
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA  

JACKSONVILLE DIVISION  
 
JACKSONVILLE BRANCH  
OF THE NAACP, et al., 
 

 Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 

CITY OF JACKSONVILLE, et al., 
 

 Defendants. 

Case No. 3:22-cv-493-MMH-LLL 

 / 
 

NOTICE OF FILING CORRECTED FAIRFAX REPORT 
AND CORRECTED REMEDIAL BRIEF 

 
As discussed during the November 21 status conference, see ECF 91, Plaintiffs 

give notice of filing the attached Corrected Expert Report of Anthony E. Fairfax 

(“Corrected Fairfax Report”) and Corrected Objections to the City’s Proposed 

Remedial Plan and Submission of Alternative Plans (“Corrected Remedial Brief”). 

The Corrected Fairfax Report corrects the following errors in the original Fairfax 

Report (ECF 89-1): 

1. First, certain images of P1, P2, and P3 mistakenly assigned a single 

unpopulated census block to D11 instead of D3. These maps appear at pp. 

29, 30, 48, 49, 50, and 100. This correction does not affect any data tables. 

2. Second, one map and one data table for P1 incorrectly reflect the D2/D8 

border copied from Ordinance 2022-800, rather than Plaintiffs’ “adjusted 

and regularized” redrawn border. ECF 90 (Remedial Brief) at 40 n.16. This 

map and table appear at pp. 48 and 133. The printed P1 map delivered to 
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the Court on Friday is the correct version. 

3. Additionally, the aesthetic formatting of maps at pp. 46–51 were inconsistent 

with the printed maps Plaintiffs delivered to the Court on Friday. They have 

been updated to reflect the consistent styling of the maps delivered to the 

Court. 

The attached Corrected Remedial Brief replaces the following four corrected 

images from the Corrected Fairfax Report: 

1. p. 35 – map of P1 (Fairfax Report at 48) – stray block in D3 and aesthetic 

changes. 

2. p. 36 – map of P2 (Fairfax Report at 49) – stray block in D3 and aesthetic 

changes. 

3. p. 39 – map of P2 and CPACs (Fairfax Report at 100) – stray block in D3. 

4. p. 41 – map of P3 (Fairfax Report at 50) – stray block in D3 and aesthetic 

changes. 

The ECF citation to the Fairfax Report on page 1 is changed from 89-1 to 92-1. 

There are no other changes in the Corrected Remedial Brief. The Corrected Fairfax 

Report does not affect any data cited or conclusions made in the Remedial Brief.  

The block assignment files for P1, P2, and P3 filed with the Court and shared 

with Defense Counsel, and the Google Maps linked at Remedial Brief p. 34 n.13, are 

all correct. 

Plaintiffs will promptly deliver courtesy copies of this filing (including new 

printed maps) to the Court. 
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Plaintiffs’ counsel regrets the errors and apologizes for the confusion caused. 

 
Respectfully submitted on this 22nd day of November, 2022, 

 
 /s/ Nicholas Warren            
 
Nicholas Warren (FBN 1019018)  
ACLU FOUNDATION OF FLORIDA, INC.  
336 East College Avenue, Ste. 203  
Tallahassee, FL 32301  
(786) 363-1769  
nwarren@aclufl.org  
   
Daniel B. Tilley (FBN 102882)  
Caroline A. McNamara (FBN 1038312) 
ACLU FOUNDATION OF FLORIDA, INC.  
4343 West Flagler Street, Ste. 400  
Miami, FL 33134  
(786) 363-2714  
dtilley@aclufl.org  
cmcnamara@aclufl.org 
   
Daniel J. Hessel* †  
Ruth Greenwood* 
Theresa J. Lee*  
Nicholas Stephanopoulos* 
ELECTION LAW CLINIC  
HARVARD LAW SCHOOL  
6 Everett Street, Ste. 4105  
Cambridge, MA 02138  
(617) 495-5202  
dhessel@law.harvard.edu 
rgreenwood@law.harvard.edu   
thlee@law.harvard.edu  
nstephanopoulos@law.harvard.edu  
   

  
  
Krista Dolan (FBN 1012147)  
Matletha Bennette (FBN 1003257)  
SOUTHERN POVERTY LAW CENTER  
P.O. Box 10788  
Tallahassee, FL 32301-2788  
(850) 521-3000  
krista.dolan@splcenter.org 
matletha.bennette@splcenter.org  
   
Bradley E. Heard*  
Jack Genberg*  
SOUTHERN POVERTY LAW CENTER  
150 East Ponce de Leon Ave., Ste. 340  
Decatur, GA 30030  
(404) 521-6700  
bradley.heard@splcenter.org  
jack.genberg@splcenter.org   

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 

* Special admission         † Federal practice only 
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I. Introduction 

1. I have been retained by counsel to provide a series of thematic and demographic maps and 

tables of Jacksonville, Florida. These maps and tables relate to Jacksonville’s city council 

redistricting plans, including the Enjoined, plaintiffs’, and other alternative plans that were 

submitted. 

II. Qualifications 

2. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering (BSEE) from Virginia Tech 

in 1982 and a Master of Geospatial Information Science and Technology (MGIST) degree 

from N.C. State University in 2016. 

3. Currently, I am a demographic and mapping consultant and the CEO/Principal Consultant of 

CensusChannel LLC. As a consultant working on redistricting issues over the last thirty years, 

I have developed nearly one thousand redistricting plans during the last four 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 multiple states throughout the country. 

In addition, during that timeframe, I have provided consulting services for numerous non-profit 

and public-sector groups centering on redistricting plan development, analysis, and training. 

4. Throughout the redistricting cycles, I have provided services and/or training for several notable 

national and regional organizations including: the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), 

Campaign Legal Center, Congressional Black Caucus Institute (CBC Institute), Louisiana 

Legislative Black Caucus (LLBC), NAACP, NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, 
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Power Coalition for Equity and Justice, Southern Coalition for Social Justice (SCSJ), and 

Southern Echo. 

5. Recently, I was hired to develop an illustrative redistricting plan for the Robinson v. Ardoin 

court case. The Illustrative plan included two majority-Black congressional districts as 

opposed to one that was included in the state legislature’s approved plan. The illustrative 

plan, report, and testimony provided evidence of the first prong in Thornburg v. Gingles in 

proving dilution of Black voting strength in violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act 

(VRA). The effort included plan development, expert report, rebuttal report, and testimony. 

6. In 2021, I was hired to develop an illustrative redistricting plan for the Arkansas State 

Conference NAACP v. Arkansas Board of Apportionment court case. The Illustrative plan 

included five additional majority-Black House districts as opposed to the Board of 

Apportionment plan. The plan, report, and testimony provided evidence of the first prong in 

Thornburg v. Gingles in proving the dilution of Black voting strength in violation of 

Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act (VRA). The overall effort included plan development, 

expert report, rebuttal report, and testimony. 

7. Prior to this round of redistricting, I was hired to develop illustrative redistricting plans, 

associated expert reports, depositions, and provide testimony in the Holloway v. City of 

Virginia Beach court case. The Illustrative plans included two majority Latino, Black and 

Asian (LBA) combined coalition districts to provide evidence of the first prong in Gingles 

for the city of Virginia Beach, VA. Ultimately, for the remedial phase, I developed a plan 

which included a three majority Latino, Black, and Asian district for the city of Virginia 

Beach, VA. 
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8. Also, prior to the 2020 redistricting cycle, I was hired to be the Districting Master for the City 

of Everett, Washington. The task was to assist the city’s Redistricting Commission with 

developing their districting plan. The city moved from a fully seven-member at-large voting 

system to five single-member districts and two members elected at-large. As Districting 

Master, I shepherded the commission through the entire plan development process as they 

successfully developed the city’s first districting system. 

9. In addition to Arkansas, Louisiana, and Virginia, I have testified and provided depositions as a 

redistricting expert in North Carolina and Texas. I provided testimony with a focus on 

demographic and mapping analysis in federal and state court cases. This included: Covington 

v. North Carolina (North Carolina), NC NAACP v. State of North Carolina (North Carolina), 

Wright v. North Carolina (North Carolina) Perez v. Perry (Texas), and Perez v. Abbott 

(Texas). 

10. My redistricting/GIS experience and work as an expert are contained within my attached 

resume (see Appendix A). 

III. Software, Data, and Technical Process Utilized 

11. One of the primary applications utilized was Maptitude for Redistricting (“Maptitude”) by 

Caliper Corporation. Maptitude for Redistricting is one of the leading redistricting software 

applications used by consultants, major non-profit groups, and governmental entities.1 The 

software included Census 2020 data (“PL94-171”) for the county of Jacksonville, FL, that 

was employed during the plan’s reproduction process. 

 
1 See https://www.caliper.com/mtrnews/clients.htm for Maptitude for Redistricting’s client list. 
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12. ESRI’s2 ArcGIS’s ArcMap application was used to generate the final maps. Microsoft Excel 

(“Excel”)  was utilized to create all of the data tables. 

13. Several datasets were utilized during this effort: 

a) The 2020 census data for the total population were obtained from Caliper Corporation’s 
datasets for the city of Jacksonville, FL. 

b) Counsel provided the geographic boundaries for the Enjoined, plaintiffs’, and alternative 
plans submitted. The Enjoined and Plaintiff’s plans were provided as Block Equivalency 
Files (BEQ) in comma delimited format (.csv), while the submitted files were provided in 
ESRI’s shapefile format.3 Also provided were data for MCC neighborhoods, CPAC 
districts, and water blocks. 

IV. Methodology 

14. All plans were recreated using the Maptitude software. Once plans were recreated, district 

boundaries were exported to shapefiles. In most instances, the shapefiles were imported into 

ArcGIS ArcMap application for map creation. Maps created for the alternative submitted 

plans used the original shapefile that was obtained from counsel. 

15. The data tables were generated chiefly from Maptitude reports, including population 

deviation, compactness measures, core retention, and major demographic data. The 

Maptitude reports were exported and then imported into Excel for the creation of the final 

tables. 

16. The 2020 Census’ Hispanic or Latino (Hisp) category was used for the Hispanic population. 

Not Hispanic White Alone NHWht)4 was used for the White population. And, Any Part 

 
2 ESRI, the creator of the “shapefile,” is one of the leading GIS corporations in the world. 
3 Caliper Corporation provides 2020 Census Data (PL94-171 data) in a format readable for their software, Maptitude 
for Redistricting. The population data are identical to the data provided by the Census Bureau. 
4 The Alone category includes only surveyed persons who selected one race (e.g. single race Black or single race 
White, etc.). 
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Black (APBlk)5 was used for the Black population. The analysis included both the total 

population and voting age population (“VAP”). 

17. Demographics for the MCC neighborhoods were generated by importing the shapefile into 

Maptitude as a plan and exporting the dataview table as the results. 

18. Grouped district core analyses were generated using Maptitude to create the grouped districts 

and run Core Constituents reports for comparison. 

19. Multiple maps and tables were generated and collated into their respective packages and are 

included in this report’s appendices. 

V. Results - Map and Tabular Products Created 

20. A summary of the products created include that are contained within the appendices: 

a) Appendix B1 (District maps of plans). Includes district maps using various colors 
and containing neighborhood locations. The following plans were created:  

• Enjoined 
• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 
• Lime 
• Maroon IIA 
• Maroon IIB 
• Maroon IIC 
• Maroon IIIA Fix 

• Maroon IIIA 
• Maroon IIIB 
• Maroon IIIC 
• Maroon IIID 
• Maroon IIIE 
• Maroon IIIF Fix 
• Maroon IIIF 
• Maroon 
• Orange 

 
  

 
5 Any Part Black includes all single race Black in addition to mix raced categories that includes Black and other 
races. Hispanic Black are also included in the population. Therefore, there exists a slight overlap of population 
between Hispanic and Any Part Black that include Hispanic Black population. 
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b) Appendix B2 (District maps of plans for large-size printing). Includes district maps 
similar to the Appendix above; however, configured for poster printing – 24 inch x 
36 inch. The following plans were included: 

• Enjoined 
• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P 

 
c) Appendix B3 (Population deviation tables). Includes tables with the 14 districts that 

contain the total population, deviation from the ideal population, and deviation percentage. 
Data were extracted from Maptitude’s population summary reports. The following plans 
were included: 

• Enjoined 
• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 

 
d) Appendix B4 (Compactness score table). Includes a table with three major 

compactness measures: Reock, Polsby Popper, and Convex Hull for each district. 
Only the challenged seven challenged districts are included: 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14. 
The final row contains the mean or average scores for the plan. Data were extracted 
from Maptitude’s compactness measure reports. The following plans were included 
in the compactness table: 

• Enjoined 
• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 

 
e) Appendix B5 (Maps of district silhouettes). Includes visualizations of district shapes with 

water locations added. Only Districts 7, 8, 9, 10, and 14 were generated. The following 
plans were included: 

• Enjoined 
• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 
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f) Appendix B6 (Tables with neighborhoods and neighborhood splits). Includes two tables. 
One with neighborhoods (MCC Zones) with demographics and a second displaying the 
number of neighborhoods that are split by each district. Neighborhoods were recreated in 
Maptitude with demographic data exported. Data was exported from Maptitude’s 
communities of interest report for the neighborhood splits table. The following plans 
were included: 

• Enjoined 
• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 

 
g) Appendix B7 (Map with CPAC District Splits). Includes a table that displays the number 

of CPAC districts contained within each council district. Only the challenged seven 
challenged districts are included: 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14. Data were extracted from 
Maptitude’s communities of interest report using CPAC District boundaries. The 
following plans were included: 

• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 

 

h) Appendix B8 (Map of 2022-800 Plan with Enjoined Plan Grouped Districts) Includes a 
map with Enjoined Districts 7-10 Merged (grouped) and Districts 1-6 & 11-14 Merged 
into two large districts. Overlayed on top are the boundaries of the 2022-800 Plan. 

i) Appendix B9 (Maps showing population density). Included are maps depicting population 
dot density, with each dot representing 100 persons. Also included is a table listing each 
plan’s population density (population/sq mi) for Districts 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, and 14. The 
following plans were included: 

• Enjoined 
• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 

 

j) Appendix B10 (Map of the Demonstration Plan), Included is a map configuration of the 
“Demonstration Plan” and a table including the BVAP for D7-D10. 
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k) Appendix B11 (Table containing the population retained from the Enjoined plan). 
Included are the population and percentage of the amount retained within the compared 
district. Data were extracted from Maptitude’s Core Constituency report using the 
Enjoined plan for comparison. The following plans were included: 

• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 

 
l) Appendix B12 (Tables comparing the population and percentages of the “NW 

Jacksonville” districts). Included are the “packed “districts (7, 8, 9, 10) plus the “stripped 
districts” (2, 12, 14). Demographics including total, Hispanic, White, and Black raw 
numbers and as a percentage of the totals for NW Jacksonville were included. Population 
and percentages were included for the following areas: 1) Area covered by districts 7-10; 
2) Area covered by districts 2, 12, 14; 3) District 2; 4) District 12, and 5) District 14. The 
following plans were included: 

• Enjoined 
• 2022-800 
• P1 
• P2 
• P3 
• Lime 
• Maroon IIA 
• Maroon IIB 
• Maroon IIC 
• Maroon IIIA Fix 

• Maroon IIIA 
• Maroon IIIB 
• Maroon IIIC 
• Maroon IIID 
• Maroon IIIE 
• Maroon IIIF Fix 
• Maroon IIIF 
• Maroon 
• Orange 

 
m) Appendix B13 (Table of summary of demographics of people moved from Districts 7-10 

in the Enjoined into Districts  2, 12, 14 in the 2022-800 plan). Included are the number of 
persons moved and the demographic breakdown (raw number and as a percentage of the 
total). 

n) Appendix B14 (Table including border areas analysis data). Included are portions of the 
city (groups of census blocks) where decisions were made to move those blocks into or 
out of other districts. The table consists of a demographic breakdown of each area (total, 
Hispanic, White, and Black). Ten areas are included: 

1. Portion of Cedar Hills moved from 9 to 14 
2. Portion of Avondale moved from 14 to 10 
3. Portion of Biltmore moved from 14 to 10 
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4. Lakeshore and Fairfax area not moved out of 14 and into 10 
5. First Argyle area not moved out of 9 and into 14 
6. Second Argyle area not moved out of 9 and into 14 
7. Remainder of Argyle that stayed in 9 
8. Areas moved from 10 into 9 
9. San Mateo area moved into 2 
10. Oceanway/Yellow Bluff areas moved out of 2 

VI. Appendices 

21. The following appendices are included with this report: 

• Appendix A - Resume of Anthony E. Fairfax 

• Appendix B1-14 - Maps and Data Tables 

 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the forgoing is true 
and correct: 
 

Executed, this day, November 21, 2022, in Hampton, Virginia 

 

 

Anthony Fairfax 
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Resume of Anthony E. Fairfax    Page 1 

 

Anthony "Tony" Fairfax 
    16 Castle Haven Road, Hampton, Virginia 23666 

Office Telephone: (757) 838‐3881 
Email: fairfax@censuschannel.com 

Experience Highlights: 

 Demographic, Geographic & Voter Data Analysis 

 Multiple GIS Software/Census Data Skillsets 

 Redistricting Plan Development & Analysis 

 Redistricting Expert Reports & Testimony 

 Redistricting Presentations & Training 

 ESRI ArcGIS Map Applications & Dashboards 

 Maptitude for Redistricting Proficiency 

 Professional Presentations/Training Experience 

Education: 

Master of Geospatial Information Science and Technology (2016) 
North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North Carolina 

Graduate Certificate in Geographic Information Systems (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 centering on: redistricting support (extensive use and analysis of traditional 
redistricting principles); demographic/socioeconomic, geographic, and voting data; GIS, Census Data, and 
Redistricting training; GIS data processing/conversion; expert redistricting plan development, analysis, 
depositions, testimony, and training. Major clientele and projects include: 

 Town of Cheverly, MD (2022 – Present) – Providing advice, consultation, and redistricting plan 
development services as redistricting consultant to the town. Efforts center on developing new 
districting plans for the town. 

 My Brother’s Keeper Alliance, Chicago, IL (2022 – Present) – Providing demographic and 
socioeconomic analysis of select neighborhood communities. 

 City of Baltimore, MD Office of Council President (2022) – Provided advice, consultation, and 
redistricting plan development services as redistricting consultant to the city’s Office of Council 
President. Efforts center on the alternative development of districting plans for the city.  

 The ACLU, New York, NY (2021 ‐ 2022) – Providing expert plan development services centering on 
the states of Alabama and Arkansas. 

 The Power Coalition, New Orleans, LA (2021 ‐ 2022) ‐ Providing technical advice and input for 
building an equitable redistricting process in Louisiana for communities, legislators, and 
organizations. Providing analysis and plan alternatives for Louisiana state legislative House and 
Senate districts where Black voters could elect a candidate of choice. 

13
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 Crescent City Media Group, New Orleans, LA (2021) – Provided redistricting training to the 
PreRedistricting Lab. Training centered on various educational presentations and hands‐on sessions 
to community leaders and local/state legislators. 

 NAACP Legal Defense Fund (LDF), New York, NY (2020 – 2022) ‐ Provided redistricting 
development and analysis of various district configurations for city, county, and state‐level plans. 

 Crowd Academy [an SCSJ sponsored effort], Durham, NC (2020 ‐ Present) ‐ Provided redistricting 
training and support. Training centered on presentations on "How the Lines are Drawn" which 
focuses on pre‐plan development and plan development activities of redistricting. The target 
attendee included individuals in Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. The 
effort also includes providing mentorship to Academy Fellows and Academy Mentors. 

 City of Everett, WA, Everett, WA (2020) – Provided advice, consultation, and mapping services as 
Districting Master to the city of Everett, WA's Districting Commission. Efforts centered on the 
development of the city's first districting plan. Also assisted with answering questions at public 
forums and developed an ArcGIS web map application for public access of all plans. 

 NAACP, Baltimore, MD (2018 ‐ Present) – Providing GIS consulting services via the NAACP (as fiscal 
agent) to the Racial Equity Anchor Collaborative (consisting of the Advancement Project, APIA 
Health Forum, Demos, Faith in Action, NAACP, National Urban League, NCAI, Race Forward, and 
Unidos US). Efforts include the development of the Racial Equity 2020 Census Data Hub. The Data 
Hub utilized ESRI's Hub Cloud platform, that centralized web maps, mapping applications, and 
dashboards into a common platform that enabled collaborative partners to locate hard‐to‐count 
areas by major race or ethnicity. 

 Southern Echo, Jackson, MS (2018 ‐ Present) – Providing Map related educational products 
pertaining to the state of Mississippi. Also provided redistricting training sessions to Southern Echo 
partners throughout the south. Also provided GIS data, maps, and 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, deliverables include map‐centered projects centering on 
education, GOTV, and redistricting. 

 Campaign Legal Center, Washington, DC (2018 –2021) – Developed illustrative redistricting plans, 
associated expert reports, depositions, and testimony in the Holloway v City of Virginia Beach court 
case. The Illustrative plans 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 (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. Analyses covered certain district characteristics, including 
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 the creation of a proprietary application for the use of targeting real estate 
investment properties. 

 Congressman G.K. Butterfield, NC (2016 & 2021) ‐ Developed several congressional district plan 
alternatives for the State of North Carolina. Provided analyses on alternative district configurations. 
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 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 (CBC Institute), Washington, DC (2011 ‐ 2012) ‐ Provided 
contract duties as the Project Director and Consulting Demographer for the CBC 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. Focus included districts where Black voters could elect a candidate of choice. 

 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. 

Also, 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 was 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 
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. 
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 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 SCSJ. 

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 from various parts of the country on all aspects of 
redistricting plan development and principles. Also, two hands‐on redistricting scenarios were 
created to train large audiences on the plan development process. 

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 of over 75 
congressional district plans. Responsible for all setup and configuration of hardware and GIS software and 
performed all development and analyses 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. 

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: 

 

 

16

Case 3:22-cv-00493-MMH-LLL   Document 92-1   Filed 11/22/22   Page 16 of 140 PageID 7790



 

Resume of Anthony E. Fairfax    Page 5 

 

 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.  

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. 
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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 
multi‐million 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‐founder ‐ 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. 

Engineering & Economics Research (EER) Systems. Newport News, VA (1986 ‐ 1987) 
Hardware Design Engineer and Electronics Engineer ‐ Provided engineering and select project management 
support for the development of the following million/multi‐million 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. Performed as Project Task Manager for a team of engineers, computer 
programmers, and technical support personnel in the development of a position location player 
unit for the Army (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 Clients & Testimony Related Efforts: 

NAACP, New York, New York, NY (2022) 
Developed an illustrative redistricting plan and associated expert report for the Robinson v. Ardoin  
redistricting court case. The Illustrative plan included a second additional majority Black district as opposed 
to the State’s plan. The plan, report and testimony provided evidence of the first prong in Gingles in proving 
dilution of Black voting strength in violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act (VRA). The effort included 
plan development, expert report, rebuttal report, and testimony. 

ACLU, New York, New York, NY (2021 – 2022) 
Developed an illustrative redistricting plan and associated expert report for the Arkansas State Conference 
NAACP v. Arkansas Board of Apportionment preliminary injunction case. The Illustrative plan included five 
additional majority Black districts as opposed to the Board of Apportionment plan. The plan, report and 
testimony provided evidence of the first prong in Gingles in proving dilution of Black voting strength in 
violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act (VRA). The effort included plan development, expert report, 
rebuttal report, and testimony. 

Campaign Legal Center, Washington, DC (2018 – 2020) 
Developed multiple illustrative redistricting plans and associated expert reports for Latasha Holloway v City 
of Virginia Beach court case. The Illustrative Plans included two majority Hispanic, Black, and Asian 
combined (Coalition) districts for the purpose of providing evidence of the first prong in Gingles in the 
section 2 court case. The effort included an additional rebuttal, supplemental report, deposition, and 
testimony. 

Virginia NAACP, Richmond, VA (2018) 
Developed a statewide remedial plan for Bethune‐Hill v. Virginia State Bd. of Elections. The plan corrected 
11 unconstitutional racial gerrymandered state House districts in the Richmond, Peninsula, and Southside 
Hampton Roads areas. 

Southern Coalition for Social Justice (SCSJ), Durham, NC (2018) 
Developed a demonstrative remedial redistricting plan and associated expert report as well as provided a 
deposition for North Carolina State Conference of NAACP Branches v. Lewis Wake County Superior Court 
case. The demonstrative remedial plan corrected the two Wake County, N.C. 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 map drawer 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 report, deposition, and testimony for the Perez v. Abbott US Federal District Court Case. 
Analyses focused on certain redistricting criteria, 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 U.S. 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. 
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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 benchmark 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 an analysis of population extrapolations and projections for several submitted 
plans for select congressional and House districts. 

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 an 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 an 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 report, deposition, and testimony 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 legislative 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. The 
report contained analyses 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.  
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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 metro Dade 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. 

Major GIS/Demographic/Redistricting Training and Presentations: 

Southern Echo (2021) 
Presented multiple training sessions (11 planned) on various aspects of redistricting. Included both 
presentations and ultimately hands‐on (Dave's Redistricting) 

Crowd Academy (2020 – 2021) 
Presented multiple Training sessions (>25) that center on "How the lines are Drawn" which focuses on the 
plan development activities of redistricting. 

Crescent City Media Group (2021) 
Presented ten three‐hour‐long training sessions on various aspects of redistricting. Included both 
presentations and hands‐on (Maptitude for Redistricting) 
 
NAACP LDF/MALDEF Expert Convening (2021) 
Provided multiple sessions to potential future experts on expert report development, giving depositions, 
and providing testimony.  

SIF Voting Rights Convening (2021) 
Presented on a panel the unique aspects and issues pertaining to the 2020 round of redistricting. 

Major GIS/Demographic/Redistricting Training and Presentations (cont.): 

SIF Voting Rights Convening (2020) 
Presented on a panel various preparatory aspects and questions that should be addressed prior to the 
development of plans. 

Delta Days in the Nation's Capital, Washington, DC (2020) 
Provided panel presentation on suggested efforts in preparation for the next round of redistricting. Plenary 
presentation to several hundred Delta Sigma Theta (DST) sorority sisters throughout the country. 

William and Mary, Williamsburg, VA (2019) 
Presented lecture to the GIS and Districting course students centering on improving as well as potential 
adverse trade‐offs from improvements of the adopted redistricting plan chosen by the special masters of 
the Bethune‐Hill v. Virginia State Bd. of Elections redistricting case. 
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Southern Echo, Jackson, Mississippi (2019) 
Provided detailed training/presentation (3 hours) on various aspects of redistricting. Topics included: 
Relevant redistricting court cases, traditional redistricting criteria, and redistricting data. 

William and Mary, Williamsburg, VA (2018) 
Presented lecture to the GIS and Districting course students centering on aspects of the Bethune‐Hill v. 
Virginia State Bd. of Elections redistricting case. Discussion pertained to how to develop a plan that 
corrected the 11 unconstitutional racial gerrymandered states House districts. 

Congressional Black Caucus Institute, Washington, DC (2016) 
Presented at the annual legislative conference in Tunica, MS. Presented the election demographic analysis 
for the 2016 presidential and Senate elections. Panel also included Congressman Cedrick Richmond (L.A.), 
Congressman Sanford Bishop (G.A.), 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 (I.L.). 

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 panelists 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. 

Major GIS/Demographic/Redistricting Training and Presentations (cont.): 

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. 
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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 scenarios 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 scenarios to young legislators on developing a plan 
without the use of computers. 

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 – Initial 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 
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GIS Skillset/Coding Languages:

 Geocoding Data 

 Linear Referencing 

 Digital Cardinality 

 Spatial Statistics 

 Suitability Analysis 

 Image Classification 

 ArcGIS Web Services 

 pdAdmin 

 Python 

 PostgreSQ

 

ESRI Training 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 

 A Step by Step Guide to Using Census 2000 Data, MediaChannel LLC, March 2004. Also included was 
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). 
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District Population Deviation % Deviation

1 72,718 1,606 2.26%

2 72,283 1,171 1.65%

3 73,978 2,866 4.03%

4 71,902 790 1.11%

5 74,201 3,089 4.34%

6 72,247 1,135 1.60%

7 68,060 ‐3,052 ‐4.29%

8 67,916 ‐3,196 ‐4.49%

9 67,745 ‐3,367 ‐4.73%

10 68,777 ‐2,335 ‐3.28%

11 73,503 2,391 3.36%

12 67,696 ‐3,416 ‐4.80%

13 74,348 3,236 4.55%

14 70,193 ‐919 ‐1.29%

Total Dev% 9.35%

Jacksonville, FL

Enjoined Plan

Population Deviation
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District Population Deviation % Deviation

1 72,718 1,606 2.26%

2 68,083 ‐3,029 ‐4.26%

3 74,659 3,547 4.99%

4 71,923 811 1.14%

5 74,180 3,068 4.31%

6 72,247 1,135 1.60%

7 67,891 ‐3,221 ‐4.53%

8 73,252 2,140 3.01%

9 67,801 ‐3,311 ‐4.66%

10 69,544 ‐1,568 ‐2.20%

11 72,822 1,710 2.40%

12 67,585 ‐3,527 ‐4.96%

13 74,348 3,236 4.55%

14 68,514 ‐2,598 ‐3.65%

Total Dev% 9.95%

Jacksonville, FL

2022‐800 Plan

Population Deviation
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District Population Deviation % Deviation

1 72,718 1,606 2.26%

2 68,266 ‐2,846 ‐4.00%

3 74,659 3,547 4.99%

4 71,923 811 1.14%

5 74,180 3,068 4.31%

6 72,247 1,135 1.60%

7 68,007 ‐3,105 ‐4.37%

8 68,698 ‐2,414 ‐3.39%

9 68,150 ‐2,962 ‐4.17%

10 72,532 1,420 2.00%

11 72,822 1,710 2.40%

12 67,840 ‐3,272 ‐4.60%

13 74,348 3,236 4.55%

14 69,177 ‐1,935 ‐2.72%

Total Dev% 9.59%

Jacksonville, FL

Plantiff's 1 Plan

Population Deviation
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District Population Deviation % Deviation

1 72,718 1,606 2.26%

2 68,083 ‐3,029 ‐4.26%

3 74,659 3,547 4.99%

4 71,923 811 1.14%

5 74,180 3,068 4.31%

6 72,247 1,135 1.60%

7 70,007 ‐1,105 ‐1.55%

8 68,881 ‐2,231 ‐3.14%

9 68,190 ‐2,922 ‐4.11%

10 70,028 ‐1,084 ‐1.52%

11 72,822 1,710 2.40%

12 68,895 ‐2,217 ‐3.12%

13 74,348 3,236 4.55%

14 68,586 ‐2,526 ‐3.55%

Total Dev% 9.25%

Jacksonville, FL

Plaintiff's 2 Plan

Population Deviation
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District Population Deviation % Deviation

1 72,718 1,606 2.26%

2 68,083 ‐3,029 ‐4.26%

3 74,659 3,547 4.99%

4 71,923 811 1.14%

5 74,180 3,068 4.31%

6 72,247 1,135 1.60%

7 68,237 ‐2,875 ‐4.04%

8 67,903 ‐3,209 ‐4.51%

9 68,590 ‐2,522 ‐3.55%

10 67,700 ‐3,412 ‐4.80%

11 72,822 1,710 2.40%

12 67,585 ‐3,527 ‐4.96%

13 74,348 3,236 4.55%

14 74,572 3,460 4.87%

Total Dev% 9.95%

Jacksonville, FL

Plaintiff's 3 Plan

Population Deviation
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Appendix B4

Compactness Measure Tables
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District Reock Polsby‐Popper Area/Convex Hull

2 0.49 0.28 0.75

7 0.30 0.18 0.62

8 0.49 0.31 0.73

9 0.19 0.15 0.54

10 0.20 0.19 0.61

12 0.55 0.56 0.90

14 0.32 0.22 0.64

Mean 0.39 0.37 0.74

Jacksonville, FL

Enjoined Plan

Compactness Measurements
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District Reock Polsby‐Popper Area/Convex Hull

2 0.49 0.27 0.73

7 0.39 0.41 0.79

8 0.54 0.31 0.81

9 0.27 0.31 0.67

10 0.39 0.34 0.77

12 0.50 0.69 0.97

14 0.39 0.33 0.69

Mean 0.42 0.42 0.78

Jacksonville, FL

2022‐800 Plan

Compactness Measurements
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District Reock Polsby‐Popper Area/Convex Hull

2 0.46 0.29 0.79

7 0.42 0.39 0.68

8 0.53 0.33 0.83

9 0.30 0.39 0.76

10 0.40 0.50 0.89

12 0.46 0.51 0.83

14 0.65 0.72 0.93

Mean 0.44 0.46 0.80

Jacksonville, FL

Plaintiffs' 1 Plan

Compactness Measurements
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District Reock Polsby‐Popper Area/Convex Hull

2 0.49 0.27 0.73

7 0.36 0.32 0.67

8 0.55 0.33 0.82

9 0.36 0.42 0.81

10 0.37 0.41 0.81

12 0.53 0.64 0.90

14 0.47 0.50 0.85

Mean 0.44 0.44 0.79

Jacksonville, FL

Plaintiffs' 2 Plan

Compactness Measurements
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District Reock Polsby‐Popper Area/Convex Hull

2 0.49 0.27 0.73

7 0.39 0.33 0.67

8 0.55 0.33 0.81

9 0.40 0.40 0.71

10 0.44 0.48 0.85

12 0.50 0.69 0.97

14 0.36 0.51 0.92

Mean 0.44 0.45 0.80

Jacksonville, FL

Plaintiffs' 3 Plan

Compactness Measurements
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Maps of District Silhouettes 
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Jacksonville, FL
District 7

Enjoined Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 8

Enjoined Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 9

Enjoined Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 10

Enjoined Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 14

Enjoined Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 7

2022-800 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 8

2022-800 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 9

2022-800 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 10

2022-800 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 14

2022-800 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 7

Plaintiffs' 1 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 8

Plaintiffs' 1 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 9

Plaintiffs' 1 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 10

Plaintiffs' 1 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 14

Plaintiffs' 1 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 7

Plaintiffs' 2 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 8

Plaintiffs' 2 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 9

Plaintiffs' 2 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 10

Plaintiffs' 2 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 14

Plaintiffs' 2 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 7

Plaintiffs' 3 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 8

Plaintiffs' 3 Plan

86

Case 3:22-cv-00493-MMH-LLL   Document 92-1   Filed 11/22/22   Page 86 of 140 PageID 7860



Jacksonville, FL
District 9

Plaintiffs' 3 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 10

Plaintiffs' 3 Plan
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Jacksonville, FL
District 14

Plaintiffs' 3 Plan
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Table with Neighborhood Splits 
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Jacksonville, FL
MCC Neighborhoods

Voting Age Population

Neighborhood

Pop Density

Pop/Sq Mil Population VAP HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

29th & Chase 6,919                2,018               1,438        31              2.16% 50               3.48% 1,354         94.16%

45th & Moncrief 1,969                3,283               2,174        39              1.79% 125             5.75% 2,008         92.36%

Alderman Park 4,217                3,745               2,845        326            11.46% 1,371          48.19% 913            32.09%

Allendale 2,537                2,320               1,604        62              3.87% 285             17.77% 1,228         76.56%

Argyle Forrest 2,962                4,658               3,499        474            13.55% 1,675          47.87% 1,096         31.32%

Arlington 3,734                5,200               3,886        714            18.37% 1,574          40.50% 1,480         38.09%

Arlington Hills 5,891                8,148               6,319        869            13.75% 2,683          42.46% 2,302         36.43%

Arlington Manor 6,025                5,410               4,098        770            18.79% 1,288          31.43% 1,835         44.78%

Arlingtonwood 3,741                6,233               4,880        842            17.25% 2,183          44.73% 1,468         30.08%

Arrowhead 3,917                3,758               3,010        357            11.86% 2,108          70.03% 300            9.97%

Atantic Highlands 2,921                2,821               2,392        169            7.07% 1,935          80.89% 122            5.10%

Atlantic Beach 4,067                13,107            10,948      634            5.79% 8,898          81.28% 849            7.75%

Atlantic Blvd. Estate 3,469                4,219               3,234        408            12.62% 1,718          53.12% 931            28.79%

Avondale 4,225                5,720               4,811        288            5.99% 4,150          86.26% 141            2.93%

Baldwin 689                    1,396               1,054        40              3.80% 724             68.69% 246            23.34%

Bayard 1,008                237                  153           28              18.30% 58               37.91% 50               32.68%

Baymeadows 4,176                14,999            12,771      1,856         14.53% 6,530          51.13% 2,773         21.71%

Baymeadows Center 290                    628                  534           89              16.67% 214             40.07% 192            35.96%

Beach Haven 3,155                5,552               4,439        352            7.93% 3,400          76.59% 278            6.26%

Beachwood 2,818                1,632               1,253        286            22.83% 528             42.14% 297            23.70%

Beacon Hills & Harbou 1,779                3,332               2,687        166            6.18% 2,158          80.31% 179            6.66%

Beauclec 2,197                2,429               1,978        102            5.16% 1,673          84.58% 81               4.10%

Biltmore 701                    2,837               2,136        90              4.21% 928             43.45% 1,014         47.47%

Biscayne 1,915                3,937               2,979        94              3.16% 392             13.16% 2,440         81.91%

Biscayne Terrace 1,835                3,089               2,340        114            4.87% 386             16.50% 1,828         78.12%

Black Hammock Island 84                      971                  787           23              2.92% 710             90.22% 21               2.67%

Blount Island 5                        20                    18             7                38.89% 7                  38.89% 3                 16.67%

Bowden 192                    49                    38             14              36.84% 8                  21.05% 8                 21.05%

Brackridge 1,996                750                  562           121            21.53% 337             59.96% 58               10.32%

Brentwood 3,993                6,815               5,044        142            2.82% 566             11.22% 4,304         85.33%

Briarwood 4,141                2,884               2,404        268            11.15% 1,740          72.38% 285            11.86%

Brooklyn 2,750                1,142               1,099        112            10.19% 669             60.87% 209            19.02%

Brown Island 83                      384                  326           11              3.37% 255             78.22% 38               11.66%

Bulls Bay 173                    558                  473           30              6.34% 380             80.34% 38               8.03%

Carver Manor 2,804                2,367               1,876        14              0.75% 41               2.19% 1,809         96.43%

Cedar Hills 3,791                7,748               5,710        684            11.98% 2,358          41.30% 2,277         39.88%

Cedar Hills Estates 4,602                4,344               3,292        362            11.00% 1,514          45.99% 1,230         37.36%

Charter Point 4,761                4,875               3,691        294            7.97% 1,453          39.37% 1,753         47.49%

Chimney Lakes 1,667                18,624            14,333      1,861         12.98% 6,671          46.54% 4,442         30.99%

Cisco Gardens 83                      1,015               841           40              4.76% 712             84.66% 49               5.83%

Clifton 4,135                1,461               1,171        138            11.78% 650             55.51% 337            28.78%

Cobblestone 3,370                4,565               3,582        309            8.63% 2,215          61.84% 740            20.66%

College Gardens 1,731                1,864               1,449        31              2.14% 35               2.42% 1,367         94.34%

College Park 2,569                2,364               1,776        57              3.21% 253             14.25% 1,437         80.91%

Colony Cove 2,625                817                  652           42              6.44% 480             73.62% 80               12.27%

Commonwealth 227                    656                  523           40              7.65% 372             71.13% 68               13.00%

Confederate Point 4,233                3,248               2,535        225            8.88% 1,039          40.99% 1,170         46.15%

Copper Hill 1,393                1,512               1,167        35              3.00% 268             22.96% 817            70.01%

Craven 4,559                8,562               6,876        910            13.23% 4,091          59.50% 1,303         18.95%

Crystal Springs 1,529                7,070               5,539        278            5.02% 3,304          59.65% 1,563         28.22%

Deercreek 611                    3,286               2,689        199            7.40% 1,653          61.47% 284            10.56%

Deerwood 1,915                14,881            12,377      1,192         9.63% 7,995          64.60% 1,518         12.26%
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Jacksonville, FL
MCC Neighborhoods

Voting Age Population

Neighborhood

Pop Density

Pop/Sq Mil Population VAP HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

Deerwood Center 537                    951                  764           82              10.73% 403             52.75% 201            26.31%

Del Rio 2,524                7,195               5,725        386            6.74% 4,546          79.41% 346            6.04%

Dinsmore 517                    2,840               2,171        100            4.61% 1,234          56.84% 726            33.44%

Downtown 7,258                5,109               4,977        226            4.54% 2,043          41.05% 2,627         52.78%

Duclay 3,689                8,706               6,558        1,154         17.60% 2,217          33.81% 2,610         39.80%

Duclay Forest 1,275                3,613               2,703        377            13.95% 938             34.70% 1,155         42.73%

Duval 1,901                3,846               2,911        316            10.86% 1,824          62.66% 566            19.44%

Eagle Bend 129                    1,064               865           42              4.86% 721             83.35% 53               6.13%

East Arlington 2,509                19,497            15,056      1,539         10.22% 8,827          58.63% 2,274         15.10%

East Jacksonville 1,912                2,772               1,960        69              3.52% 234             11.94% 1,635         83.42%

East Point 160                    240                  176           18              10.23% 111             63.07% 19               10.80%

Edgewood 671                    348                  266           18              6.77% 176             66.17% 57               21.43%

Edgewood Manor 2,518                2,363               1,828        28              1.53% 65               3.56% 1,740         95.19%

Empire Point 2,576                1,885               1,530        152            9.93% 1,045          68.30% 276            18.04%

Englewood 3,753                9,406               7,030        1,828         26.00% 3,229          45.93% 1,202         17.10%

Fairfax 2,687                1,882               1,560        66              4.23% 1,357          86.99% 47               3.01%

Fairfield 1,699                1,121               824           38              4.61% 225             27.31% 551            66.87%

Fara Ways Forrest 4,359                2,989               2,342        311            13.28% 1,238          52.86% 655            27.97%

Forrest Trails 299                    5,203               3,885        225            5.79% 1,059          27.26% 2,530         65.12%

Fort Caroline Shores 952                    3,203               2,587        167            6.46% 2,036          78.70% 162            6.26%

Fort George Island 93                      459                  392           23              5.87% 325             82.91% 25               6.38%

Garden City 1,730                2,290               1,728        116            6.71% 517             29.92% 1,036         59.95%

Gilmore 1,714                1,028               871           38              4.36% 664             76.23% 99               11.37%

Girvin 1,365                6,305               5,199        373            7.17% 3,929          75.57% 406            7.81%

Glynea/Grove Park 3,164                5,947               4,725        775            16.40% 3,141          66.48% 567            12.00%

Golden Glades/The Woo 3,928                23,438            18,199      2,792         15.34% 11,531        63.36% 1,893         10.40%

Goodbys Creek 4,532                3,127               2,562        299            11.67% 1,809          70.61% 297            11.59%

Grand Park 3,188                3,749               2,845        50              1.76% 51               1.79% 2,736         96.17%

Greenfield Monor 5,304                2,724               2,172        544            25.05% 1,014          46.69% 390            17.96%

Greenland 1,711                11,495            8,875        761            8.57% 5,530          62.31% 1,116         12.57%

Harborview 2,060                2,213               1,772        29              1.64% 52               2.93% 1,684         95.03%

Herlong 1,444                7,775               5,812        528            9.08% 2,067          35.56% 2,667         45.89%

Hidden Hills 3,695                3,440               2,760        273            9.89% 1,736          62.90% 550            19.93%

Highlands 2,920                11,126            8,203        568            6.92% 2,242          27.33% 5,221         63.65%

Hillcrest 4,040                8,021               5,722        473            8.27% 2,411          42.14% 2,507         43.81%

Hogan 3,599                1,277               989           197            19.92% 535             54.10% 227            22.95%

Hogans Creek 2,725                2,126               1,351        44              3.26% 143             10.58% 1,147         84.90%

Holiday Harbors 887                    1,331               1,116        70              6.27% 926             82.97% 36               3.23%

Holiday Hill/Century 5,937                9,184               7,088        1,529         21.57% 2,680          37.81% 2,304         32.51%

Holly Oaks 2,535                2,395               1,882        201            10.68% 1,288          68.44% 249            13.23%

Hollyford 494                    606                  460           25              5.43% 300             65.22% 100            21.74%

Hyde Park 3,150                9,398               7,080        554            7.82% 2,644          37.34% 3,595         50.78%

Imeson Park 150                    918                  692           41              5.92% 384             55.49% 219            31.65%

Isle of Palms 2,541                4,806               3,806        277            7.28% 2,924          76.83% 332            8.72%

Jacksonville Beach 2,812                23,830            20,404      1,052         5.16% 17,625        86.38% 720            3.53%

Jacksonville Farms/Te 821                    6,669               4,803        397            8.27% 2,080          43.31% 1,984         41.31%

Jacksonville Heights 4,983                12,790            9,387        1,323         14.09% 3,053          32.52% 4,431         47.20%

Jacksonville North Estate 404                    2,441               2,016        230            11.41% 987             48.96% 659            32.69%

Jamestown 825                    2,312               1,819        100            5.50% 1,402          77.08% 207            11.38%

Jax  Heights South 1,595                5,878               4,374        656            15.00% 2,044          46.73% 1,443         32.99%

Jax Heights West 1,707                5,438               3,995        570            14.27% 1,340          33.54% 1,918         48.01%

Julington Creek 1,986                7,299               5,993        346            5.77% 4,991          83.28% 285            4.76%
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Jacksonville, FL
MCC Neighborhoods

Voting Age Population

Neighborhood

Pop Density

Pop/Sq Mil Population VAP HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

Kilarney Shores 2,184                1,326               844           117            13.86% 306             36.26% 314            37.20%

Lackawanna 2,504                3,460               2,491        150            6.02% 505             20.27% 1,779         71.42%

Lake Forrest 3,136                3,417               2,556        83              3.25% 461             18.04% 1,983         77.58%

Lake Forrest Hills 3,641                2,976               2,336        37              1.58% 110             4.71% 2,178         93.24%

Lake Lucina 5,701                4,933               3,816        715            18.74% 1,687          44.21% 1,282         33.60%

Lakeshore 2,921                4,080               3,302        289            8.75% 2,321          70.29% 477            14.45%

Lakewood 2,781                4,769               3,906        382            9.78% 2,799          71.66% 483            12.37%

LaVilla 2,083                854                  745           33              4.43% 223             29.93% 449            60.27%

Lincoln Hills 1,337                4,701               3,533        133            3.76% 548             15.51% 2,800         79.25%

Little Marsh Hill 2,641                519                  445           37              8.31% 359             80.67% 17               3.82%

Longbranch 3,769                2,069               1,497        54              3.61% 52               3.47% 1,390         92.85%

Loretto 4,682                8,031               6,438        832            12.92% 4,502          69.93% 660            10.25%

Love Grove/Riviera Ma 2,102                1,096               910           73              8.02% 672             73.85% 110            12.09%

Magnolia Gardens 2,545                3,961               2,880        44              1.53% 82               2.85% 2,738         95.07%

Mandarin 1,663                10,396            8,674        514            5.93% 7,277          83.89% 364            4.20%

Mandarin Station 2,637                12,143            9,635        1,015         10.53% 6,581          68.30% 956            9.92%

Marietta 627                    3,253               2,566        181            7.05% 2,013          78.45% 204            7.95%

Maxville 113                    620                  483           34              7.04% 392             81.16% 39               8.07%

Mayport 2,208                284                  208           14              6.73% 167             80.29% 15               7.21%

McGirts Creek 1,760                5,080               3,891        454            11.67% 1,507          38.73% 1,623         41.71%

Mid Westside 5,503                8,350               6,315        222            3.52% 340             5.38% 5,723         90.63%

Midtown 80                      53                    40             12              30.00% 13               32.50% 15               37.50%

Miramer 3,435                4,204               3,136        177            5.64% 2,771          88.36% 44               1.40%

Mixon Town 1,006                1,137               909           37              4.07% 102             11.22% 761            83.72%

Monclair 2,595                1,469               1,160        59              5.09% 1,006          86.72% 38               3.28%

Moncrief 6,120                3,285               2,425        76              3.13% 92               3.79% 2,256         93.03%

Monterey 5,032                2,885               2,322        311            13.39% 1,090          46.94% 785            33.81%

Murray Hill 4,717                9,481               7,806        526            6.74% 5,128          65.69% 1,709         21.89%

Naval Air Station 161                    1,393               1,203        209            17.37% 655             54.45% 263            21.86%

Neptune Beach 2,743                7,217               5,978        276            4.62% 5,324          89.06% 91               1.52%

New Berlin 88                      177                  135           10              7.41% 78               57.78% 39               28.89%

New Town 5,941                2,647               2,050        122            5.95% 138             6.73% 1,778         86.73%

Normandy 829                    570                  431           28              6.50% 235             54.52% 123            28.54%

Normandy Estates 3,591                6,367               4,651        646            13.89% 2,261          48.61% 1,455         31.28%

Normandy Manor 2,681                4,958               3,679        363            9.87% 1,808          49.14% 1,235         33.57%

Normandy Village 2,439                2,384               1,598        140            8.76% 753             47.12% 626            39.17%

North Beach 1,738                9,531               7,627        828            10.86% 5,099          66.85% 1,081         14.17%

North Lake 332                    312                  288           5                1.74% 60               20.83% 220            76.39%

North New Berlin 84                      254                  214           23              10.75% 166             77.57% 15               7.01%

Oak Haven 2,957                1,037               888           93              10.47% 688             77.48% 73               8.22%

Oak Hill 2,978                7,846               5,709        806            14.12% 1,822          31.91% 2,726         47.75%

Oceanway 1,400                11,323            8,529        774            9.07% 4,748          55.67% 2,360         27.67%

Ortega 2,492                2,328               1,837        62              3.38% 1,695          92.27% 31               1.69%

Ortega Farms 3,251                3,617               2,881        224            7.78% 1,471          51.06% 965            33.50%

Ortega Forest 2,544                2,114               1,576        41              2.60% 1,473          93.46% 7                 0.44%

Ortega Hills 2,791                8,464               6,415        903            14.08% 2,895          45.13% 2,147         33.47%

Osceola Forrest 2,275                2,000               1,513        38              2.51% 333             22.01% 1,111         73.43%

Otis 448                    1,996               1,565        54              3.45% 1,192          76.17% 253            16.17%

Panama Park 2,029                3,015               2,285        109            4.77% 797             34.88% 1,363         59.65%

Park Ridge 4,419                833                  631           110            17.43% 404             64.03% 52               8.24%

Paxon 454                    640                  483           32              6.63% 195             40.37% 238            49.28%

Pecan 1,017                7,550               5,608        446            7.95% 2,805          50.02% 1,993         35.54%

93

Case 3:22-cv-00493-MMH-LLL   Document 92-1   Filed 11/22/22   Page 93 of 140 PageID 7867



Jacksonville, FL
MCC Neighborhoods

Voting Age Population

Neighborhood

Pop Density

Pop/Sq Mil Population VAP HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

Phoenix 2,403                1,110               766           51              6.66% 140             18.28% 559            72.98%

Picketville 209                    639                  520           13              2.50% 402             77.31% 90               17.31%

Pickwick Park 2,703                2,201               1,752        133            7.59% 1,448          82.65% 75               4.28%

Pine Forrest 1,703                1,876               1,260        195            15.48% 324             25.71% 578            45.87%

Pumpkin Hill 110                    1,962               1,470        131            8.91% 845             57.48% 372            25.31%

Regency 2,622                7,274               5,912        845            14.29% 2,317          39.19% 2,345         39.67%

Ribault 2,550                2,909               2,178        26              1.19% 63               2.89% 2,064         94.77%

Riverside 5,631                10,038            9,071        648            7.14% 6,933          76.43% 930            10.25%

Riverview 2,879                4,393               3,246        122            3.76% 771             23.75% 2,299         70.83%

Robinsons Addition 3,785                1,870               1,418        66              4.65% 122             8.60% 1,209         85.26%

Rolling Hills 2,541                4,897               3,924        290            7.39% 2,646          67.43% 757            19.29%

Royal Lakes 4,322                4,729               4,062        648            15.95% 1,993          49.06% 1,107         27.25%

Royal Terrace 3,657                2,063               1,547        40              2.59% 45               2.91% 1,463         94.57%

San Jose 5,523                7,259               5,545        1,417         25.55% 2,461          44.38% 1,487         26.82%

San Jose Forrest 2,860                2,065               1,634        103            6.30% 1,339          81.95% 91               5.57%

San Marco 2,716                2,545               2,087        184            8.82% 1,662          79.64% 116            5.56%

San Mateo 1,407                2,501               1,970        140            7.11% 1,579          80.15% 152            7.72%

Sandlewood 3,999                18,430            14,422      2,015         13.97% 6,945          48.16% 2,449         16.98%

Sans Pareil 1,675                6,377               5,266        691            13.12% 3,085          58.58% 865            16.43%

Sans Souci 3,660                5,744               4,634        792            17.09% 2,673          57.68% 719            15.52%

Secret Cove 4,439                8,024               6,770        700            10.34% 3,505          51.77% 1,202         17.75%

Settlers Landing 1,920                4,134               3,218        405            12.59% 1,783          55.41% 782            24.30%

Sherwood Forest 3,908                5,166               3,912        84              2.15% 295             7.54% 3,544         90.59%

South Point 1,179                3,098               2,512        360            14.33% 1,240          49.36% 672            26.75%

South Riverside 4,331                2,337               1,830        170            9.29% 1,122          61.31% 380            20.77%

Southside 3,227                2,665               2,440        166            6.80% 1,824          74.75% 280            11.48%

Southside Estates 1,896                9,445               7,433        1,229         16.53% 4,326          58.20% 1,177         15.83%

Southwood 3,890                3,787               3,130        500            15.97% 2,021          64.57% 351            11.21%

Spring Glen 2,644                2,040               1,617        255            15.77% 851             52.63% 407            25.17%

Spring Park 3,501                5,041               3,781        631            16.69% 1,619          42.82% 1,048         27.72%

Springfield 4,199                5,796               4,747        307            6.47% 1,991          41.94% 2,303         48.51%

St. Johns Bluff 1,964                1,086               876           66              7.53% 705             80.48% 55               6.28%

St. Nicholas 3,798                2,150               1,661        437            26.31% 712             42.87% 455            27.39%

Sunbeam 3,964                9,090               6,929        966            13.94% 4,211          60.77% 1,061         15.31%

Sweetwater 4,556                2,508               1,872        193            10.31% 639             34.13% 880            47.01%

Tallulah/ North Shore 4,397                4,205               3,164        123            3.89% 932             29.46% 2,044         64.60%

Tallyrand 172                    121                  89             8                8.99% 20               22.47% 57               64.04%

The Cape 1,512                8,903               6,472        551            8.51% 3,811          58.88% 1,652         25.53%

Tiger Hole/ Secret Wo 2,248                3,705               3,030        281            9.27% 2,216          73.14% 234            7.72%

Turtle Creek 2,031                7,162               5,507        274            4.98% 401             7.28% 4,819         87.51%

University Park 5,261                3,935               3,077        386            12.54% 1,374          44.65% 1,156         37.57%

Venetia 1,502                2,280               1,822        90              4.94% 1,469          80.63% 173            9.50%

Wesconnett 3,132                5,409               4,112        584            14.20% 2,086          50.73% 1,269         30.86%

Whitehouse 985                    5,395               4,194        194            4.63% 3,211          76.56% 620            14.78%

Windy Hill 2,955                16,172            13,419      2,658         19.81% 6,974          51.97% 1,908         14.22%

Woodland Acrea 4,466                8,698               6,255        1,247         19.94% 2,404          38.43% 2,347         37.52%

Woodmere 3,877                3,011               2,260        320            14.16% 1,264          55.93% 575            25.44%

Woodstock 3,503                5,240               3,848        202            5.25% 975             25.34% 2,573         66.87%

Yukon 147                    72                    54             14              25.93% 33               61.11% 8                 14.81%
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District Enjoined 2022‐800 P1 P2 P3

1 4 4 4 4 4

2 11 10 10 10 10

3 6 6 6 6 6

4 3 4 4 4 4

5 4 3 3 3 3

6 2 2 2 2 2

7 6 6 2 2 5

8 11 6 2 2 4

9 13 11 8 7 6

10 17 14 5 3 7

11 1 1 1 1 1

12 9 5 7 6 5

13 2 2 2 2 2

14 8 7 7 6 4

Total 47 39 30 28 30

Jacksonville, FL

Neighborhood Splits
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Appendix B7 

Table with CPAC Districts Included 

Maps with CPAC District Splits 
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District 2022‐800 P1 P2 P3

1 1 1 1 1

2 2 2 2 2

3 2 2 2 2

4 2 2 2 2

5 3 3 3 3

6 1 1 1 1

7 3 3 3 3

8 2 2 2 2

9 2 3 3 2

10 3 3 3 3

11 1 1 1 1

12 3 1 2 2

13 2 2 2 2

14 1 1 1 1

Total CPAC 6 6 6 6

Jacksonville, FL

CPAC Included within Districts
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Appendix B8 

Map of 2022-800 Plan with 
Enjoined Plan Grouped Districts    
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Enjoined Plan: Districts 7-10 Merged and District 1-6 & 11-14 Merged
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Appendix B9 

Maps with Plans Displaying Population Density 

Table of Plans Displaying Population Density 
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Legend
Enjoined Plan

Water

1 Dot = 100
POPULATION

Enjoined Plan
Jacksonville, FL

Population Density
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Legend
2022-800 Plan

Water

1 Dot = 100
POPULATION

2022-800 Plan
Jacksonville, FL

Population Density
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Legend
P1 Plan

Water

1 Dot = 100
POPULATION

Plaintiffs' 1 Plan
Jacksonville, FL

Population Density
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Legend
P2 Plan

Water

1 Dot = 100
POPULATION

Plaintiffs' 2 Plan
Jacksonville, FL

Population Density
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Legend
P3 Plan

Water

1 Dot = 100
POPULATION

Plaintiffs' 3 Plan
Jacksonville, FL

Population Density
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District Enjoined 2022 800 P1 P2 P3

1 3,102 3,101 3,101 3,101 3,101

2 411 389 389 389 389

3 2,686 2,459 2,458 2,458 2,458

4 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085 3,085

5 2,447 2,447 2,447 2,447 2,447

6 1,609 1,609 1,609 1,609 1,609

7 801 2,429 2,533 2,256 2,307

8 594 649 611 611 600

9 3,362 2,768 2,601 2,670 2,699

10 1,908 2,389 336 716 2,310

11 957 985 985 985 985

12 446 318 2,262 464 318

13 1,073 1,073 1,073 1,073 1,073

14 1,726 1,638 1,844 2,055 1,916

Jacksonville, FL

District Population Density

Persons/Square Mile
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Appendix B10 

Map of the Demonstration Plan 
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34
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Jacksonville
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Campus Highlands
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Jacksonville
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Arlington
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San Marco

Englewood

Lakewood

San Jose

Sans Souci

Southside
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Windy Hill UNF
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Hidden Hills

East
Arlington

Neptune Beach

Jacksonville
Beach

Atlantic
Beach

Naval
Station

Mayport

Girvin

Deerwood

Golden
Glades/
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Beach Haven

Deercreek

Del Rio

Mandarin

Mandarin
Station

Beauclerc Sunbeam

Bayard

Pablo Creek
Reserve

FSCJ
Deerwood
Campus

Loretto

Dinsmore

Maxville

Cecil Airport

Legend
Water

Demonstration Plan
Jacksonville, FL

w/Neighborhoods

District BVAP BVAP%
7 30,379 55.82%
8 28,197 54.41%
9 28,078 54.20%

10 27,671 50.51%
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Appendix B11 

Table Containing District Core Retention of 
Challenged Districts of Enjoined Plan 

Table Containing Groups Districts of Population Retained  
from the Enjoined Plan 
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District Enjoined 2022‐800 P1 P2 P3

2 100.00% 98.51% 92.15% 98.51% 98.51%

7 100.00% 51.90% 47.21% 36.94% 29.76%

8 100.00% 35.35% 41.81% 41.70% 40.86%

9 100.00% 37.18% 44.66% 55.29% 46.86%

10 100.00% 19.50% 30.09% 36.48% 34.25%

12 100.00% 81.05% 34.46% 85.43% 81.05%

14 100.00% 69.71% 44.30% 43.98% 44.94%

Jacksonville, FL

District Core Retention

of Challenged Districts of Enjoined Plan
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District Enjoined 2022‐800 P1 P2 P3

2‐12‐14 100.00% 87.42% 65.71% 79.46% 78.63%

7‐10 100.00% 88.63% 72.86% 83.10% 83.54%

Jacksonville, FL

District Core Retention

of Enjoined Plan

Grouped Districts 7‐10 & 2‐12‐14
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Appendix B12 

Map of “NW Jacksonville” Districts 

Tables Comparing the Population and Percentages 
of the 

“NW Jacksonville” Districts 
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Legend
NW Jacksonville

Water

NW Jacksonville
Jacksonville, FL
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,060                  4,389        6.45% 19,804           29.10% 42,185        61.98% 52,925     77.76% 3,185          6.02% 16,810         31.76% 31,438             59.40%

8 67,916                  2,934        4.32% 16,091           23.69% 47,721        70.26% 50,825     74.84% 2,001          3.94% 13,375         26.32% 34,498             67.88%

9 67,745                  6,327        9.34% 17,814           26.30% 41,035        60.57% 50,936     75.19% 4,464          8.76% 15,218         29.88% 28,976             56.89%

10 68,777                  6,282        9.13% 17,691           25.72% 42,160        61.30% 51,457     74.82% 4,206          8.17% 14,727         28.62% 30,160             58.61%

Total 7‐10 272,498                19,932     7.31% 71,400           26.20% 173,101      63.52% 206,143   75.65% 13,856        6.72% 60,130         29.17% 125,072           60.67%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 61.51% 52.77% 42.43% 79.33% 60.89% 52.72% 42.94% 80.00%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,657                  2,819        8.63% 20,052           61.40% 7,493           22.94% 24,822     76.01% 1,917          7.72% 15,984         64.39% 5,144                20.72%

12 67,696                  7,324        10.82% 33,847           50.00% 22,543        33.30% 51,206     75.64% 4,932          9.63% 27,368         53.45% 15,610             30.48%

14 70,193                  7,697        10.97% 42,976           61.23% 15,076        21.48% 56,379     80.32% 5,575          9.89% 36,543         64.82% 10,512             18.65%

Total 2,12,14 170,546                17,840     10.46% 96,875           56.80% 45,112        26.45% 132,407   12,424        79,895         31,266            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 38.49% 47.23% 57.57% 20.67% 39.11% 47.28% 57.06% 20.00%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,657                  2,819        8.63% 20,052           61.40% 7,493           22.94% 24,822     76.01% 1,917          7.72% 15,984         64.39% 5,144                20.72%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 7.37% 7.46% 11.92% 3.43% 7.33% 7.29% 11.42% 3.29%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,696                  7,324        10.82% 33,847           50.00% 22,543        33.30% 51,206     75.64% 4,932          9.63% 27,368         53.45% 15,610             30.48%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.28% 19.39% 20.11% 10.33% 15.13% 18.77% 19.55% 9.98%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 70,193                  7,697        10.97% 42,976           61.23% 15,076        21.48% 56,379     80.32% 5,575          9.89% 36,543         64.82% 10,512             18.65%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.84% 20.38% 25.54% 6.91% 16.65% 21.21% 26.10% 6.72%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Enjoined Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 67,891                  3,309        4.87% 13,725           20.22% 49,963        73.59% 51,707     76.16% 2,341          4.53% 12,023         23.25% 36,522             70.63%

8 73,252                  4,303        5.87% 19,657           26.83% 47,340        64.63% 55,731     76.08% 3,033          5.44% 15,925         28.57% 35,114             63.01%

9 67,801                  8,517        12.56% 21,416           31.59% 34,329        50.63% 50,064     73.84% 5,857          11.70% 17,934         35.82% 23,202             46.34%

10 69,544                  4,030        5.79% 25,820           37.13% 37,418        53.80% 55,037     79.14% 2,901          5.27% 22,538         40.95% 27,553             50.06%

Total 7‐10 278,488                20,159     7.24% 80,618           28.95% 169,050      60.70% 212,539   76.32% 14,132        6.65% 68,420         32.19% 122,391           57.59%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.86% 53.37% 47.91% 77.47% 62.78% 53.77% 48.86% 78.29%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,514                  8,531        12.45% 34,412           50.23% 21,214        30.96% 53,020     77.39% 6,018          11.35% 28,623         53.99% 14,654             27.64%

Total 2,12,14 164,556                17,613     10.70% 87,657           53.27% 49,163        29.88% 126,011   12,148        71,605         33,947            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.14% 46.63% 52.09% 22.53% 37.22% 46.23% 51.14% 21.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.42% 6.47% 10.60% 2.86% 6.40% 6.31% 10.21% 2.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,514                  8,531        12.45% 34,412           50.23% 21,214        30.96% 53,020     77.39% 6,018          11.35% 28,623         53.99% 14,654             27.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.46% 22.59% 20.45% 9.72% 15.66% 22.90% 20.44% 9.37%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

2022‐800 Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,465                  4,398        6.42% 20,498           29.94% 41,832        61.10% 52,094     76.09% 3,095          5.94% 16,812         32.27% 30,691             58.91%

8 69,946                  2,841        4.06% 12,193           17.43% 54,110        77.36% 53,781     76.89% 2,057          3.82% 10,897         20.26% 40,088             74.54%

9 67,702                  7,939        11.73% 25,395           37.51% 31,075        45.90% 50,399     74.44% 5,366          10.65% 21,125         41.92% 20,994             41.66%

10 68,046                  3,703        5.44% 25,548           37.55% 36,565        53.74% 53,884     79.19% 2,709          5.03% 22,217         41.23% 26,979             50.07%

Total 7‐10 274,159                18,881     6.89% 83,634           30.51% 163,582      59.67% 210,158   76.66% 13,227        6.29% 71,051         33.81% 118,752           56.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 61.88% 49.99% 49.70% 74.96% 62.08% 50.33% 50.74% 75.96%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

12 68,198                  7,030        10.31% 35,144           51.53% 21,668        31.77% 51,882     76.08% 4,762          9.18% 28,450         54.84% 15,115             29.13%

14 67,755                  8,926        13.17% 30,296           44.71% 24,440        36.07% 51,684     76.28% 6,296          12.18% 25,323         49.00% 16,601             32.12%

Total 2,12,14 168,885                18,891     11.19% 84,641           50.12% 54,631        32.35% 128,392   13,053        68,974         37,586            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 38.12% 50.01% 50.30% 25.04% 37.92% 49.67% 49.26% 24.04%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 7.43% 7.77% 11.41% 3.91% 7.33% 7.59% 10.86% 3.75%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 68,198                  7,030        10.31% 35,144           51.53% 21,668        31.77% 51,882     76.08% 4,762          9.18% 28,450         54.84% 15,115             29.13%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.39% 18.61% 20.88% 9.93% 15.32% 18.12% 20.32% 9.67%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 67,755                  8,926        13.17% 30,296           44.71% 24,440        36.07% 51,684     76.28% 6,296          12.18% 25,323         49.00% 16,601             32.12%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.29% 23.63% 18.00% 11.20% 15.27% 23.96% 18.08% 10.62%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Lime Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,465                  4,398        6.42% 20,498           29.94% 41,832        61.10% 52,094     76.09% 3,095          5.94% 16,812         32.27% 30,691             58.91%

8 69,946                  2,841        4.06% 12,193           17.43% 54,110        77.36% 53,781     76.89% 2,057          3.82% 10,897         20.26% 40,088             74.54%

9 68,233                  8,833        12.95% 22,090           32.37% 33,646        49.31% 50,566     74.11% 6,050          11.96% 18,507         36.60% 22,816             45.12%

10 68,314                  3,881        5.68% 23,754           34.77% 38,496        56.35% 53,451     78.24% 2,799          5.24% 20,619         38.58% 28,063             52.50%

Total 7‐10 274,958                19,953     7.26% 78,535           28.56% 168,084      61.13% 209,892   76.34% 14,001        6.67% 66,835         31.84% 121,658           57.96%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.06% 52.82% 46.67% 77.03% 62.00% 53.28% 47.73% 77.82%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 67,569                  8,245        12.20% 35,135           52.00% 19,897        29.45% 52,522     77.73% 5,812          11.07% 29,310         55.81% 13,747             26.17%

Total 2,12,14 168,086                17,819     10.60% 89,740           53.39% 50,129        29.82% 128,658   12,279        73,190         34,680            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.94% 47.18% 53.33% 22.97% 38.00% 46.72% 52.27% 22.18%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 7.43% 7.77% 11.41% 3.91% 7.33% 7.59% 10.86% 3.75%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 67,569                  8,245        12.20% 35,135           52.00% 19,897        29.45% 52,522     77.73% 5,812          11.07% 29,310         55.81% 13,747             26.17%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.25% 21.83% 20.88% 9.12% 15.51% 22.12% 20.93% 8.79%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,223                  9,731        14.26% 24,950           36.57% 28,745        42.13% 51,398     75.34% 6,812          13.25% 20,865         40.60% 19,668             38.27%

8 72,280                  4,128        5.71% 19,515           27.00% 46,871        64.85% 55,356     76.59% 2,897          5.23% 15,998         28.90% 34,923             63.09%

9 67,596                  4,538        6.71% 17,654           26.12% 43,459        64.29% 50,580     74.83% 3,091          6.11% 14,937         29.53% 30,771             60.84%

10 67,964                  3,024        4.45% 12,611           18.56% 51,581        75.89% 51,712     76.09% 2,092          4.05% 10,953         21.18% 37,968             73.42%

Total 7‐10 276,063                21,421     7.76% 74,730           27.07% 170,656      61.82% 209,046   75.72% 14,892        7.12% 62,753         30.02% 123,330           59.00%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.31% 56.71% 44.41% 78.21% 61.75% 56.67% 44.82% 78.89%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 30,826                  2,719        8.82% 18,007           58.41% 8,011           25.99% 23,264     75.47% 1,846          7.94% 14,282         61.39% 5,537                23.80%

12 67,913                  6,754        9.95% 34,605           50.95% 22,827        33.61% 51,210     75.41% 4,541          8.87% 27,930         54.54% 15,731             30.72%

14 68,242                  6,878        10.08% 40,933           59.98% 16,719        24.50% 55,030     80.64% 5,001          9.09% 35,060         63.71% 11,740             21.33%

Total 2,12,14 166,981                16,351     9.79% 93,545           56.02% 47,557        28.48% 129,504   11,388        77,272         33,008            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.69% 43.29% 55.59% 21.79% 38.25% 43.33% 55.18% 21.11%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 30,826                  2,719        8.82% 18,007           58.41% 8,011           25.99% 23,264     75.47% 1,846          7.94% 14,282         61.39% 5,537                23.80%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.96% 7.20% 10.70% 3.67% 6.87% 7.02% 10.20% 3.54%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,913                  6,754        9.95% 34,605           50.95% 22,827        33.61% 51,210     75.41% 4,541          8.87% 27,930         54.54% 15,731             30.72%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.33% 17.88% 20.56% 10.46% 15.13% 17.28% 19.95% 10.06%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,242                  6,878        10.08% 40,933           59.98% 16,719        24.50% 55,030     80.64% 5,001          9.09% 35,060         63.71% 11,740             21.33%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.40% 18.21% 24.33% 7.66% 16.25% 19.03% 25.04% 7.51%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,184                  9,346        13.71% 23,610           34.63% 30,972        45.42% 51,032     74.84% 6,497          12.73% 19,782         38.76% 21,118             41.38%

8 72,280                  4,128        5.71% 19,515           27.00% 46,871        64.85% 55,356     76.59% 2,897          5.23% 15,998         28.90% 34,923             63.09%

9 68,142                  4,239        6.22% 20,943           30.73% 40,851        59.95% 51,806     76.03% 2,981          5.75% 17,803         34.36% 29,110             56.19%

10 67,964                  3,024        4.45% 12,611           18.56% 51,581        75.89% 51,712     76.09% 2,092          4.05% 10,953         21.18% 37,968             73.42%

Total 7‐10 276,570                20,737     7.50% 76,679           27.72% 170,275      61.57% 209,906   75.90% 14,467        6.89% 64,536         30.75% 123,119           58.65%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.42% 54.90% 45.57% 78.03% 62.00% 55.05% 46.09% 78.75%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 30,826                  2,719        8.82% 18,007           58.41% 8,011           25.99% 23,264     75.47% 1,846          7.94% 14,282         61.39% 5,537                23.80%

12 67,913                  6,754        9.95% 34,605           50.95% 22,827        33.61% 51,210     75.41% 4,541          8.87% 27,930         54.54% 15,731             30.72%

14 67,735                  7,562        11.16% 38,984           57.55% 17,100        25.25% 54,170     79.97% 5,426          10.02% 33,277         61.43% 11,951             22.06%

Total 2,12,14 166,474                17,035     10.23% 91,596           55.02% 47,938        28.80% 128,644   11,813        75,489         33,219            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.58% 45.10% 54.43% 21.97% 38.00% 44.95% 53.91% 21.25%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 30,826                  2,719        8.82% 18,007           58.41% 8,011           25.99% 23,264     75.47% 1,846          7.94% 14,282         61.39% 5,537                23.80%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.96% 7.20% 10.70% 3.67% 6.87% 7.02% 10.20% 3.54%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,913                  6,754        9.95% 34,605           50.95% 22,827        33.61% 51,210     75.41% 4,541          8.87% 27,930         54.54% 15,731             30.72%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.33% 17.88% 20.56% 10.46% 15.13% 17.28% 19.95% 10.06%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 67,735                  7,562        11.16% 38,984           57.55% 17,100        25.25% 54,170     79.97% 5,426          10.02% 33,277         61.43% 11,951             22.06%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.29% 20.02% 23.17% 7.84% 16.00% 20.65% 23.77% 7.64%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIb Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 67,723                  8,661        12.79% 22,804           33.67% 32,507        48.00% 50,280     74.24% 5,928          11.79% 19,169         38.12% 21,922             43.60%

8 72,280                  4,128        5.71% 19,515           27.00% 46,871        64.85% 55,356     76.59% 2,897          5.23% 15,998         28.90% 34,923             63.09%

9 68,300                  3,978        5.82% 25,119           36.78% 36,976        54.14% 53,976     79.03% 2,977          5.52% 22,044         40.84% 26,992             50.01%

10 67,469                  3,040        4.51% 13,973           20.71% 49,585        73.49% 51,522     76.36% 2,103          4.08% 12,109         23.50% 36,501             70.85%

Total 7‐10 275,772                19,807     7.18% 81,411           29.52% 165,939      60.17% 211,134   76.56% 13,905        6.59% 69,320         32.83% 120,338           57.00%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.24% 52.44% 48.38% 76.04% 62.36% 52.91% 49.51% 76.97%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 30,826                  2,719        8.82% 18,007           58.41% 8,011           25.99% 23,264     75.47% 1,846          7.94% 14,282         61.39% 5,537                23.80%

12 67,913                  6,754        9.95% 34,605           50.95% 22,827        33.61% 51,210     75.41% 4,541          8.87% 27,930         54.54% 15,731             30.72%

14 68,533                  8,492        12.39% 34,252           49.98% 21,436        31.28% 52,942     77.25% 5,988          11.31% 28,493         53.82% 14,732             27.83%

Total 2,12,14 167,272                17,965     10.74% 86,864           51.93% 52,274        31.25% 127,416   12,375        70,705         36,000            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.76% 47.56% 51.62% 23.96% 37.64% 47.09% 50.49% 23.03%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 30,826                  2,719        8.82% 18,007           58.41% 8,011           25.99% 23,264     75.47% 1,846          7.94% 14,282         61.39% 5,537                23.80%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.96% 7.20% 10.70% 3.67% 6.87% 7.02% 10.20% 3.54%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,913                  6,754        9.95% 34,605           50.95% 22,827        33.61% 51,210     75.41% 4,541          8.87% 27,930         54.54% 15,731             30.72%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.33% 17.88% 20.56% 10.46% 15.13% 17.28% 19.95% 10.06%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,533                  8,492        12.39% 34,252           49.98% 21,436        31.28% 52,942     77.25% 5,988          11.31% 28,493         53.82% 14,732             27.83%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.47% 22.48% 20.35% 9.82% 15.64% 22.79% 20.35% 9.42%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIc Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,465                  4,398        6.42% 20,498           29.94% 41,832        61.10% 52,094     76.09% 3,095          5.94% 16,812         32.27% 30,691             58.91%

8 69,946                  2,841        4.06% 12,193           17.43% 54,110        77.36% 53,781     76.89% 2,057          3.82% 10,897         20.26% 40,088             74.54%

9 67,703                  8,704        12.86% 22,059           32.58% 33,254        49.12% 50,163     74.09% 5,960          11.88% 18,494         36.87% 22,499             44.85%

10 67,823                  3,760        5.54% 24,616           36.29% 37,349        55.07% 53,379     78.70% 2,711          5.08% 21,397         40.09% 27,395             51.32%

Total 7‐10 273,937                19,703     7.19% 79,366           28.97% 166,545      60.80% 209,417   76.45% 13,823        6.60% 67,600         32.28% 120,673           57.62%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 61.83% 52.16% 47.16% 76.32% 61.86% 52.60% 48.28% 77.19%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

Total 2,12,14 169,107                18,069     10.68% 88,909           52.58% 51,668        30.55% 129,133   12,457        72,425         35,665            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 38.17% 47.84% 52.84% 23.68% 38.14% 47.40% 51.72% 22.81%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 7.43% 7.77% 11.41% 3.91% 7.33% 7.59% 10.86% 3.75%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.48% 22.49% 20.39% 9.82% 15.65% 22.79% 20.39% 9.42%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIIa Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,465                  4,398        6.42% 20,498           29.94% 41,832        61.10% 52,094     76.09% 3,095          5.94% 16,812         32.27% 30,691             58.91%

8 69,193                  2,796        4.04% 11,581           16.74% 54,025        78.08% 53,039     76.65% 2,012          3.79% 10,291         19.40% 40,008             75.43%

9 67,703                  8,704        12.86% 22,059           32.58% 33,254        49.12% 50,163     74.09% 5,960          11.88% 18,494         36.87% 22,499             44.85%

10 68,576                  3,805        5.55% 25,228           36.79% 37,434        54.59% 54,121     78.92% 2,756          5.09% 22,003         40.66% 27,475             50.77%

Total 7‐10 273,937                19,703     7.19% 79,366           28.97% 166,545      60.80% 209,417   76.45% 13,823        6.60% 67,600         32.28% 120,673           57.62%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 61.83% 52.16% 47.16% 76.32% 61.86% 52.60% 48.28% 77.19%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

Total 2,12,14 169,107                18,069     10.68% 88,909           52.58% 51,668        30.55% 129,133   12,457        72,425         35,665            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 38.17% 47.84% 52.84% 23.68% 38.14% 47.40% 51.72% 22.81%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 7.43% 7.77% 11.41% 3.91% 7.33% 7.59% 10.86% 3.75%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.48% 22.49% 20.39% 9.82% 15.65% 22.79% 20.39% 9.42%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIIa Fix Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 72,940                  4,890        6.70% 21,858           29.97% 44,115        60.48% 55,239     75.73% 3,432          6.21% 17,710         32.06% 32,331             58.53%

8 69,946                  2,841        4.06% 12,193           17.43% 54,110        77.36% 53,781     76.89% 2,057          3.82% 10,897         20.26% 40,088             74.54%

9 67,703                  8,704        12.86% 22,059           32.58% 33,254        49.12% 50,163     74.09% 5,960          11.88% 18,494         36.87% 22,499             44.85%

10 67,823                  3,760        5.54% 24,616           36.29% 37,349        55.07% 53,379     78.70% 2,711          5.08% 21,397         40.09% 27,395             51.32%

Total 7‐10 278,412                20,195     7.25% 80,726           29.00% 168,828      60.64% 212,562   76.35% 14,160        6.66% 68,498         32.22% 122,313           57.54%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.84% 53.47% 47.97% 77.37% 62.79% 53.88% 48.92% 78.24%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

Total 2,12,14 164,632                17,577     10.68% 87,549           53.18% 49,385        30.00% 125,988   12,120        71,527         34,025            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.16% 46.53% 52.03% 22.63% 37.21% 46.12% 51.08% 21.76%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.42% 6.47% 10.60% 2.86% 6.40% 6.31% 10.21% 2.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.48% 22.49% 20.39% 9.82% 15.65% 22.79% 20.39% 9.42%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIIb Plan

126

Case 3:22-cv-00493-MMH-LLL   Document 92-1   Filed 11/22/22   Page 126 of 140 PageID 7900



District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 69,634                  3,428        4.92% 14,394           20.67% 50,885        73.07% 53,289     76.53% 2,456          4.61% 12,682         23.80% 37,305             70.01%

8 73,252                  4,303        5.87% 19,657           26.83% 47,340        64.63% 55,731     76.08% 3,033          5.44% 15,925         28.57% 35,114             63.01%

9 67,703                  8,704        12.86% 22,059           32.58% 33,254        49.12% 50,163     74.09% 5,960          11.88% 18,494         36.87% 22,499             44.85%

10 67,823                  3,760        5.54% 24,616           36.29% 37,349        55.07% 53,379     78.70% 2,711          5.08% 21,397         40.09% 27,395             51.32%

Total 7‐10 278,412                20,195     7.25% 80,726           29.00% 168,828      60.64% 212,562   76.35% 14,160        6.66% 68,498         32.22% 122,313           57.54%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.84% 53.47% 47.97% 77.37% 62.79% 53.88% 48.92% 78.24%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

Total 2,12,14 164,632                17,577     10.68% 87,549           53.18% 49,385        30.00% 125,988   12,120        71,527         34,025            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.16% 46.53% 52.03% 22.63% 37.21% 46.12% 51.08% 21.76%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.42% 6.47% 10.60% 2.86% 6.40% 6.31% 10.21% 2.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.48% 22.49% 20.39% 9.82% 15.65% 22.79% 20.39% 9.42%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIIc Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 67,691                  3,463        5.12% 16,287           24.06% 46,795        69.13% 51,992     76.81% 2,490          4.79% 14,198         27.31% 34,307             65.99%

8 70,720                  3,776        5.34% 16,404           23.20% 49,147        69.50% 53,883     76.19% 2,662          4.94% 13,511         25.07% 36,472             67.69%

9 67,703                  8,704        12.86% 22,059           32.58% 33,254        49.12% 50,163     74.09% 5,960          11.88% 18,494         36.87% 22,499             44.85%

10 67,823                  3,760        5.54% 24,616           36.29% 37,349        55.07% 53,379     78.70% 2,711          5.08% 21,397         40.09% 27,395             51.32%

Total 7‐10 273,937                19,703     7.19% 79,366           28.97% 166,545      60.80% 209,417   76.45% 13,823        6.60% 67,600         32.28% 120,673           57.62%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 61.83% 52.16% 47.16% 76.32% 61.86% 52.60% 48.28% 77.19%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

Total 2,12,14 169,107                18,069     10.68% 88,909           52.58% 51,668        30.55% 129,133   12,457        72,425         35,665            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 38.17% 47.84% 52.84% 23.68% 38.14% 47.40% 51.72% 22.81%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 7.43% 7.77% 11.41% 3.91% 7.33% 7.59% 10.86% 3.75%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,590                  8,495        12.39% 34,304           50.01% 21,436        31.25% 52,997     77.27% 5,990          11.30% 28,545         53.86% 14,732             27.80%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.48% 22.49% 20.39% 9.82% 15.65% 22.79% 20.39% 9.42%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIId Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 69,634                  3,428        4.92% 14,394           20.67% 50,885        73.07% 53,289     76.53% 2,456          4.61% 12,682         23.80% 37,305             70.01%

8 73,252                  4,303        5.87% 19,657           26.83% 47,340        64.63% 55,731     76.08% 3,033          5.44% 15,925         28.57% 35,114             63.01%

9 67,801                  8,517        12.56% 21,416           31.59% 34,329        50.63% 50,064     73.84% 5,857          11.70% 17,934         35.82% 23,202             46.34%

10 67,801                  3,911        5.77% 25,151           37.10% 36,496        53.83% 53,455     78.84% 2,786          5.21% 21,879         40.93% 26,770             50.08%

Total 7‐10 278,488                20,159     7.24% 80,618           28.95% 169,050      60.70% 212,539   76.32% 14,132        6.65% 68,420         32.19% 122,391           57.59%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.86% 53.37% 47.91% 77.47% 62.78% 53.77% 48.86% 78.29%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,514                  8,531        12.45% 34,412           50.23% 21,214        30.96% 53,020     77.39% 6,018          11.35% 28,623         53.99% 14,654             27.64%

Total 2,12,14 164,556                17,613     10.70% 87,657           53.27% 49,163        29.88% 126,011   12,148        71,605         33,947            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.14% 46.63% 52.09% 22.53% 37.22% 46.23% 51.14% 21.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.42% 6.47% 10.60% 2.86% 6.40% 6.31% 10.21% 2.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,514                  8,531        12.45% 34,412           50.23% 21,214        30.96% 53,020     77.39% 6,018          11.35% 28,623         53.99% 14,654             27.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.46% 22.59% 20.45% 9.72% 15.66% 22.90% 20.44% 9.37%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIIe Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 67,891                  3,309        4.87% 13,725           20.22% 49,963        73.59% 51,707     76.16% 2,341          4.53% 12,023         23.25% 36,522             70.63%

8 73,252                  4,303        5.87% 19,657           26.83% 47,340        64.63% 55,731     76.08% 3,033          5.44% 15,925         28.57% 35,114             63.01%

9 67,801                  8,517        12.56% 21,416           31.59% 34,329        50.63% 50,064     73.84% 5,857          11.70% 17,934         35.82% 23,202             46.34%

10 69,544                  4,030        5.79% 25,820           37.13% 37,418        53.80% 55,037     79.14% 2,901          5.27% 22,538         40.95% 27,553             50.06%

Total 7‐10 278,488                20,159     7.24% 80,618           28.95% 169,050      60.70% 212,539   76.32% 14,132        6.65% 68,420         32.19% 122,391           57.59%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.86% 53.37% 47.91% 77.47% 62.78% 53.77% 48.86% 78.29%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,514                  8,531        12.45% 34,412           50.23% 21,214        30.96% 53,020     77.39% 6,018          11.35% 28,623         53.99% 14,654             27.64%

Total 2,12,14 164,556                17,613     10.70% 87,657           53.27% 49,163        29.88% 126,011   12,148        71,605         33,947            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.14% 46.63% 52.09% 22.53% 37.22% 46.23% 51.14% 21.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.42% 6.47% 10.60% 2.86% 6.40% 6.31% 10.21% 2.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,514                  8,531        12.45% 34,412           50.23% 21,214        30.96% 53,020     77.39% 6,018          11.35% 28,623         53.99% 14,654             27.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.46% 22.59% 20.45% 9.72% 15.66% 22.90% 20.44% 9.37%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIIe Fix Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 67,691                  3,463        5.12% 16,287           24.06% 46,795        69.13% 51,992     76.81% 2,490          4.79% 14,198         27.31% 34,307             65.99%

8 70,720                  3,776        5.34% 16,404           23.20% 49,147        69.50% 53,883     76.19% 2,662          4.94% 13,511         25.07% 36,472             67.69%

9 67,801                  8,517        12.56% 21,416           31.59% 34,329        50.63% 50,064     73.84% 5,857          11.70% 17,934         35.82% 23,202             46.34%

10 67,801                  3,911        5.77% 25,151           37.10% 36,496        53.83% 53,455     78.84% 2,786          5.21% 21,879         40.93% 26,770             50.08%

Total 7‐10 274,013                19,667     7.18% 79,258           28.92% 166,767      60.86% 209,394   76.42% 13,795        6.59% 67,522         32.25% 120,751           57.67%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 61.85% 52.07% 47.10% 76.42% 61.85% 52.49% 48.22% 77.24%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 68,514                  8,531        12.45% 34,412           50.23% 21,214        30.96% 53,020     77.39% 6,018          11.35% 28,623         53.99% 14,654             27.64%

Total 2,12,14 169,031                18,105     10.71% 89,017           52.66% 51,446        30.44% 129,156   12,485        72,503         35,587            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 38.15% 47.93% 52.90% 23.58% 38.15% 47.51% 51.78% 22.76%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 32,932                  2,935        8.91% 19,201           58.30% 8,523           25.88% 24,826     75.39% 1,995          8.04% 15,201         61.23% 5,870                23.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 7.43% 7.77% 11.41% 3.91% 7.33% 7.59% 10.86% 3.75%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585                  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,514                  8,531        12.45% 34,412           50.23% 21,214        30.96% 53,020     77.39% 6,018          11.35% 28,623         53.99% 14,654             27.64%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.46% 22.59% 20.45% 9.72% 15.66% 22.90% 20.44% 9.37%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Maroon IIIf Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,898                  3,489        5.06% 22,338           32.42% 41,476        60.20% 54,770     79.49% 2,576          4.70% 20,044         36.60% 30,729             56.11%

8 67,872                  4,176        6.15% 18,432           27.16% 43,483        64.07% 51,719     76.20% 2,933          5.67% 15,152         29.30% 32,116             62.10%

9 67,726                  3,632        5.36% 16,308           24.08% 46,310        68.38% 51,171     75.56% 2,508          4.90% 13,758         26.89% 33,522             65.51%

10 67,879                  9,822        14.47% 25,454           37.50% 28,127        41.44% 50,959     75.07% 6,810          13.36% 21,043         41.29% 19,259             37.79%

Total 7‐10 272,375                21,119     7.75% 82,532           30.30% 159,396      58.52% 208,619   76.59% 14,827        7.11% 69,997         33.55% 115,626           55.42%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 61.48% 55.91% 49.05% 73.05% 61.62% 56.42% 49.99% 73.96%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,690                  2,466        8.60% 16,755           58.40% 7,512           26.18% 21,640     75.43% 1,663          7.68% 13,305         61.48% 5,180                23.94%

12 70,049                  5,386        7.69% 36,958           52.76% 24,266        34.64% 53,429     76.27% 3,631          6.80% 29,852         55.87% 17,146             32.09%

14 71,930                  8,801        12.24% 32,030           44.53% 27,039        37.59% 54,862     76.27% 6,159          11.23% 26,871         48.98% 18,386             33.51%

Total 2,12,14 170,669                16,653     9.76% 85,743           50.24% 58,817        34.46% 129,931   11,453        70,028         40,712            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 38.52% 44.09% 50.95% 26.95% 38.38% 43.58% 50.01% 26.04%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,690                  2,466        8.60% 16,755           58.40% 7,512           26.18% 21,640     75.43% 1,663          7.68% 13,305         61.48% 5,180                23.94%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.48% 6.53% 9.96% 3.44% 6.39% 6.33% 9.50% 3.31%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 70,049                  5,386        7.69% 36,958           52.76% 24,266        34.64% 53,429     76.27% 3,631          6.80% 29,852         55.87% 17,146             32.09%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.81% 14.26% 21.96% 11.12% 15.78% 13.82% 21.32% 10.97%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 71,930                  8,801        12.24% 32,030           44.53% 27,039        37.59% 54,862     76.27% 6,159          11.23% 26,871         48.98% 18,386             33.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 16.24% 23.30% 19.03% 12.39% 16.20% 23.44% 19.19% 11.76%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Orange Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,007                  3,942        5.80% 28,104           41.33% 33,879        49.82% 55,041     80.93% 2,973          5.40% 24,991         45.40% 25,220             45.82%

8 68,698                  4,765        6.94% 22,793           33.18% 38,976        56.74% 52,171     75.94% 3,351          6.42% 18,607         35.67% 28,366             54.37%

9 68,150                  3,961        5.81% 15,848           23.25% 46,728        68.57% 50,581     74.22% 2,672          5.28% 13,196         26.09% 33,278             65.79%

10 72,532                  4,221        5.82% 28,228           38.92% 37,410        51.58% 55,384     76.36% 2,775          5.01% 22,804         41.17% 27,630             49.89%

Total 7‐10 277,387                16,889     6.09% 94,973           34.24% 156,993      56.60% 213,177   76.85% 11,771        5.52% 79,598         37.34% 114,494           53.71%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.61% 44.71% 56.44% 71.94% 62.97% 44.79% 56.85% 73.23%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,640                  2,493        8.70% 16,996           59.34% 7,271           25.39% 21,625     75.51% 1,692          7.82% 13,508         62.46% 4,983                23.04%

12 67,840                  9,807        14.46% 25,444           37.51% 28,121        41.45% 50,938     75.09% 6,802          13.35% 21,037         41.30% 19,258             37.81%

14 69,177                  8,583        12.41% 30,862           44.61% 25,828        37.34% 52,810     76.34% 6,015          11.39% 25,882         49.01% 17,603             33.33%

Total 2,12,14 165,657                20,883     12.61% 73,302           44.25% 61,220        36.96% 125,373   14,509        60,427         41,844            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.39% 55.29% 43.56% 28.06% 37.03% 55.21% 43.15% 26.77%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,640                  2,493        8.70% 16,996           59.34% 7,271           25.39% 21,625     75.51% 1,692          7.82% 13,508         62.46% 4,983                23.04%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.46% 6.60% 10.10% 3.33% 6.39% 6.44% 9.65% 3.19%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,840                  9,807        14.46% 25,444           37.51% 28,121        41.45% 50,938     75.09% 6,802          13.35% 21,037         41.30% 19,258             37.81%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.31% 25.96% 15.12% 12.89% 15.05% 25.88% 15.02% 12.32%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 69,177                  8,583        12.41% 30,862           44.61% 25,828        37.34% 52,810     76.34% 6,015          11.39% 25,882         49.01% 17,603             33.33%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.61% 22.72% 18.34% 11.84% 15.60% 22.89% 18.48% 11.26%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Plaintiffs' 1 Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 70,007                  4,067        5.81% 33,069           47.24% 30,553        43.64% 57,001     81.42% 3,091          5.42% 28,791         50.51% 23,110             40.54%

8 68,881                  4,815        6.99% 21,948           31.86% 40,007        58.08% 52,115     75.66% 3,385          6.50% 17,812         34.18% 29,119             55.87%

9 68,190                  5,633        8.26% 21,154           31.02% 38,824        56.94% 50,696     74.35% 3,834          7.56% 17,768         35.05% 26,772             52.81%

10 70,028                  2,528        3.61% 16,639           23.76% 49,763        71.06% 53,135     75.88% 1,630          3.07% 13,817         26.00% 36,783             69.23%

Total 7‐10 277,106                17,043     6.15% 92,810           33.49% 159,147      57.43% 212,947   76.85% 11,940        5.61% 78,188         36.72% 115,784           54.37%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 62.55% 45.12% 55.15% 72.93% 62.90% 45.43% 55.84% 74.06%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

12 68,895                  7,863        11.41% 31,714           46.03% 24,854        36.08% 52,042     75.54% 5,355          10.29% 25,746         49.47% 17,303             33.25%

14 68,586                  10,423     15.20% 25,910           37.78% 27,972        40.78% 51,880     75.64% 7,327          14.12% 21,788         42.00% 19,021             36.66%

Total 2,12,14 165,938                20,729     12.49% 75,465           45.48% 59,066        35.60% 125,603   14,340        61,837         40,554            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 37.45% 54.88% 44.85% 27.07% 37.10% 54.57% 44.16% 25.94%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457                  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.42% 6.47% 10.60% 2.86% 6.40% 6.31% 10.21% 2.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 68,895                  7,863        11.41% 31,714           46.03% 24,854        36.08% 52,042     75.54% 5,355          10.29% 25,746         49.47% 17,303             33.25%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.55% 20.82% 18.85% 11.39% 15.37% 20.38% 18.39% 11.07%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 68,586                  10,423     15.20% 25,910           37.78% 27,972        40.78% 51,880     75.64% 7,327          14.12% 21,788         42.00% 19,021             36.66%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 15.48% 27.59% 15.40% 12.82% 15.32% 27.88% 15.56% 12.17%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Plaintiffs' 2 Plan
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District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

7 68,237  4,070        5.96% 33,536           49.15% 28,226        41.36% 55,963     82.01% 3,096          5.53% 29,159         52.10% 21,616             38.63%

8 67,903  4,784        7.05% 21,702           31.96% 39,330        57.92% 51,315     75.57% 3,357          6.54% 17,581         34.26% 28,597             55.73%

9 68,590  6,732        9.81% 23,570           34.36% 35,426        51.65% 50,799     74.06% 4,534          8.93% 19,821         39.02% 23,831             46.91%

10 67,700  2,017        2.98% 7,323              10.82% 57,878        85.49% 50,809     75.05% 1,321          2.60% 6,274            12.35% 42,777             84.19%

Total 7‐10 272,430                17,603     6.46% 86,131           31.62% 160,860      59.05% 208,886   76.68% 12,308        5.89% 72,835         34.87% 116,821           55.93%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 7‐10% 61.49% 46.60% 51.18% 73.72% 61.70% 46.83% 52.02% 74.72%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

12 67,585  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

14 74,572  11,087     14.87% 28,899           38.75% 29,404        39.43% 56,673     76.00% 7,842          13.84% 24,208         42.72% 20,224             35.69%

Total 2,12,14 170,614                20,169     11.82% 82,144           48.15% 57,353        33.62% 129,664   13,972        67,190         39,517            

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW),12,14% 38.51% 53.40% 48.82% 26.28% 38.30% 53.17% 47.98% 25.28%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

2 (NW  Part) 28,457  2,443        8.58% 17,841           62.69% 6,240           21.93% 21,681     76.19% 1,658          7.65% 14,303         65.97% 4,230                19.51%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 2 (NW Part)% 6.42% 6.47% 10.60% 2.86% 6.40% 6.31% 10.21% 2.71%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

12 67,585  6,639        9.82% 35,404           52.38% 21,709        32.12% 51,310     75.92% 4,472          8.72% 28,679         55.89% 15,063             29.36%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 12% 15.25% 17.58% 21.04% 9.95% 15.16% 17.02% 20.48% 9.63%

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk% VAP VAP% HVAP HVAP% WVAP WVAP% APBVAP APBVAP%

14 74,572  11,087     14.87% 28,899           38.75% 29,404        39.43% 56,673     76.00% 7,842          13.84% 24,208         42.72% 20,224             35.69%

NW Jacksonville 443,044                37,772     8.53% 168,275         37.98% 218,213      49.25% 338,550   76.41% 26,280        7.76% 140,025       41.36% 156,338           46.18%

Dist 14% 16.83% 29.35% 17.17% 13.47% 16.74% 29.84% 17.29% 12.94%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlk ‐ Any Part Black

Jacksonville, FL
NW Jacksonville Comparison

Plaintiffs' 3 Plan
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Appendix B13 

Table of Summary of the Demographics of People Moved 
from Districts 7-10 in the Enjoined into 
Districts 2, 12, 14 in the 2022-800 Plan 
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Enjoined From

District

To 2022‐800

District Population Hisp Hisp% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk%

7 2 1,012 141 13.93% 428 42.29% 387 38.24%

8 12 6,812 258 3.79% 5,090 74.72% 1,095 16.07%

9 14 11,541 1,391 12.05% 4,286 37.14% 5,358 46.43%

10 12 5,995 678 11.31% 2,281 38.05% 2,625 43.79%

10 14 322 30 9.32% 156 48.45% 114 35.40%

Total Moved 25,682 2,498 9.73% 12,241 47.66% 9,579 37.30%

Note: NH ‐ Not Hispanic; APBlack ‐ Any Parts Black

Jacksonville, FL
Population Moved

From Enjoined to 2022‐800 Plan
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Appendix B14 

Map of Border Areas 

Table Including Border Areas Analysis Data 
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District Population Hispanic Hispanic% NHWht NHWht% APBlk APBlk%

1 ‐ Portion of Cedar Hills moved 

from 9 to 14
2,214             248                11.20% 1,143             51.63% 674                30.44%

2 ‐ Portion of Avondale moved 

from 14 to 10
3,077             227                7.38% 2,582             83.91% 106                3.44%

3 ‐ Portion of Biltmore moved 

from 14 to 10
464                53                  11.42% 288                62.07% 101                21.77%

4 ‐ Lakeshore and Fairfax area not 

moved out of 14 and into 10
4,662             335                7.19% 3,630             77.86% 405                8.69%

5 ‐  First Argyle area not moved 

out of 9 and into 14
7,362             1,361             18.49% 2,163             29.38% 3,160             42.92%

6 ‐  second Argyle area not moved 

out of 9 and into 14
2,660             439                16.50% 993                37.33% 1,041             39.14%

7 ‐  Remainder of Argyle that 

stayed in 9
17,549           2,412             13.74% 5,462             31.12% 8,668             49.39%

8 ‐ Areas moved from 10 into 9 9,684             692                7.15% 2,985             30.82% 5,761             59.49%

9 ‐ San Mateo area moved into 2 4,340             392                9.03% 2,773             63.89% 943                21.73%

10 ‐ Oceanway/Yellow Bluff area 

moved out of 2
8,815             884                10.03% 4,133             46.89% 3,226             36.60%

Jacksonville, FL
Border Area Analysis

Population of Areas Moved
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA  

JACKSONVILLE DIVISION  
 
JACKSONVILLE BRANCH  
OF THE NAACP, et al., 
 

 Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 

CITY OF JACKSONVILLE, et al., 
 

 Defendants. 

Case No. 3:22-cv-493-MMH-LLL 

 / 
 

PLAINTIFFS’ CORRECTED OBJECTIONS TO THE CITY’S PROPOSED 
REMEDIAL PLAN AND SUBMISSION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

 
In accordance with this Court’s Order, ECF 53 (“Order”), Plaintiffs submit their 

objections to the City’s proposed interim remedial plan, ECF 81 (“Ordinance 2022-

800”). That plan does not cure the substantially likely constitutional violations the 

Court identified. Plaintiffs also offer and describe three alternative remedial plans;  two 

fully cure the violations while one is based on Ordinance 2022-800 and corrects its 

most egregious errors. A proposed order is attached. Plaintiffs do not request an oral 

argument or evidentiary hearing, but are prepared for either at the Court’s 

convenience. 

INTRODUCTION 

Last month, this Court found that Ordinance 2022-001 (“Enjoined Plan”) 

“pack[ed] artificially large numbers of Black voters into Districts 7, 8, 9, and 10” 

(“Packed Districts”). Order at 120. Under Ordinance 2022-800, 89% of those four 

districts’ residents remain there. ECF 92-1 (Fairfax Rep.) at 114. The 11% that were 
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moved out are disproportionately white. Id. at 137. Meanwhile, Districts 2, 12, and 14 

(“Stripped Districts”) feature high core-retention rates, meaning they are largely 

unchanged. Fairfax Rep. 113. Ordinance 2022-800 thus resembles a shell game—a 

sleight-of-hand that shuffles Black residents within D7–10 but still maroons them 

there. 

The result is a map that calcifies, rather than cures, the constitutional violations 

this Court identified. The Council had the opportunity and obligation to do better. It 

was required to abandon the race-based choices underlying the Enjoined Plan. It failed 

to do so. Instead, councilmembers focused their energy on protecting themselves and 

retaining the cores of the Enjoined Plan’s districts. They started with a proposal that 

“pretty much maintain[ed] a lot of what [they] like[d] about the original map,” 11/1 

Tr. 42:22–23,1 and then made adjustments to backslide even more. 

Because this Court has “its own duty to cure illegally gerrymandered districts,” 

it cannot accept Ordinance 2022-800. North Carolina v. Covington (“Covington II”), 138 

S.Ct. 2548, 2553 (2018) (per curiam). While the Council’s map does not remedy the 

violations the Court identified, Plaintiffs present several maps that do. Those maps 

also comply with all other legal requirements and honor the Council’s legitimate policy 

choices. The Court should thus reject Ordinance 2022-800 and adopt a plan that 

 
1  Meeting transcripts are filed at ECF 70-3 at 13–55 (10/20), 70-4 (10/25), 72-1 at 138–216 (11/1), 
74-1 at 162–238 (11/2), 77-1 at 143–264 (11/3), 78-1 at 43–106 (Town Hall), and 80-1 at 41–265 
(11/4). Herein, citations to transcripts use transcript pagination, not ECF pagination. 
 The transcripts sometimes reflect transcription errors, as clarified by the video recordings. 
Citations with errors are noted with asterisks, and any quotations are to the corrected language. The 
Parties expect to jointly file an agreed errata sheet within several days. 
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actually “comports with the Constitutional mandate of the Equal Protection Clause.” 

Order at 136. 

 
Fairfax Rep. 102. 

THE CITY’S DEVELOPMENT OF ITS PROPOSED REMEDY 

The Council’s interim remedial process suffered from many of the same 

shortcomings as its original process. It started with criteria closely tied to the status 

quo and replicated race-based aspects of the Enjoined Districts. To the extent the 

Council’s consultants began with non-racialized criteria, those fell by the wayside as 

the Council deliberated. Individual members horse-traded over specific changes, many 

of which were directly aimed at decreasing the Stripped Districts’ BVAPs, increasing 

the Packed Districts’ BVAPs, or otherwise hewing closer to the Enjoined Districts’ 
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shapes. When presented with ways to change the districts to avoid packing Black 

voters into D7–10, the Council rejected the proposals. Unsurprisingly, the plan they 

approved replicates many of the Enjoined Plan’s unconstitutional features. 

I. Overview of Process 

Council President Freeman appointed the Special Committee on Redistricting 

on October 18. ECF 70-2 at 1 (Committee Memo). He charged the Committee with 

“prepar[ing] a map consistent with the legal guidance” “about what is required by 

local, state, and federal law.” Id.  

The Committee first met on October 20. The Office of General Counsel 

(“OGC”) began the meeting by noting that “legal considerations for the special 

committee include: [] complying with the requirements of the City Charter and 

Ordinance Code, and state and federal law regarding nearly equal population, 

contiguous and compact districts, and adequately representing the varied interests of 

the community.” ECF 70-3 at 4–5. OGC also explained that the Council couldn’t 

“start with the premise that the 2011 lines are okay and merely tinker around the 

edges” but must involve “wholesale review of the city districts … deemed 

constitutionally infirm by the Court.” 10/20 Tr. 9:3–9. Additionally, OGC announced 

that Dr. Douglas Johnson, whom the City had retained in July, would assist City 

Planning Director Bill Killingsworth in developing maps. Id. 7:14–8:2; Andrew 

Pantazi, TWITTER (Oct. 21, 2022), 

https://twitter.com/apantazi/status/1583492174913544193 

[https://perma.cc/8XF6-7KAF]; Andrew Pantazi, Jacksonville Hires Redistricting 
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Expert to Draw New Maps, TRIBUTARY (Oct. 21, 2022), https://jaxtrib.org/?p=3303 

[https://perma.cc/6JK2-TVRC]. 

The Committee next met on November 1. At that meeting, OGC presented a 

memo with legal guidance, ECF 72-1 at 102–04 (Legal Memo), and Johnson and 

Killingsworth presented four maps, 11/1 Tr. 8:24–9:7. The first was the “Plaintiffs’ 

Unity Map,” see id. 17:8–20:8, which Plaintiff Dr. Marcella Washington had 

introduced at the full Council’s October 25 meeting. 10/25 Tr. 18:13–20:14. The 

second, “Orange,” was modeled off that map. 11/1 Tr. 23:24–25:14. The third and 

fourth were titled “Lime” and “Maroon.” Id. 20:9–23:23. After an initial round of 

discussions, the Committee jettisoned the first two, advancing Lime and Maroon. Id. 

58:18–20. Several councilmembers expressed strong support for Maroon, including 

Vice-Chair Diamond, who explained “it pretty much maintains a lot of what we like[d] 

about the original map.” Id. 42:22–23. 

Over the next two days, the Committee workshopped the maps, focusing on 

refining Maroon. On November 3, Johnson presented three new versions of Maroon 

(“IIA,” “IIB,” “IIC”) based on the Committee’s instructions. 11/3 Tr. 15:24–20:5. 

The Committee voted to advance the original Maroon while requesting additional 

changes. Id. 120:5–121:21. A town hall for public comment was held that evening. See 

generally Town Hall Tr. At the November 4 Council meeting, Johnson presented six 

new maps incorporating various councilmember requests (“Maroon IIIA” through 

“IIIF”). 11/4 Tr. 31:1–8; 39:3–41:22; 43:5–46:4. Only IIIE incorporated every request. 

Id. 43:18–19. A small refinement during the meeting resulted in the “Fix” series of 
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maps, including Maroon IIIE Fix, which the Council eventually passed, 16-1. Id. 

216:3–223:12. 

II. The City Treated the Voting Rights Act as Optional 

The City treated the Voting Rights Act (“VRA”) as an optional measure 

jurisdictions could invoke to justify race-based districts, rather than as a mandatory 

federal statute. Although the City had retained Johnson in July, at the November 1 

meeting, General Counsel Jason Teal claimed “we just don’t have time to go through 

a … Voting Rights Act analysis,” so “race can’t be a predominant factor,” 11/1 Tr. 

11:25–12:8.* Johnson similarly asserted he did not have time to analyze VRA 

compliance. Id. 11:25–12:4. 

Teal and Johnson continued to treat VRA compliance as optional in subsequent 

meetings. On November 2, Teal described Section 2 as “a tool that local governments 

can use to make the case, if you will, for having a race based or minority district.” 11/2 

Tr. 12:16–19 (emphasis added). Teal and Johnson repeated that they didn’t have time 

to do a defensible analysis. Id. 12:21–13:6. Diamond noted that the City wasn’t sued 

under the VRA, so the Council’s “sole job” was to “write a constitutional map,” not 

one that complied with the VRA.2 Id. 50:20–21 (emphasis added).  

 
2  This contrasted with OGC’s legal advice, 10/20 Tr. 8:11–23; Legal Memo at 103, Freeman’s 
charge for the committee, Committee Memo at 1, and Diamond’s own earlier statements, Lucia Viti, 
A Court Blocks City Council and School Board Maps, ACTIONNEWSJAX (Oct. 18, 2022), 
https://www.yahoo.com/video/court-blocks-city-council-school-142947674.html 
[https://perma.cc/K4LF-W3DC] (describing a view that “you place African American Democrats 
into a district in order to ensure that an African American Democrat can elect someone who can 
represent them.”); Andrew Pantazi, Plaintiffs Propose New Jacksonville City Council Map, TRIBUTARY 
(Oct. 28, 2022), https://jaxtrib.org/?p=3339 [https://perma.cc/7DJ3-3J3J] (“I think if [Plaintiffs’ 
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Nevertheless, on November 3, Teal and Johnson claimed that Johnson’s maps 

complied with what they characterized as “Plaintiffs’ Voting Rights Act analysis.” 

11/3 Tr. 7:17–9:5*. Johnson even adjusted one draft, purportedly to comply with the 

VRA. Id. 18:21–19:7. There is no documentation of how Johnson determined that the 

VRA required this shift, or what he understood “Plaintiffs’ VRA analysis” to mean. 

See generally ECF 70–86.  

Despite the adjustment made the previous day—ostensibly based on a VRA 

analysis—at the November 4 Council meeting, Teal again lamented that the City 

didn’t have time to do the “math exercise you have to go through, if you want to use 

a race based approach.” 11/4 Tr. 124:17–125:6. 

III. The City Disregarded Other Legal Requirements 

The VRA was not the only legal requirement the Council cast aside. On both 

October 20 and November 1, OGC stated that districts must be “arranged in as logical 

and compact [a] geographic[] pattern as possible.” 11/1 Tr. 11:10–22;* 10/20 Tr. 

8:16–9:2. As its meetings progressed, the Committee strayed from that initial 

commitment. By November 2, Teal had abandoned compactness: “[I]t’s okay to have 

funny looking districts. It’s okay that they look … oddly shaped.” 11/2 Tr. 63:21–23; 

see also id. 32:1–10,* 64:10–13; 11/4 Tr. 125:9–13, 125:17–23. Indeed, the Council’s 

adopted map featured several noncompact districts with bizarre shapes, drawn that 

way for racial reasons.  

 
Unity Map] were passed, African American Democratic representation on the Council would go 
down and cause a new set of plaintiffs to file suit.”). 

Case 3:22-cv-00493-MMH-LLL   Document 92-2   Filed 11/22/22   Page 7 of 45 PageID 7921



 8 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

In assessing the City’s proposed interim remedial plan, the Court “has a ‘duty’ 

to ensure that [the] remedy ‘so far as possible eliminate[s] the discriminatory effects of 

the past as well as bar[s] like discrimination in the future.’” Covington v. North Carolina 

(“Covington I”), 283 F.Supp.3d 410, 424 (M.D.N.C. 2018), aff’d in part, rev’d in part, 138 

S.Ct. 2548 (quoting Louisiana v. United States, 380 U.S. 145, 154 (1965)). The Court 

may approve Ordinance 2022-800 only if it provides a “full and adequate remedy” to 

the race-based sorting of voters. United States v. Osceola Cnty., 474 F.Supp.2d 1254, 1256 

(M.D. Fla. 2006). 

“When…the districting plan is offered as a replacement for one invalidated by 

the [C]ourt and will be implemented solely by virtue of the [C]ourt’s power,” Plaintiffs 

no longer bear the burden they “[o]rdinarily” would in launching a racial 

gerrymandering claim.” Wilson v. Jones, 130 F.Supp.2d 1315, 1322 (S.D. Ala.), aff’d 

sub nom. Wilson v. Minor, 220 F.3d 1297 (11th Cir. 2000). Instead, the Court has an 

“independent duty to assess its constitutionality.” Id.  

As a consequence, it is no longer Plaintiffs’ burden to “disentangle race from 

politics and prove that the former drove a district’s lines.” Cooper v. Harris, 137 S.Ct. 

1455, 1473 (2017). Instead, in exercising “its own duty to cure illegally gerrymandered 

districts,” Covington II, 138 S.Ct. at 2553, the Court must be wary when remedial 

districts are drawn “through reliance on political data closely correlated with race,” 

Covington I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 431. Where, as in Jacksonville, party and race are closely 
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correlated, Defendants must do the disentangling, because the use of partisan data has 

“the potential to embed, rather than remedy, the effects of an unconstitutional racial 

gerrymander in a proposed remedial districting plan,” id., and risks “carr[ying] 

forward the effects of the identified racial gerrymanders,” id. at 434.  

Similarly, incumbent-protection is the type of political goal that must “give way 

to [the] duty to completely remedy the constitutional violation.” Id. at 433; see also 

Jeffers v. Clinton, 756 F.Supp. 1195, 1199–1200 (E.D. Ark. 1990), aff’d, 498 U.S. 1019 

(1991). Before approving the remedy, the Court must therefore ensure that the 

Council’s desire to account for certain “political consideration[s]” has not eclipsed 

“the need to remedy a Shaw violation.” Personhuballah v. Alcorn, 155 F.Supp.3d 552, 

561 n.8 (E.D. Va. 2016). 

While the Court must otherwise defer to the Council’s legitimate policy choices, 

it need not—and cannot—defer to a plan that is not “consistent with constitutional 

norms and is [] itself vulnerable to legal challenge.” LULAC, Council No. 4434 v. 

Clements, 986 F.2d 728, 763 (5th Cir. 1993) (quoting White v. Weiser, 412 U.S. 783, 791 

(1973)). This Court may defer to legislative judgments only insofar as they “do[] not 

detract from the requirements of the Federal Constitution.” Upham v. Seamon, 456 U.S. 

37, 41 (1982).  

Additionally, the Court must ensure that Ordinance 2022-800 complies with 

other federal legal requirements. It must “consider whether the proffered remedial plan 

is legally unacceptable because it violates anew constitutional or statutory voting 

rights—that is, whether it fails to meet the same standards applicable to an original 
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challenge of a legislative plan in place.” McGhee v. Granville Cnty., 860 F.2d 110, 115 

(4th Cir. 1988). These requirements include the VRA. Personhuballah, 155 F.Supp.3d 

at 564 (court must consider Section 2 compliance when remedying racial 

gerrymander). See also ECF 34-03 at 13, 76–77, 82 (OGC explaining that Section 2 

applies to Jacksonville); ECF 34-08 at 12–15 (OGC memo discussing Section 2).  

If the Court determines that Ordinance 2022-800 is not a suitable remedy, it 

must order one of its own. In doing so, the Court “should be guided by the legislative 

policies underlying the existing plan, to the extent [they] do not lead to violations of 

the Constitution or the Voting Rights Act of 1965.” Abrams v. Johnson, 521 U.S. 74, 79 

(1997). But the Court should not adhere to legislative policies closely correlated with 

the underlying violation, see Covington I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 422, “partisan or political 

objectives, even when the state redistricting body expressly adopted such objectives,” 

id. at 452, or any legislative policies that stand in the way of “so far as possible 

eliminat[ing] the discriminatory effects of the racial gerrymander,” id. at 435 (citation 

omitted). “[A]t some point political concerns must give way when there is a 

constitutional violation that needs to be remedied.” Personhuballah, 155 F.Supp.3d at 

564.  

DEFENDANTS’ MAP DOES NOT CURE  
THE RACIAL GERRYMANDERING 

I. Incumbent-Protection Perpetuated the Racial Gerrymandering 

Ordinance 2022-800 continues Jacksonville’s decades-long practice of packing 

Black voters into four districts in the City’s north and west. It makes relatively minimal 
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changes to the Stripped Districts and swaps Black residents between the Packed 

Districts. This continued race-based sorting fails to fully and adequately remedy the 

racial packing of the Enjoined Plan. 

A. Black Voters Are Still Packed into Districts 7–10,  
and Stripped from Districts 2, 12, and 14 

Most of the Black residents who were packed into D7–10 remain there. 89% of 

residents of the Enjoined Plan’s D7–10 are still in D7–10 in Ordinance 2022-800. 

Fairfax Rep. 114. This, of course, means Black voters remain kept out of D2, 12, and 

14. The Stripped Districts retain 98.5%, 81.1%, and 69.7%, respectively, of their 

populations from the Enjoined Plan—populations this Court determined were 

artificially white because of race-based decision-making. Id. at 113. These are high 

core-retention rates. See In re SJR 1176, 83 So.3d 597, 662, 665, 669 (Fla. 2012) 

(describing 82.6% retention as “overwhelming” and 69.7% as “high”). By contrast, the 

Packed Districts’ individual retention rates range from 19.5% to 51.9%. Fairfax Rep. 

113. In short: white voters are mostly kept in the Stripped Districts and Black voters 

are shuffled among—but not out of—the Packed Districts. 

The makeup of the 11% of residents moved from a Packed to a Stripped District 

confirms the continued race-based nature of the districts. See id. at 114, 137. 25,682 

people were moved from D7–10 in the Enjoined Plan to D2, 12, or 14 in Ordinance 

2022-800. Id. at 137. 12,241 of them—47.66%—were white; only 9,579 (37.3%) were 
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Black.3 Id. These figures stand in stark contrast to the demographics of the districts 

themselves. The Enjoined Plan’s D7–10 included as many Black residents as 

possible—ranging from 60.6% to 70.3% Black. Id. at 117. It is an understatement to 

say that the population moved out of these districts was disproportionately white. See 

Bethune-Hill v. Va. State Bd. of Elections, 326 F.Supp.3d 128, 173 (E.D. Va. 

2018) (finding that “which voters the legislature decides to choose” in redrawing 

districts is the relevant question to assess racial predominance and that 

disproportionate racial shifts are probative of predominance); Ketchum v. Byrne, 740 

F.2d 1398, 1407 (7th Cir. 1984) (disproportionate movement of African Americans 

out of districts is “strong evidence of intentional discrimination”). 

 

Fairfax Rep. at 114. 

Consequently, Black residents remain packed in D7–10. The total population 

of the seven Challenged Districts that lies north and west of the St. Johns River4 (“NW 

Jacksonville”) is 443,044, including 218,213 Black residents and 168,275 white 

residents. Fairfax Rep. 117. In the Enjoined Plan, 173,101 Black residents (79.3% of 

all Black residents in NW Jacksonville) were in the Packed Districts. Id. The portion 

 
3  These figures represent “Any Part Black”—anyone who identifies as Black alone or in 
combination with another race. See Georgia v. Ashcroft, 539 U.S. 461, 473 n.1 (2003). 
4  Fairfax made comparisons using only the north and west side of the St. Johns River so that he 
kept the denominator constant for comparisons across all the plans he analyzed. 
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of Stripped Districts in NW Jacksonville, meanwhile, included 96,875 white residents 

(57.6% of white residents). Id. In Ordinance 2022-800, D7–10 include 77.5% of Black 

residents of the area (169,050), and D2 (NW part), 12, and 14 include 52.1% of white 

residents (87,657). Id. at 118. The effect is to keep D2, 12, and 14 artificially white 

while continuing to pack Black voters into D7–10. Ordinance 2022-800 is thus not “a 

full and adequate remedy,” Osceola Cnty., 474 F.Supp.2d at 1256, that “completely 

remedies the identified constitutional violation,” Covington I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 424, 

and its effects, id. at 435. 

B. The Council Leaned into Both Incumbent-Protection and  
Core-Preservation, and in Both Cases Race Predominated 

The retention figures should come as no surprise given that the Challenged 

Districts retain many of the features this Court found indicative of racial 

predominance. See infra p. 27–34. During the remedial process, the mapmakers 

conceded that these districts subordinate traditional criteria, but assured the Council 

that this noncompliance was valid because it reflected incumbent-protection, not race. 

11/2 Tr. 63:21–23; see also id. 32:1–10,* 62:3–10, 64:10–13; 11/4 Tr. 125:9–11, 125:20–

23. 

While there is nothing inherently unlawful about protecting incumbents, that 

does not mean that all incumbent-protection is legitimate.5 Courts have repeatedly 

 
5  Courts have been skeptical of the type of incumbent-protection at play here. Protecting incumbents 
is a legitimate interest insofar as it is designed to further “the interests of the constituents.” LULAC, 
548 U.S. at 441. In LULAC, the Supreme Court explained the virtue of incumbent protection is “to 
keep the constituency intact so the officeholder is accountable for promises made or broken.” Id. It is 
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noted that incumbent-protection (like core-preservation) cannot insulate illegal 

districts from review. See, e.g., LULAC, 548 U.S. at 441 (incumbent-protection could 

not justify “the effect on Latino voters” of drawing them out of district); Easley v. 

Cromartie, 532 U.S. 234, 262 n.3 (2001) (Thomas, J., dissenting) (“questionable 

proposition” that incumbent-protection is a legitimate goal if “individuals are 

incumbents by virtue of their election in an unconstitutional racially gerrymandered 

district”); Clark v. Putnam Cnty., 293 F.3d 1261, 1271 (11th Cir. 2002) (unconstitutional 

to “protect [] two [B]lack incumbents by maximizing the [B]lack population in their 

districts”); Garza v. Los Angeles Cnty., 918 F.2d 763, 778–79 (9th Cir. 1990) (Kozinski, 

J., concurring); Ketchum, 740 F.2d at 1408; Black Pol. Task Force v. Galvin, 300 

F.Supp.2d 291, 313–14 (D. Mass. 2004); Polish Am. Cong. v. City of Chicago, 226 

F.Supp.2d 930, 937 (N.D. Ill. 2002); Rybicki v. Ill. State Bd. of Elections, 574 F.Supp. 

1082, 1109 (N.D. Ill. 1982). This Court has explained the same. Order at 88 (“[C]ore 

preservation and incumbency protection do not address the question of how the ‘cores’ 

of these oddly shaped districts came to be in the first place, only why they have 

remained so.”); id. at 101 (“[B]y invoking core-retention and incumbency protection 

as the predominant motive behind the shape of the Challenged Districts, the City 

makes the historical foundation for these districts particularly relevant.”). 

 
not to benefit the officeholder. Here, the chasm between core-retention rates shows the problematic 
nature of incumbent protection in this context. The Packed Districts retain 19.5%, 35.4%, 37.2%, and 
51.9% of their populations; the Stripped Districts retain 69.7%, 81.1%, and 98.5%. Fairfax Rep. 113. 
If incumbency protection here were about accountability, there wouldn’t be such a gap between the 
core-retentions of the Packed Districts and those of the Stripped Districts. Cf. Larios v. Cox, 314 
F.Supp.2d 1357, 1369 (N.D. Ga. 2004) (retaining incumbent cores was not a legitimate goal where “it 
was done in a thoroughly disparate and partisan manner.”).  
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Here, the Council sought to ensure the plan paired no incumbent residences in 

the same district, yielding district shapes the City conceded are bizarre and 

noncompact. See 11/2 Tr. 26:6–17 (Johnson noting D9’s “long extended shape” with 

an “upper neck” was due to incumbent-protection); 11/4 Tr. 52:14–53:8 (Priestly 

Jackson asking about irregular D9/10 border given the focus on “compactness” and 

Johnson explaining it “entirely” reflects “keeping each council member[] in their own 

district”). But here, incumbency is inextricable from the underlying violations that the 

City had to cure. Incumbency only exists as it does because of racial gerrymandering. 

Incumbents who would have lived together in compact districts were instead separated 

into different districts by slicing the Urban Core’s neighborhoods. See Order at 95 

(“Districts 7, 8, 9, and 10 stretch from in and around the central urban core in 

downtown Jacksonville all the way, or nearly so, to the Duval County line at its north, 

south, and west edges.”). Pittman and Priestly Jackson live about two miles (a five-

minute drive) from each other. Gaffney lives just a few minutes from each. Clark-

Murray is within five miles of Priestly Jackson. All four incumbents live within a four-

mile radius. See ECF 72-1 at 105–108; ECF 80-1 at 1–9 (maps with incumbent 

addresses). To start the process with where incumbents live ensured the replication of 

key features of the racial gerrymandering.6 As Johnson and Council staff noted, this 

 
6  It’s not inherently inappropriate to consider incumbency in this remedial context, but there’s a 
right way to do so—to consider it after ensuring the racial gerrymandering was cured such that 
traditional redistricting criteria weren’t subordinated to race or race-correlated criteria. “[W]hen 
incumbent protection has been considered, courts have routinely treated this principle as ‘a distinctly 
subordinate consideration’ to the other traditional redistricting principles.” Ga. State Conf. of NAACP v. 
Fayette Cnty. Bd. of Comm’rs, 996 F.Supp.2d 1353, 1363 (N.D. Ga. 2014) (quoting Larios, 314 F.Supp.2d 
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choice led to “weirdly shaped districts” that are “stretched out” instead of logical, 

compact, and respectful of communities of interest.  

Further, there is reason to think the Council’s emphasis on incumbent-

protection was pretextual. First, Ordinance 2022-800 protects incumbents who aren’t 

even seeking reelection. In fact, Johnson explained that “the long extended shape of 

District 9”—perhaps the most conspicuously problematic feature of Ordinance 2022-

800—was a product of shielding incumbents who are term-limited:  

If we are not going to worry about the council members who are 
termed out, that upper neck can be—the upper part of that neck 
can be kind of made more compact and we rotate with all the 
council members. So each council member who is not termed 
out would still be in their own district, and we can get rid of that 
neck there. 

11/2 Tr. 26:10–17.  

Second, even once incumbents were separated, the Council insisted on changes 

to claw back aspects of the original unconstitutional districts—since, in the words of 

one Committee member, “the map we had was fine.” Pantazi, Plaintiffs Propose, supra 

n.2. For example, although Pittman was not paired with anyone in the Lime or 

Maroon maps, she complained she was “drawn out of [her] district.” 11/2 Tr. 51:6–7; 

see also Jim Piggott, City Council Committee Narrows Down New District Maps, NEWS4JAX 

 
at 1362) (collecting cases). There, the court accounted for incumbency, but only after ensuring the 
violation was cured, other federal law was complied with, and traditional redistricting criteria were 
followed. Only then could changes be made to avoid pairing incumbents, so long as “doing so would 
not affect the plan’s remedial effect, alter the plan’s constitutional commitments, or sacrifice the plan’s 
emphasis on the other traditional redistricting principles.” Fayette Cnty., 996 F.Supp.2d at 1363; accord 
Covington I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 422 (Special Master instructed not to avoid pairing incumbents, but 
welcoming submissions about how to separate incumbents paired after violation cured). 
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(Nov. 2, 2022), https://www.news4jax.com/news/local/2022/11/02/city-council-

committee-narrows-down-new-district-maps-to-one-choice-but-pushback-continues/ 

[https://perma.cc/2LGK-WRZK]. Johnson explained how Pittman’s district could 

be changed to look more like her existing one, and Pittman requested that change. 

11/2 Tr. 53:15–54:7.* The Committee approved her request unanimously. Id. 58:21–

59:9. By November 3, Johnson had accommodated Pittman’s request “to be kept more 

with her current district’s population to the north,” exchanging territory between 

Pittman and Gaffney, and bringing both districts closer to the Enjoined Map’s 

unconstitutional cores. 11/3 Tr. 14:7–9. After that meeting, Pittman told a reporter 

“the reduction in the Black population in one of the districts was a significant factor 

for her,” saying, “Do the math…. You can count from four to three districts. It’s a real 

concern for me.” Andrew Pantazi, City Lawyer: Jacksonville Doesn’t Need Compact City 

Council Districts, TRIBUTARY (Nov. 3, 2022), https://jaxtrib.org/?p=3396 

[https://perma.cc/5G29-A3R9]. Pittman confirmed that she “want[ed] a district that 

looks more like [her] current district.” Andrew Pantazi, TWITTER (Nov. 3, 2022), 

https://twitter.com/apantazi/status/1588151967733481472 

[https://perma.cc/2AXR-QH24].7  

A similar dynamic informed the Committee’s decision to move D7 closer to its 

enjoined configuration. Multiple councilmembers supported changes that returned to 

D7 more of its unconstitutional core, tying that request to a concern for the future D7 

 
7  Contra ECF 82-1 at 29 (“The race of the potential district constituents was not considered when 
creating the interim remedial district boundaries, nor were the 2011 district lines preserved.”) 
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officeholder to be elected on November 8. See 11/3 Tr. 57:8–58:11,* 58:16,* 79:12–13, 

20–22* (Gaffney), 78:10–11 (Howland), 70:22–23 (Cumber), 71:23–72:3, 74:15–16, 

74:22–25,* 75:1–3,* 100:19–20 (Salem), 72:24, 95:18–20 (Ferraro), 80:21–23 (Newby), 

83:7–10 (White). 

When incumbency is tied to the violations to be remedied, courts must be 

skeptical. “[A] redistricting body’s desire to protect [] incumbents must give way to its 

duty to completely remedy the constitutional violation,” especially when “a state 

redistricting body relies on redistricting criteria closely correlated with race in its 

pursuit of the far more suspect goal of seeking to ensure that incumbents elected in a 

racially gerrymandered district prevail in their remedial district.” Covington I, 283 

F.Supp.3d at 433; see also Jeffers, 756 F.Supp. at 1199–1200. Here, the foundation of 

Ordinance 2022-800 was closely wedded to the Enjoined Plan because its starting 

point was keeping incumbents in their own districts whether or not they were eligible to 

run again. Incumbent-protection was not a legitimate goal in this context, but a fig leaf 

for minimizing changes. As a result, the remedial districts continue to bear the indicia 

of racial gerrymandering. 
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 Fairfax Rep. 27. 

Fairfax Rep. 43. 
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C. Partisanship Played a Limited Role, and to the Extent It Shaped the  
Council’s Decisions, it Entrenched the Racial Gerrymandering 

Despite some efforts to push partisanship to the fore, the record reflects partisan 

considerations played a limited role in the Council’s mapmaking. And to the extent 

the Council used partisan data, it just embedded the effects of the constitutional 

violations. 

Race and party are closely correlated in Jacksonville. During the remedial 

process, councilmembers of both parties treated the two interchangeably. See 11/1 Tr. 

32:19–34:20* (Gaffney asking about “minority” seats lost, being interrupted by 

Freeman and Teal, and rephrasing to “Democrat”); Viti, supra n.2 (Diamond 

discussing “African American Democrats”); Pantazi, Plaintiffs Propose, supra n.2 

(same). Additionally, few decisions reflected partisan goals. Each of the maps included 

partisan data, but with one exception, councilmembers never cited them as a reason 

for preferring one map over another. 11/1 Tr. 42:7–9*; see Piggott, City Council 

Committee Narrows, supra p. 16 (Freeman statements on video). Teal advised the 

councilmembers that they could consider the “political make-up of [their] districts” 

when reviewing the proposed maps, but councilmembers rarely did so. Id. 13:3–4. The 

sole exception centered on D12: one of Killingsworth’s initial instructions was to 

“keep 12 R.” Id. 38:25–39:2.* And Diamond, an early proponent of the Maroon map, 

explained that the Plaintiffs’ Unity Map was unacceptable because it “flip[ped]” D12, 

mentioning the partisanship of no other districts. 11/1 Tr. 42:7–11. He continued that 

he liked Maroon because “it pretty much maintains a lot of what we like[d] about the 
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original map.” Id. 42:22–23. 

Ordinarily, these partisan calculations—limited though they were—might be 

defensible. See Rucho v. Common Cause, 139 S.Ct. 2484, 2503 (2019). But the Council 

was not in an ordinary posture. Even if the Council could “use political data for certain 

purposes when initially drawing district lines,” in this remedial context, “the 

consideration of political data” is inappropriate if it “carr[ies] forward the 

discriminatory effect of the original violation.” Covington I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 433; see 

also Personhuballah, 155 F.Supp.3d at 564 (rejecting need to maintain partisan balance 

in curing racial gerrymander, because “at some point political concerns must give way 

when there is a constitutional violation that needs to be remedied”). Whatever may 

have been permissible in a different posture, the Council’s responsibility now was to 

enact “a full and adequate remedy.” Osceola Cnty., 474 F.Supp.2d at 1256. That meant 

relieving the effects of the racial gerrymandering, Covington I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 424, 

and passing a plan that permitted the Court to fulfill “its own duty to cure illegally 

gerrymandered districts,” Covington II, 138 S.Ct. at 2553. 

Therein lies the problem with the Council’s consideration of party: because race 

and party are so closely correlated, any partisan makeup the Council sought to 

preserve was a direct consequence of the racial gerrymandering. Absent the past 

packing of “African American Democrats,” the party baseline could well have been 

different. Preserving the partisan status quo thus prevented the Council from “so far as 

possible eliminat[ing] the discriminatory effects of the racial gerrymander,” Covington 

I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 435 (citation omitted), because it preserved the racial status quo as 
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well. This led to districts with Republican incumbents retaining high percentages of 

their white populations, and Black Democrats being shifted among D7–10 as described 

above. Consider D12: shifts to its boundaries made Plaintiffs’ Unity Map a 

“nonstarter” because of partisan effects, and one of the few instructions to 

Killingsworth and Johnson was to “keep 12 R.” The result? Ordinance 2022-800’s D12 

retains 81.1% of the Enjoined Plan’s racially gerrymandered D12. Fairfax Rep. 113; 

see also Robert Yablon, Gerrylaundering, 97 N.Y.U. L. REV. 985, 994 n.36 (2022) (using 

80% core-retention as threshold).  

Between incumbent-protection, partisanship, and core-retention, the remedial 

process here resembles that in Covington. There, after the district court struck down 

racially gerrymandered districts, the legislature passed a remedy purportedly without 

considering race at all. Instead, it invoked incumbent-protection and core-preservation 

to draw remedial districts. There, like here, the remedial districts bore the features of 

the original districts that suggested racial predominance—including odd shapes and 

divided communities. And there, like here, the remedial process centered on “efforts 

to protect incumbents … through use of political data,” Covington I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 

433, that was “closely correlated with race,” id. at 431. The district court rejected this 

remedy, explaining that the legislature could not prioritize “seeking to ensure 

incumbents will prevail in their remedial districts—if doing so would prevent it from 

completely remedying the identified constitutional violation.” Id. at 435.  

The Supreme Court affirmed that portion of the district court’s decision. It 

explained that even “[t]he defendants’ insistence that the … legislature did not look at 
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racial data in drawing remedial districts d[id] little to undermine the District Court’s 

conclusion—based on evidence concerning the shape and demographics of those 

districts—that the districts unconstitutionally sort voters on the basis of race.” 

Covington II, 138 S.Ct. at 2553.  

The Council repeated the Covington defendants’ errors by prioritizing 

incumbent-protection and partisanship over eliminating the Enjoined Plan’s racial 

gerrymandering. The Council’s political desires had to “give way to the need to 

remedy a Shaw violation.” Personhuballah, 155 F.Supp.3d at 561 n.8. But they didn’t. 

Instead, those considerations led to conceded noncompactness, bizarre shapes, 

neighborhood-splitting, and above all, Packed and Stripped Districts that, collectively, 

closely resemble their predecessors. Incumbent-protection and partisanship thus 

continued the race-based sorting of voters, “embed[ding], rather than remedy[ing]” the 

Enjoined Plan’s constitutional violations. Covington I, 283 F.Supp.3d at 431. 

II. Race Predominated in Ordinance 2022-800 
Despite Defendants’ Purported Colorblindness 

The City’s process diverged from Covington’s in one critical way—here the 

remedial mapmakers did consider race. The City argues that, because its initial draft 

plans were purportedly drawn without using racial data, race necessarily did not 

predominate in Ordinance 2022-800. Not so. Here, not only did the City—by its own 

telling—use racial data to develop its plan, but race predominated in other ways as 

well. The only place where race apparently did not factor into the Council’s analysis is 

the only place where it should have: ensuring VRA compliance. 
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A. Defendants Used Racial Data in Developing Ordinance 2022-800 

The City used racial data when considering and modifying its draft plans. In 

developing his initial drafts, Johnson observed that the number of “majority [B]lack, 

African-American” districts went from four under the Enjoined Plan to three in the 

drafts. 11/1 Tr. 18:12–15. He claimed he didn’t “draw[] for that … [b]ut we did look 

at it.” Id. 18:20–21. Johnson specifically noted that he “want[ed] to mention that as a 

factor [for consideration] in terms of the results.” Id. 18:19–20. Several 

councilmembers expressed concern that one of the four Packed Districts would drop 

below a 50% BVAP, id. 32:20–24*; 11/2 Tr. 74:23–75:6*; Pantazi, City Lawyer, supra 

p. 17, prompting Johnson to observe that “there’s a lot of debate about the effective 

number.” 11/2 Tr. 75:13–14. 

Moreover, after calculating their racial makeups, Johnson adjusted the D9/10 

border in one draft supposedly “to ensure that we stay safe on the Voting Rights Act.” 

11/3 Tr. 18:22–23.* He did not explain how he assessed VRA compliance, and the 

City provided no rationale for these changes except racial data. The justification for 

these race-based decisions is dubious, given Johnson and Teal’s repeated claims that 

the City didn’t have time to do a VRA analysis. See, e.g., 11/1 Tr. 12:1–5.*  

Unlike the Covington defendants, the City never claimed it did not consider 

racial data in developing its remedial maps—only that it did not use racial data when 

it started this process. Compare Covington II, 138 S.Ct. at 2553, with 11/4 Tr. 222:18–21. 

Under the City’s supposedly colorblind approach, then, the racial composition of 

districts was “a factor in terms of the results,” a subject of “debate,” and a rationale 
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for adjusting district lines—but not a component of a VRA analysis, which the City 

says it could not do. 11/1 Tr. 18:19–20, 12:1–5; 11/2 Tr. 75:13–18. 

B. The Council Pretextually Used the Terms “Rural”  
and “Urban” to Reject the Unity and Orange Plans 

When introducing the Maroon, Lime, Orange, and Plaintiffs’ Unity Plans, 

Killingsworth explained that he and Johnson had considered neighborhoods’ “urban 

or rural” character to draw districts. 11/1 Tr. 38:5–13.* For example, Johnson 

described the Unity Map’s D8 (the corollary to Maroon’s D12) as an “unusual mix” 

of “rural” areas and dissimilar “Sherwood Forest, Osceola Forest.” 11/2 Tr. 9:23-

10:5.* He contrasted that with Maroon’s D12. 11/1 Tr. 20:12–15. In reality, both the 

Unity Map’s D8 and Maroon’s D12 combined the City’s less densely populated 

southwestern edges—which are not populous enough to form their own district—with 

dense suburbs. 11/2 Tr. 41:17–18 (public comment disputing the characterization of 

D12 as rural “when it’s suburban in many of its portion[s]”). The difference? Unity’s 

D8 included predominantly Black suburbs like Sherwood Forest (91% BVAP; 3,908 

pop/mi2), Osceola Forest (73% BVAP; 2,275 pop/mi2), and adjacent Harborview 

(95% BVAP; 2,060 pop/mi2) and Edgewood Manor (95% BVAP; 2,518 pop/mi2). 

Fairfax Rep. 91–94. Maroon’s D12 included whiter (and sometimes denser) suburbs 

like Rolling Hills (19% BVAP; 2,541 pop/mi2), Normandy Manor (34% BVAP, 2,681 

pop/mi2), and Normandy Estates (31% BVAP; 3,591 pop/mi2). Id.8 

 
8 All these suburbs contrast markedly with true urban areas like Downtown (7,528 pop/mi2). 
Fairfax Rep. 92. 
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Id. at 105. 

Johnson also used the terms rural and urban as codewords for white and Black, 

respectively, when discussing the Orange plan. Johnson described “the relatively rural 

District 109 also outside of 295.” That district, modeled on the Unity Plan’s D12, was 

not rural (it was the third most densely populated of the Challenged Districts), but it 

was majority white. 11/1 Tr. 24:19–20; Fairfax Rep 109, 132. 

Freeman, too, engaged in this pretextual discussion. He echoed Johnson’s 

criticism of the Unity Map for combining “rural and urban communities.” 11/2 Tr. 

 
9  Johnson numbered this D10 in Orange and discusses it as such during the meeting, but the PDF 
map provided to the Council (ECF 67-1 at 25) erroneously labeled it as D7. ECF 70 at 4 n.4. 
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5:7–8; see also 11/1 Tr. 59:23–25.10 

Once the Committee used the pretextual urban/rural criterion to eliminate the 

Orange and Unity Maps, these terms were not used again. 

III. A District-by-District Analysis Shows That the Challenged Districts 
Continue to Bear Hallmarks of Racial Predominance 

 A district-by-district analysis reveals that the Council perpetuated, rather than 

remedied, the Enjoined Plan’s racial gerrymandering. As described above, the Council 

began from an already flawed starting point: the Maroon map with its focus on 

incumbent-protection and its continued segregation of voters by race. The Council 

then made decision after decision to claw back even more features of the Enjoined 

Plan. 

As a result, districts continue to have strange shapes and split communities. As 

this Court noted in its Order, bizarre shapes, noncompactness, and the splitting of 

communities are hallmarks of racially gerrymandered districts; the subordination of 

traditional criteria is strong circumstantial evidence of racial predominance in the 

design of those districts. Order at 78, 89, 93–95, 100–103; see also Bethune-Hill v. Va. 

State Bd. of Elections, 137 S.Ct. 788, 799 (2017) (“In general, legislatures that engage in 

impermissible race-based redistricting will find it necessary to depart from traditional 

principles in order to do so.”); Miller v. Johnson, 515 U.S. 900, 913 (1995) (Bizarre, 

 
10  This ham-fisted usage of “urban” and “rural” as racial codewords contrasts with the usage of one 
councilmember, who has previously distinguished between “black suburbs, rural, [and] urban” areas 
in the past. Brenda Priestly Jackson, TWITTER (Sep. 17, 2019), 
https://twitter.com/Priestjax/status/1174150867928473601 [https://perma.cc/SUY2-8FZH]. 
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noncompact shapes “may be persuasive circumstantial evidence that race for its own 

sake, and not other districting principles, was the legislature’s dominant and 

controlling rationale in drawing its district lines.”). 

A. District 2 

Ordinance 2022-800’s D2 is almost identical to D2 in the Enjoined Plan—

almost. The debate regarding D2’s border focused on Ferraro’s insistence that San 

Mateo (80.2% WVAP) be put back into D2 (like in the Enjoined Plan). 11/1 Tr. 55:1–

5. Ferraro also asked that Oceanway (55.7% WVAP) be united in D2. Id.; Fairfax Rep. 

93–94.11 Ultimately, the Council chose again to include the whiter San Mateo 

neighborhood in D2, leaving more of mixed Oceanway in a Packed District—a similar 

division to the one in the Enjoined Plan. See Order at 50 (quoting Killingsworth: “for 

the same reasons it works for Councilmember Gaffney, it would work for 

Councilmember Ferraro”). 

B. District 7 

Johnson drew D7 in the Maroon map compactly north of the Trout River, 

crossing south only to equalize population, making it quite different from its 

predecessor in the Enjoined Plan. 11/1 Tr. 20:15–19; see Order at 95 (“Why must 

District 7 jump the Trout River, in order to connect a slice of Jacksonville’s northside 

to the downtown?”). Gaffney expressed concern about Maroon’s “taking away from 

7” the following day. 11/2 Tr. 73:23–24. After the Committee instructed Johnson to 

 
11  The Oceanway request reflected genuine communities-of-interest considerations Ferraro 
expressed last year. Order at 52 n.30. 
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ignore incumbents not seeking reelection, Johnson dramatically reconfigured D7 in 

the city’s southwest, resulting in “a whole new District 7.” 11/3 Tr. 54:11–55:10. 

Gaffney objected to this “very unfortunate” decision and complained that Johnson’s 

Maroon II maps all “draw out District 7.” Id. 58:15, 60:6–7. Other councilmembers 

weighed in expressing similar concerns that D7 was drastically reshaped and expressed 

a desire to ensure “we are keeping District 7 to where people understand District 7.” 

Id. 95:18–20 (Ferraro); see also supra pp. 17–18. 

 

Fairfax Rep. 32. 

As with the other Challenged Districts, the changes made between the Maroon 

Plan and Ordinance 2022-800 were a march back toward a D7 resembling the one in 
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the Enjoined Plan. Compare Fairfax Rep. 43 (Maroon) with 27 (2022-800). The only 

reason D7 is not even more similar to its unconstitutional predecessor is that Teal 

stated that the City would ask this Court to waive the Charter’s candidate residency 

requirement, prompting Gaffney to stop fighting for D7 to include his address (shared 

with his son, now-Councilmember Reggie Gaffney Jr.). Andrew Pantazi, Jacksonville 

City Council Passes New District Map, TRIBUTARY (Nov. 7, 2022), 

https://jaxtrib.org/?p=3444 [https://perma.cc/PSV3-8ZY6].  

C. District 8 

The Maroon version of D8 was also met with hostility by the Council—and in 

particular by the D8 incumbent, Pittman. As discussed in more detail supra pp. 16–17, 

Pittman fought for this change so that her district looked more like the Enjoined Plan’s 

D8, and she got what she wanted.   

D. District 9 

Introducing the Maroon map, Johnson noted 

D9’s ostentatiously bizarre shape: “Now, 9 is 

obviously the district that jumps out on the map.” 

11/1 Tr. 21:8–9. He later summarized the feedback he 

got on Maroon and noted that he needed to address 

D9’s “long extended shape” with an “upper neck.” 

11/2 Tr. 26:6–17. That neck was retained to keep 

incumbent Clark-Murray in D9. 11/4 Tr. 52:8–

53:21.* See also supra p. 15. Fairfax Rep. 72. 
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Johnson may have smoothed out some of D9’s roughest edges, but the district 

retains its snaking shape and neck because race predominated in the choice of areas to 

include within it. Like its predecessor, it includes a precinct-wide “land bridge” 

connecting pockets of Black voters. Johnson explained that he kept Woodstock (where 

Clark-Murray lives) together with communities immediately adjacent to I-295 running 

south because they are “similar in many ways.” 11/1 Tr. 22:5–11. Other than their 

proximity to either side of the Beltway, however, Johnson did not specify how these 

communities are related to the Woodstock neck. Indeed, the similarity is nothing more 

than race. Jacksonville Heights, McGirt’s Creek, and Duclay have more in common, 

as neighborhoods, with Argyle Forest and Chimney Lakes. See, e.g., id. 67:19–68:9;* 

11/3 Tr. 93:5–9, 93:15–16. The only thing they have in common with Woodstock—

the home of incumbent Clark-Murray and the northernmost part of the district—is that 

they are predominantly Black areas. Fairfax Rep. 91–94. 

E. District 10 

D10 is an afterthought—curling around the top of D9 so Clark-Murray can 

remain alone in D9, squished below D8 so Pittman’s district can flow northward as it 

did in the Enjoined Plan. It only stretches slightly further south than the Enjoined 

Plan’s D10 boundary, such that it includes predominantly white Riverside and 

Avondale, but not Lakeshore, Fairfax, or Ortega. Id. at 91–94 By barely changing the 

D10/14 boundary, Ordinance 2022-800 does not cure the racial gerrymandering of the 

Enjoined Plan. 
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F. District 12 

D12 has a very high core-retention rate of 81.1%. Id. at 113. Race explains 

which areas were moved into and out of D12. The district’s northern border was 

moved further north by pulling white neighborhoods out of the enjoined D8: Cisco 

Gardens (84.7% WVAP), Otis (76.2% WVAP), Bulls Bay (80.3% WVAP), and 

Marietta (78.5% WVAP). Id. at 91-94. At D12’s southern end, more mixed Chimney 

Lakes (46.5% WVAP, 31.0% BVAP) was removed. Fairfax Rep. 91-94; see supra pp. 

22, 25–27. 

G. District 14 

         

Fairfax Rep. 69, 74. 

Race continued to predominate in the choice of borders for D14 in Ordinance 

2022-800. Indeed, D14’s general shape is maintained from the Enjoined Plan. Johnson 

explained that he made D14 “the riverfront seat,” but also decided to keep Argyle 

Forest and add Chimney Lakes, to connect areas on either side of the D9 “corridor.” 

11/1 Tr. 22:12–24.* The resulting D14 continues to be V-shaped, retaining its “land 

bridge” to wrap around D9’s southern end and connect white voters on either side. 
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Johnson admitted that D14 “obviously is an odd-looking district.” Id. 22:1–2. Yet the 

Council chose to maintain that strange shape; 

Attempts to remove the V-shape and unite communities were ignored because 

of race. Public commenters explained that all of Argyle12 should be united in D14. Id. 

63:16–64:2,* 64:15–17, 67:19–68:9,* 76:16–23. Even DeFoor noted a “little dip in 

Argyle that didn’t really make sense.” 11/3 Tr. 92:21–93:7, 93:15–16. Adding Argyle 

to Maroon’s D14 would have created a highly compact district without dividing 

riverfront neighborhoods like Riverside/Avondale. Indeed, when the Committee 

voted to move heavily white Riverside/Avondale out of D14 and into D10, DeFoor 

suggested making up the population in Argyle—areas Johnson had put into D9’s “dip” 

like Duclay (33.8% WVAP) and McGirt’s Creek (38.7% WVAP). 11/3 Tr. 92:21–93:7, 

93:15–16, Fairfax Rep. 91-94. Johnson said he would start with Argyle, 11/3 Tr. 

93:21–22, but in fact, he hardly touched that area, choosing instead to move a 30.4% 

Black part of Cedar Hills into D14. ECF 67-1 at 34, Fairfax Rep. 140. There was no 

explanation for why the Maroon III series moved a heavily white neighborhood 

nobody had ever mentioned, deviating from Blanding Boulevard which otherwise 

made up the D9/14 border, instead of the more racially mixed areas DeFoor had 

specifically asked for. The remainder of Argyle (31.1% White) remained in D9 as well. 

Id. 

 
12  Defined by the Argyle Area Civil Council as extending from I-295 to Chimney Lakes, south of 
103rd Street. 11/1 Tr. 67:25–68:5; see also http://www.neighborhoodlink.com/Argyle_Area/map 
[https://perma.cc/2X9N-BUBZ]. 
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The portion of Cedar Hills moved into D14 to make up for the lost 

Riverside/Avondale population was noticeably more white (51.6% White) than either 

of the areas of Argyle DeFoor proposed to move (29.4% and 37.3% White). Id. 

THE COURT SHOULD ADOPT  
ONE OF PLAINTIFFS’ PROPOSED PLANS 

Plaintiffs present several plans that fully remedy the City’s constitutional 

violations while comporting with local, state, and federal law and respecting the 

Council’s legitimate policy choices.13 They stand in stark contrast to Ordinance 2022-

800’s failure to cure the substantially likely constitutional violations the Court 

identified in its Order. 

Plaintiffs’ maps P1 and P2 were drawn with communities in mind. They group 

together communities that had expressed a desire to be paired during the original 

redistricting process; they also pair communities identified in the Council’s remedial 

process (by councilmembers or the public) as closely united. In so doing, they feature 

compact districts with smooth edges that are otherwise logical and respect the 

Council’s legitimate criteria. P1 differs from Ordinance 2022-800 only in D2, 7–10, 

12, and 14. P2 differs only in D7–10, 12, and 14. P2 does not address the continued 

stripping of D2, while P1 does. 

Plaintiffs’ map P3 starts with Ordinance 2022-800 and adjusts D7–10 and 14 to 

try to rectify the Council’s most problematic decisions. P3 cannot fully undo all the 

 
13 Besides the images herein, Plaintiffs’ plans can be viewed on Google Maps, here: 
https://bit.ly/3Guydnr (P1); https://bit.ly/3XcdMBh (P2); https://bit.ly/3V161Nr (P3). 
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impermissible choices the Council made, but to the extent the Court does not agree 

with all of Plaintiffs’ arguments regarding Ordinance 2022-800’s failures to cure the 

Enjoined Plan’s constitutional infirmities, P3 at least remedies the more glaring 

violations. P3 remedies the stripping of D14, packing of D9, and D7/8’s adherence to 

their unconstitutional cores. It does not address the continued stripping of D12 or D2. 

All three of Plaintiffs’ maps comply with Section 2 of the VRA, as federal law 

requires. See infra pp. 42–44. 

 
P1. Fairfax Rep. 48. 
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P2. Id. at 49. 

I. P1 and P2 Comply with the Council’s Lawful Stated Objectives 

Ordinance 2022-800 lists seven relevant criteria purportedly used to create the 

interim remedial plan: 

(1) creating nearly equally-populated districts; 

(2) arranging districts in as logical and compact a geographic pattern as 

possible; 

(3) creating compact and contiguous districts so that the people of the City, 

and their varied economic, social and ethnic interests and objectives, are 

adequately represented; 

(4) following Citizens Planning Advisory Committee (CPAC) region 

boundaries, freeways, waterways, and major roads; 
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(5) accounting for residences of incumbents who can run for reelection; 

(6) considering the political and socio-economic demographics of the 

districts; 

(7) avoiding changes to unchallenged districts. 

ECF 67-1 at 17–18. 

Plaintiffs explain above why criteria 5 and 6 are improper starting points, see 

supra pp. 10–23, but confirm that P1 and P2 respect the other five criteria, as set out 

below. 

A. Equal Population 

All Plaintiffs’ maps are within the population equality limits set by the Council 

in Ordinance 2022-800. P1 and P2 have total population deviations of 9.59% and 

9.25% respectively. Fairfax Rep. 55–56. These are lower than the total deviation of 

Ordinance 2022-800, at 9.95%. Id. at 54. 

B. Redrawn Districts in P1 and P2 Are Logical and Compact 

The Redrawn Districts in P1 and P2 are logical because they adhere to 

traditional communities of interest, as outlined in the next section.  

The Redrawn Districts in P1 and P2 are compact, with average Polsby-Popper 

scores of .46–.44; Convex Hull of .80. or .79; and Reock of .46 or .44. Id. at 61–62. In 

contrast, Ordinance 2022-800’s Challenged Districts have lower average compactness 

scores across all three metrics, at .42, .78, and .42. Id. at 60. The least-compact of the 

Redrawn Districts in P1 and P2 have Reock scores of .30 and .36, compared to 

Ordinance’s 2022-800’s .27. Id. at 60–62. 
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C. Redrawn Districts in P1 and P2 Are Compact and Contiguous so that  
the People of the City Are Adequately Represented 

 
Respecting neighborhood boundaries ensures residents are represented 

according to their varied economic, social, and ethnic interests and objectives. Ord. 

Code § 18.101(c). The City defines Municipal Code Compliance (MCC) Zones, which 

track most commonly understood neighborhoods,14 including all the neighborhoods 

mentioned by councilmembers and the public in both the original and remedial 

redistricting processes.15 Mr. Fairfax reports on the number of split neighborhoods 

using this definition of neighborhoods. Id. at 95.  

P1 and P2 outperform the Enjoined Plan and Ordinance 2022-800 when it 

comes to neighborhood splits. P1 splits 30 neighborhoods, while P2 splits 28. Id. 

Ordinance 2022-800 and the Enjoined Plan split 39 and 47 neighborhoods, 

respectively. Id. 

Importantly, the Plaintiffs’ maps seek to make whole or unite neighborhoods 

that the Council desired to keep together, like Riverside/Avondale and Murray Hill 

(plus, in P2, Ortega); Robinson’s Addition and Woodstock; Springfield, Downtown, 

and the Eastside; and Argyle. 

 

 

 
14  The City’s MCC Zones are identical to the neighborhoods map Plaintiffs submitted earlier in this 
case. The MCC Zone map is available on the City’s Civil Planning GIS portal: 
https://maps.coj.net/DuvalCivilPlanning/ [https://perma.cc/T4AK-V393]. 
15  One exception is Argyle, see supra n.12. 
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D. P1 and P2 Follow CPAC and Major Geographic Boundaries 

 

P1, P2, and CPACs. Id. at 99–100. 

1. P1 and P2 Better Follow CPAC Boundaries 

Just one of the seven redrawn districts (D14) in Ordinance 2022-800 is 

contained entirely within one CPAC; three districts (2, 8, 9) overlap with two CPACs, 

and three districts (7, 10, 12) overlap with three CPACs. Id. at 97-100. 

In P1, two districts (12, 14) are within a single CPAC; one district (2) overlaps 

with two CPACs; and four districts (7, 8, 9, 10) overlap with three CPACs. Id. 

In P2, one district (14) is inside a single CPAC; five districts (2, 8, 9, 10, 12) 

overlap with two CPACs; and one district (7) overlaps with three CPACs. Id. 

Additionally, significant portions of district borders in P1 and P2 align with 

CPAC boundaries, even if districts themselves cross them in other places. Id. 

2. P1 and P2 Follow Major Geographic Boundaries 

P1 and P2 adhere to major geographic boundaries like waterways, highways, 

and railroads. For example, D8 in both maps is bounded on the west by the railroad 

and on the south by the Trout River or CPAC lines, except where needed to achieve 
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equal population (picking up portions of Riverview, as Ordinance 2022-800 does).16 

Other major boundaries followed include interstates and expressways; other railroads; 

arterial roads like 103rd Street, Cassat Avenue, Herlong Road, Hammond Boulevard, 

San Juan Avenue, Beaver Street, King Street, and Edgewood Avenue; major 

tributaries like the Ortega River, Cedar River, Fishing Creek, and Dunn Creek; and 

the Naval Air Station boundary.   

II. P3 Cures 2022-800’s Most Egregious Violations 
17 

P3 takes Ordinance 2022-800 and adjusts D7–10 and 14 to partially remedy the 

continued constitutional violations present in that area of the map, by not stripping 

Black residents from D14, not packing them into the other districts, and not otherwise 

aligning these five districts to their unconstitutional cores.  

P3 has a total population deviation of 9.95% and therefore complies with equal 

population requirements. Id. at 57. The compactness scores for P3’s redrawn districts 

range from 0.36-0.55 (Reock), 0.27-0.69 (Polsby-Popper), and 0.67-0.97 (Convex-

Hull), with averages of 0.44, 0.45, and 0.80, respectively, compared to averages of 

0.42, 0.42, and 0.78 respectively for Map 2022-800. Id. at 60, 63. P3 splits only 30 

neighborhoods. Id. at 95. In P3, one district (14) is inside a single CPAC, four districts 

(2, 8, 9, 12) overlap with two CPACs, and two districts (7, 10) overlap with three 

 
16  D8’s border with D2 is adjusted and regularized in P1 so as not to perpetuate the race-based 
stripping of Black voters from D2 described supra p. 28. P2 adopts Ordinance 2022-800’s border for 
D2. Either choice could be used in P1 or P2, depending on the Court’s findings regarding the Council’s 
D2.  
17  To avoid doubt: Plaintiffs are not convinced that P3 will fully cure the constitutional violations, 
though it will come closer than Ordinance 2022-800. Plaintiffs’ position is that, of the maps presented 
to the Court, only P1 and P2 are certainly curative of the underlying problem. 
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CPACs. Id. at 98. Additionally, significant portions of district borders in P3 align with 

CPAC boundaries, even if districts themselves cross them in other places. Id. 

 

P3. Id. at 50. 

III. Where Possible, Plaintiffs’ Maps Minimize Incumbent Pairings 

When Plaintiffs submitted P1’s earlier iteration to the Council as the Unity 

Map, see ECF 67-1 at 3, it paired only two incumbents running for reelection: Pittman 

and White. A day later, Councilmember Priestly Jackson announced that she would 

also seek reelection, meaning P1 puts the three of them in one district. Pantazi, 

Plaintiffs Propose, supra n.2. 

Similarly, P2 and P3 pair only Pittman and Priestly Jackson—who live two 

miles from each other, as discussed infra p. 15. Changes could be made to either P2 or 
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P3 to separate them—to the detriment of other criteria like compactness—if the Court 

desired to do so. None of Plaintiffs’ maps pair any School Board members eligible for 

reelection in 2024. 

IV. Plaintiffs’ Maps Comply with Section 2 of the VRA 

The City admits (as it must) that Section 2 of the VRA applies to Jacksonville. 

See ECF 34-03 at 13, 76–77, 82 (OGC explaining Section 2 applies here); ECF 34-08 

at 12–15 (OGC memo discussing Section 2). Yet the City declined to provide a VRA 

analysis during the remedial process. ECF 76-1 at 17. Plaintiffs therefore offer expert 

testimony from Mr. Fairfax and Drs. Imai and Austin to show that Section 2 requires 

four Black opportunity districts to be included in Jacksonville’s fourteen-district 

Council map. 

A. Application of Section 2 to Jacksonville 

Section 2 applies to a jurisdiction if three preconditions are met: “(1) the racial 

group is sufficiently large and geographically compact to constitute a majority in a 

single-member district; (2) the racial group is politically cohesive; and (3) the majority 

votes sufficiently as a bloc to enable it … usually to defeat the minority’s preferred 

candidate.” LULAC, 548 U.S. at 425. If all three factors are established, “the statutory 

text directs us to consider the ‘totality of circumstances’ to determine whether 

members of a racial group have less opportunity than do other members of the 

electorate.” Id. at 425–26. At this stage, “[a]nother relevant consideration is whether 

the number of districts in which the minority group forms an effective majority is 

roughly proportional to its share of the population in the relevant area.” Id. at 426.  
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Plaintiffs’ experts provide evidence as to each of these elements. First, Fairfax 

confirms that the “Demonstration Plan” includes four reasonably compact districts 

with BVAPs over 50%. Fairfax Rep. 111. Second, Imai confirms that elections in 

Jacksonville are highly racially polarized between white and Black voters. Imai Rep., 

ECF 89-2 4–5. Imai expands his initial analysis of 17 probative elections, examining 

all 31 elections since 2012 where at least one Democrat ran against at least one 

Republican, yielding a single winner.18 Id. 

Third, Austin provides a report assessing the totality of the circumstances with 

respect to Jacksonville. Austin concludes that there is overwhelming evidence that 

Black voters in Jacksonville face historical and ongoing discrimination in voting and 

other areas like education, employment, and health. Austin Rep. at 2. 

B. Performance Analysis of Plaintiffs’ Maps 

Experts commonly assess whether a district plan complies with the VRA by 

conducting a reconstituted election analysis. See, e.g., LULAC, 548 U.S. at 488 (Souter, 

J., concurring) (citing Bernard Grofman, Lisa Handley & David Lublin, Drawing 

Effective Minority Districts:  A Conceptual Framework and Some Empirical Evidence, 79 N.C. 

L. REV. 1383 (2001). That involves re-aggregating historical election results in the 

newly drawn districts and counting how many votes would have been cast for the 

various candidates in the elections. If a district would usually elect the minority 

community’s candidate of choice, then it is considered a minority opportunity (or 

 
18  Imai offers the results for all 31 elections to respond to Defendants’ critiques. ECF 41 at 22–23. 
The results are substantially the same, showing the soundness of Imai’s initial analysis.  
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performing) district. See, e.g., id. The Supreme Court has been careful to note that the 

VRA is not a guarantee of electoral success, meaning a district need not allow minority 

voters to elect their preferred candidates in every election. See LULAC, 548 U.S. at 428. 

But they should at least regularly be able to do so. See, e.g., Robinson v. Ardoin, No. 22-

cv-211, 2022 WL 2012389, at *22 (M.D. La. June 6, 2022), cert. granted before 

judgment, 142 S.Ct. 2892 (2022) (districts allowing Black-preferred candidates to 

prevail in 17/18, 15/18, and 14/18 elections deemed performing districts).  

Imai performed a reconstituted elections analysis for D7–10 in each of P1, P2, 

and P3. His results confirm that these districts would usually allow Black voters to 

elect their preferred candidates. Therefore, these plans each include four reasonably 

compact Black opportunity districts, ensuring VRA compliance. 

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, the Court should reject Ordinance 2022-800 as an 

interim remedy and adopt one of Plaintiffs’ alternative remedial plans until entry of 

final judgment in this case. 
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Respectfully submitted this 22nd day of November, 2022, 
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