +/-6.9 94.2% +/-2.5
Percent bachelor's degree or higher 17.5% +/-6.4 26.6% +/-4.8

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino (X) (X) (X) (X)
  High school graduate or higher 94.2% +/-5.5 94.5% +/-2.7
  Bachelor's degree or higher 23.3% +/-11.0 27.0% +/-7.4

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

While the 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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S1701 POVERTY STATUS IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS

2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia Census Tract 454.06, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 458.09, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Percent below poverty level Percent below poverty level Percent below poverty level

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Population for whom poverty status is determined 8.0% +/-0.5 8.4% +/-3.5 1.5% +/-1.5

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 5.8% +/-0.5 7.5% +/-4.5 0.0% +/-1.4
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Subject Census Tract 458.10, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 460.13, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Percent below poverty level Percent below poverty level

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Population for whom poverty status is determined 39.1% +/-9.3 11.4% +/-5.5

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 11.4% +/-11.0 11.0% +/-9.1

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

While the 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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B25077 MEDIAN VALUE (DOLLARS)
Universe: Owner-occupied housing units
2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Virginia Beach city, Virginia Census Tract 454.06, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 458.09, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Median value (dollars) 267,300 +/-2,392 238,600 +/-47,983 199,000 +/-13,847
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Census Tract 458.10, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 460.13, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Median value (dollars) 144,400 +/-13,583 163,000 +/-22,775

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

While the 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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Appendix I3 

Illustrative Plan Socioeconomic Characteristics 

District 2 - Majority HBA Census Tracts (2013-2017 5Yr ACS) 

- 402, 404.02, 406, 462.20, and 462.21 
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S1903 MEDIAN INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS (IN 2017 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)

2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia Census Tract 402, Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Census Tract 404.02, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Median income (dollars) Median income (dollars) Median income (dollars)

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households 70,500 +/-1,124 46,952 +/-5,406 41,852 +/-9,953

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 76,547 +/-1,239 53,177 +/-8,787 55,516 +/-12,877
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Subject Census Tract 406, Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Census Tract 462.20, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 462.21, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Median income (dollars) Median income (dollars) Median income (dollars)

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households 53,007 +/-13,152 41,898 +/-9,854 54,076 +/-8,769

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 71,027 +/-9,929 55,018 +/-18,234 58,542 +/-16,490

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

When information is missing or inconsistent, the Census Bureau logically assigns an acceptable value using the response to a related question or questions. If a logical assignment is not possible, data
are filled using a statistical process called allocation, which uses a similar individual or household to provide a donor value. The "Allocated" section is the number of respondents who received an
allocated value for a particular subject.

While the 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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S1501 EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia Census Tract 402, Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Census Tract 404.02, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Percent Percent Percent

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Population 25 years and over (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
  Less than 9th grade 2.0% +/-0.2 5.5% +/-3.3 2.3% +/-2.0
  9th to 12th grade, no diploma 4.6% +/-0.3 9.3% +/-3.9 12.8% +/-4.0
  High school graduate (includes equivalency) 21.9% +/-0.6 27.6% +/-5.4 23.7% +/-6.4
  Some college, no degree 26.1% +/-0.6 28.9% +/-5.4 29.5% +/-5.4
  Associate's degree 10.5% +/-0.4 13.0% +/-4.5 12.9% +/-4.9
  Bachelor's degree 22.7% +/-0.5 9.4% +/-3.3 14.8% +/-4.6
  Graduate or professional degree 12.1% +/-0.4 6.3% +/-2.7 4.0% +/-2.5

Percent high school graduate or higher 93.4% +/-0.3 85.2% +/-5.6 84.9% +/-3.9
Percent bachelor's degree or higher 34.8% +/-0.6 15.7% +/-3.9 18.9% +/-5.0

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
  High school graduate or higher 95.3% +/-0.3 89.8% +/-5.7 93.0% +/-5.8
  Bachelor's degree or higher 37.7% +/-0.8 10.8% +/-7.7 26.2% +/-10.9
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Subject Census Tract 406, Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Census Tract 462.20, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 462.21, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Percent Percent Percent

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Population 25 years and over (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
  Less than 9th grade 1.0% +/-1.5 2.7% +/-2.2 1.9% +/-1.7
  9th to 12th grade, no diploma 3.9% +/-2.7 4.3% +/-2.1 12.3% +/-6.2
  High school graduate (includes equivalency) 21.1% +/-5.0 24.1% +/-5.2 21.9% +/-5.8
  Some college, no degree 41.6% +/-7.2 35.6% +/-7.2 38.2% +/-7.1
  Associate's degree 13.5% +/-3.8 8.8% +/-4.2 12.8% +/-5.3
  Bachelor's degree 12.8% +/-4.2 14.3% +/-4.2 9.5% +/-3.8
  Graduate or professional degree 5.9% +/-2.9 10.2% +/-4.2 3.3% +/-2.3

Percent high school graduate or higher 95.1% +/-3.1 93.0% +/-3.5 85.7% +/-6.0
Percent bachelor's degree or higher 18.8% +/-5.4 24.5% +/-6.5 12.8% +/-4.6

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino (X) (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
  High school graduate or higher 97.6% +/-3.2 95.5% +/-3.1 78.7% +/-17.2
  Bachelor's degree or higher 17.3% +/-6.5 28.0% +/-9.2 19.0% +/-10.6

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

While the 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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S1701 POVERTY STATUS IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS

2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Note: This is a modified view of the original table.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Virginia Beach city, Virginia Census Tract 402, Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Census Tract 404.02, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Percent below poverty level Percent below poverty level Percent below poverty level

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Population for whom poverty status is determined 8.0% +/-0.5 19.9% +/-6.1 14.9% +/-6.2

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 5.8% +/-0.5 8.6% +/-4.9 9.3% +/-5.8
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Subject Census Tract 406, Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Census Tract 462.20, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 462.21, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Percent below poverty level Percent below poverty level Percent below poverty level

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Population for whom poverty status is determined 20.2% +/-8.5 12.3% +/-4.1 18.1% +/-9.8

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 11.9% +/-9.5 6.7% +/-4.4 2.6% +/-4.3

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

While the 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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B25077 MEDIAN VALUE (DOLLARS)
Universe: Owner-occupied housing units
2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Technical Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population Estimates Program that produces and
disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Virginia Beach city, Virginia Census Tract 402, Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Census Tract 404.02, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Median value (dollars) 267,300 +/-2,392 124,600 +/-14,726 164,700 +/-8,297
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Census Tract 406, Virginia Beach
city, Virginia

Census Tract 462.20, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Census Tract 462.21, Virginia
Beach city, Virginia

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Median value (dollars) 153,400 +/-14,439 211,000 +/-12,003 148,300 +/-10,154

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is represented through the use of a margin of error. The
value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error
and the estimate plus the margin of error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to nonsampling error (for a
discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these tables.

While the 2013-2017 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas;
in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the
ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A
statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated
because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
    4.  An '+' following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.
    5.  An '***' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    6.  An '*****' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.
    7.  An 'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of sample cases is too small.
    8.  An '(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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I. Introduction 

I have been retained by Plaintiffs’ counsel in this lawsuit (Holloway, et al., v. City of Virginia 
Beach, et al.,) to provide this report as a supplement to my earlier reports and my deposition 
testimony.  

As a follow-up to my deposition testimony, this supplemental report clarifies that (1) none of the 
hypothetical redistricting plans in my previous report included Plaintiff Georgia Allen’s address 
in a majority Hispanic, Black, and Asian (“HBA”) Citizen Voting Age Population (“CVAP”) 
district,1 but (2) it is feasible to include both Plaintiffs in one or more majority-HBACVAP 
districts, as demonstrated by the modified Illustrative Plan and modified Alternative Plans 
provided here.    

Additionally, this supplemental report updates my earlier reports by incorporating the latest 
American Community Survey (ACS) data (2014-2018), which the U.S. Census Bureau released 
on January 31, 2020. These new data estimates are included in the district statistics tables 
provided for the plans. I also report the 2013-2017 CVAP estimates in Appendix B.  

II. Background  

The City of Virginia Beach, VA currently has an eleven-member City Council structure. Three 
(3) Council members and the Mayor serve “at large” with no district residency requirement. The 
other seven (7) council members are required to live in the district that they represent. However, 
all city council members are elected at large and not within the district that they represent. 

On July 15, 2019 I submitted an expert report for this case that presented my finding that the 
minority population in the city of Virginia Beach, Virginia was sufficiently large and 
geographically compact to constitute two majority Hispanic, Black, and Asian combined 
districts. On August 12, 2019, Dr. Peter A. Morrison submitted his evaluation of my initial 
expert report. On August 26, 2019, I submitted my rebuttal report to Dr. Morrison’s expert 
report. On September 24, 2019, I was deposed by Defendants’ counsel, who asked me several 
questions about the location of Plaintiffs in the Illustrative and Alternative Plans. In addition, 
Plaintiffs’ counsel notified me that Plaintiff Latasha Holloway recently obtained a new address. 

III. Software, Data, and Technical Process Utilized 

My opinions are based upon the same software and technical processes that were utilized in my 
initial and rebuttal expert reports. Addresses of the Plaintiffs were acquired from counsel and 
geocoded via ArcGIS World Geocoding Services using ArcGIS ArcMap software. 

 

 

 
1 As in my two prior reports, in this supplemental report I include the HBACVAP percentages for both Hispanic, 
Black alone, and Asian alone individuals as well as Hispanic, Black and white (mixed race), and Asian alone 
individuals. The numbers referred to in the text and tables are the Hispanic, Black alone, and Asian alone 
percentages unless specifically noted otherwise. 
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IV. Summary of Opinions 

A summary of my conclusions and opinions for this report include the following:  
a) Plaintiff Latasha Holloway’s old and new addresses are both contained within a majority-

HBACVAP district in the Illustrative Plan and all five Alternative Plans from my initial 
and rebuttal reports in this lawsuit. Unintentionally, Plaintiff Georgia Allen’s address was 
not contained within a majority-HBACVAP district in any of the Plans. 

b) With minor modifications and insignificant district statistical alterations, the current 
addresses of both Plaintiff Georgia Allen and Plaintiff Latasha Holloway could, at least, 
be contained within majority-HBACVAP District 2 of the Illustrative Plan as well as 
District 2 in Alternative Plan 1 and Alternative Plan 2. I did not attempt to modify 
Alternative Plans 3, 4, or 5 for this supplemental report. 

V. Methodology 

A. Location of Plaintiffs Addresses with Respect to Illustrative and Alternative Plans 
 
First, I generated maps including the Plaintiffs’ addresses to determine whether each Plaintiff is 
contained within one of the majority-HBACVAP districts for each of the previously developed 
demonstrative plans. The following addresses of the Plaintiffs were analyzed: 
 

Table 1 – Plaintiff Addresses Analyzed 
Name Address 

Georgia Allen 4649 Merrimac Lane, Virginia Beach, VA 23455 
Latasha Holloway’s old address 819 Tuition Court, Virginia Beach, VA 23462 
Latasha Holloway’s new address 826 Tuition Court, Virginia Beach, VA 23462 

 
Georgia Allen’s address is depicted in the Plans by a pink star. Latasha Holloway’s new address 
is depicted by a red star. Latasha Holloway’s old address is depicted by a slightly larger blue star 
(see Figure 1 and 2 below).2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2 Latasha Holloway’s new and old addresses are very close to one another. Thus, a larger blue star was utilized to 
distinguish between the old and new addresses, especially when viewing District 1 and 2 on the same map. 
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Figure 1 – Zoom of Latasha Holloway’s Addresses 
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Figure 2 – Zoom of Georgia Allen’s Address 
 

B. Review and Modify (Where Necessary) the Illustrative or Alternative Plans to Contain Both 
Plaintiffs in One of the Majority-HBACVAP Districts 

After plotting the Plaintiffs’ addresses, I next reviewed the Illustrative Plan and all Alternative 
Plans to see if both Plaintiffs’ addresses were included in one of the majority-HBACVAP 
districts. Where necessary, I then modified the Illustrative Plan, Alternative Plan 1, and 
Alternative Plan 2 to contain both Plaintiffs’ addresses in either of the majority-HBACVAP 
districts and generated maps to confirm the results.  
 
VI. Results 

A. Location of Plaintiffs’ Addresses in the Illustrative Plan and Alternative Plans 1 - 5 

Latasha Holloway’s old and new addresses have always been contained within a majority-
HBACVAP district in the Illustrative Plan as well as all five Alternative Plans. Unintentionally, 
Georgia Allen’s address was not contained within a majority-HBACVAP district in any of the 
Plans. The maps in Appendix A depict each majority-HBACVAP district in the six plans, along 
with the location of the Plaintiffs’ addresses. 
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B. Review and Modify (Where Necessary) the Illustrative and Two Alternative Plans to Contain 
Both Plaintiffs in One of the Majority-HBACVAP Districts 

Since Georgia Allen’s address was the only residence that was not contained within a majority-
HBACVAP district, the plan modifications focused on including her address. The Illustrative 
Plan, Alternative Plan 1, and Alternative Plan 23 were easily modified to include Georgia Allen 
(see Appendixes A and B for maps and statistics). 
 
Ms. Allen’ address was in close proximity to majority-HBACVAP District 2 in many of the 
plans in my initial and rebuttal reports. Thus, the simplest modification centered on including her 
address within this district. It was not necessary to alter District 1, the other majority-HBACVAP 
district. 
 

i. Demographic District Statistics 
 
The modifications of District 2 to include Georgia Allen in the Illustrative Plan, Alternative Plan 
1, and Alternative Plan 2 did not alter District 2’s population deviation and HBACVAP 
percentages significantly from the previously developed Plans. In all three modified Plans, 
District 2 is closer to the ideal district size than it was before modification (i.e., District 2’s 
percent deviation decreased slightly). 
 
Reviewing the HBACVAP percentage, there is 0.79% or less difference for any of the three 
Plans (from original to modified). The HBACVAP percentage increased in District 2 of the 
Illustrative Plan after the modifications while the Alternative Plans decreased slightly. Table 2 
displays the Citizen Voting Age Population results for each modified plan. 
 

Table 2 – District 2 Illustrative, Alt 1, Alt 2 & Mod. Plans - Maj Race/Ethnicity 

District % Dev 

% 
HCVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

% 
WCVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

% 
BCVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

% 
ACVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

% 
HBA 

CVAP 
14-18 
ACS 

Illust Dst 2 -4.77% 7.73% 46.44% 38.58% 4.43% 50.75% 
Alt 1 Dst 2 -4.16% 8.15% 45.20% 39.58% 4.47% 52.16% 
Alt 2 Dst 2 -4.39% 8.47% 45.14% 39.55% 4.09% 52.11% 

Illust Mod Dst 2 0.61% 7.97% 46.22% 38.52% 4.39% 50.93% 
Alt 1 Mod Dst 2 0.11% 8.05% 45.81% 38.94% 4.41% 51.37% 
Alt 2 Mod Dst 2 1.61% 8.87% 45.91% 38.60% 3.91% 51.38% 

Note: 14-18 ACS is 2014-2018 5-Year ACS. Total Hispanic (HCVAP), Black (BCVAP), and Asian (ACVAP) may 
not sum to HBACVAP% due to summing totals prior to disaggregation  

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2014-2018 5-Yr ACS Block Group data, Maptitude for Redistricting Illustrative Plans 
 

 
3 Alternative Plan 2 continues to consist of only Block Groups for District 1 and 2 and thus CVAP calculations for 
these districts do not require disaggregation and aggregation of ACS data. 
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When Black and White (mixed race) CVAP data is considered, the HBACVAP percentages for 
the modified District 2 in the Illustrative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 Plans are 52.02%, 
52.47%, and 52.45% respectively. 

Since newly-updated CVAP estimates for 2014-2018 were released in January 2020, I also 
analyzed District 1 statistics with this data. Reviewing the 2014-2018 5-Year ACS HBACVAP 
percentage for District 1, HBACVAP percentages for District 1 (which was not modified) for the 
Illustrative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 Plans are 51.77%, 53.07%, and 52.72% respectively. 
Table 3 displays the Citizen Voting Age Population results for District 1 in both the original and 
modified Plans. 

Table 3 – District 1 Illustrative, Alt 1, Alt 2 & Mod. Plans – Maj Race/Ethnicity 

District % Dev 

% 
HCVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

% 
WCVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

% 
BCVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

% 
ACVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

% 
HBACVAP 

14-18 
ACS 

Illust Dst 1 Both -.36% 7.49% 44.02% 31.57% 12.67% 51.77% 
Alt 1 Dst 1 Both -4.77% 7.67% 42.66% 32.55% 12.89% 53.07% 
Alt 2 Dst 1 Both -4.84% 7.36% 43.10% 32.48% 12.89% 52.72% 

Note: 14-18 ACS is 2014-2018 5-Year ACS. Total Hispanic (HCVAP), Black (BCVAP), and Asian (ACVAP) may 
not sum to HBACVAP% due to summing totals prior to disaggregation  

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2014-2018 5-Yr ACS Block Group data, Maptitude for Redistricting Illustrative Plans 
 
When Black and White (mixed race) CVAP data is included in the HBACVAP percentage, the 
HBACVAP percentages for the modified District 1 in the Illustrative, Alternative 1, and 
Alternative 2 Plans are 52.91%, 54.31%, and 52.94%, respectively.  

It is also noteworthy that all three modified Plans showed an increase in HBACVAP percentage 
from the 2013-2017 to 2014-2018 ACS datasets. Finally, all of the modified Plans for Districts 1 
and District 2 remain above the 50% threshold whether the 2013-2017 or 2014-2018 ACS data is 
used. The modified Illustrative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 Plan’s HBACVAP percentages 
using the 2013-2017 5-Year ACS for District 1 were 50.03%, 51.50%, and 51.04%, respectively, 
and 50.24%, 50.87%, and 50.71%, respectively for District 2.  

ii. Compactness Measures 

Compactness scores for the modified version of District 2, using the Reock, Polsby-Popper, and 
Convex Hull measures, also did not change significantly when compared to the original 
Illustrative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 Plans (see Table 4). 
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Table 4 – District 2 Illustrative, Alt 1, Alt 2 & Mod. Plans Compactness Measurements 
District Reock Polsby-Popper Convex Hull 

Illust Dst 2 0.24 0.20 0.58 
Alt 1 Dst 2 0.20 0.16 0.54 
Alt 2 Dst 2 0.20 0.15 0.49 

Illust Mod Dst 2 0.21  0.16 0.53 
Alt 1 Mod Dst 2 0.21 0.15 0.51 
Alt 2 Mod Dst 2 0.20 0.14 0.47 

 
Source: Maptitude for Redistricting Compactness reports for Modified Illustrative, Alt 1, and Alt 2 Plans. 
 

iii. Political Subdivision Splits 

Once again, the political subdivision splits of District 2 in the Illustrative, Alternative 1, and 
Alternative 2 Plans4 were also not significantly altered after modifying the Plans (see Table 5). 
The total political subdivision splits remained less for the modified Illustrative, Alternative 1, 
and Alternative 2 Plans (at 15, 23, and 23 splits respectively, full reports in Appendix B) than the 
current residency plan, which contains 28 splits (full report on pages 78-79 in the Appendix to 
my July 15, 2019 Report). 

 Table 5 – District 2 Illustrative, Alt 1, Alt 2 & Mod. Plans Split VTDs 
Plan District 2 

Illust Dst 2 5 
Alt 1 Dst 2 7 
Alt 2 Dst 2 10 

Illust Mod Dst 2 7 
Alt 1 Mod Dst 2 8 
Alt 2 Mod Dst 2 10 

 
Source: Maptitude for Redistricting Political Subdivision Splits report for the Illustrative Plans. 

The following figures display the locations of Latasha Holloway’s new and old addresses (which 
have not been changed in any maps) and Georgia Allen’s residence in the modified Illustrative 
and Alternative Plans. 

 

 
4 Political subdivision splits in this context refer to Voting Tabulation Districts (VTDs). 
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Figures 3 and 4 show the Modified Illustrative Plan’s District 2, which contains both Latasha 
Holloway’s new and old addresses and Georgia Allen’s residence. 

 

  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3 – Virginia Beach Illustrative Plan Modification with Plaintiffs’ Addresses 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 

Figure 4 – Virginia Beach Illustrative Plan Modification Zoom with Plaintiffs’ Addresses 
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Figures 5 and 6 show the Modified Alternative 1 Plan’s District 2, which contains both Latasha 
Holloway’s new and old addresses and Georgia Allen’s residence. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5 – Virginia Beach Illustrative Alt 1 Plan Modification with Plaintiffs’ Addresses 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6 – Virginia Beach Illustrative Alt 1 Plan Modification Zoom with Plaintiffs’ Addresses 
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Figures 7 and 8 show the Modified Alternative 2 Plan’s District 2, which contains both Latasha 
Holloway’s new and old addresses and Georgia Allen’s residence. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7 – Virginia Beach Illustrative Alt 2 Plan Modification with Plaintiffs’ Addresses 

 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Figure 8 – Virginia Beach Illustrative Alt 2 Plan Modification Zoom with Plaintiffs’ Addresses 
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VII. Conclusions 
 
Plaintiff Latasha Holloway’s new and old addresses have always been in one of the majority-
HBACVAP districts in the original Illustrative Plan and the five (5) Alternative Plans. Plaintiff 
Georgia Allen’s address was not contained within any of the original demonstrative plans, but at 
least three of the plans can be easily modified to include both Ms. Allen and Ms. Holloway in 
majority-HBACVAP District 2, as demonstrated in this report. 
 
After modifying the Illustrative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 Plans, it is clear that both 
Latasha Holloway’s new and old addresses, as well as Georgia Allen’s address, can be included 
within District 2 of the analyzed plans. In addition, after the plan modifications, the redistricting 
criteria of equal population, compactness, and political subdivision splits were reasonable and 
did not change significantly from the original plans. Finally, the HBACVAP percentages for 
each modification of District 2 are still above 50% HBACVAP, whether including or excluding 
Black and White (mixed race) CVAP. Therefore, I conclude that at least one majority-
HBACVAP district can be easily drawn that contains both Plaintiffs’ residences, and in fact all 
three modified Plans continue to include two majority-HBACVAP districts for the City of 
Virginia Beach. 
 
 
 
 
I, Anthony E. Fairfax, am over the age of 18 and fully competent to make this declaration. I 
declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that the foregoing is true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge. 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Anthony E. Fairfax 
 
Date: _____3/16/2020_____________ 
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