
Orlando City Council Workshop

Monday, June 27, 2011



Workshop agenda

ÁBackground and purpose of redistricting

ÁLegal background

ÁOverview of Census 2010

ÁRedistricting advisory board

ÁCouncil agenda items



ñOne person, one voteò

Jefferson County, AL - 1960

Å> 600,000 people

Å1 state senator

Lowndes County, AL - 1960

Å15,417 people

Å1 state senator



ñOne person, one voteò

Jefferson County, AL - 1960

Å> 600,000 people

Å1 state senator

Lowndes County, AL - 1960

Å15,417 people

Å1 state senator

40:1 ratio



ñOne person, one voteò

District ñAò

Å53,107 people

Å1 representative

District ñBò

Å29,919 people

Å1 representative
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ñOne person, one voteò

District 1 (2010)

Å53,107 people

Å1 representative

District 2 (2010)

Å29,919 people

Å1 representative

1.78:1 ratio



ñOne person, one voteò

ÁMalapportionment 

results in ñvote 

dilutionò

ÁSolution is 

redistricting

ÁTypically occurs every 

10 years, after the 

census  



Gerrymandering 

ÁTerm first used in 1812 to 

describe Mass. legislative 

districts drawn to favor 

political party of Gov. 

Elbridge Gerry 

ÁGerrymandering can be 

benign or insidious



Redistricting 



Redistricting 



United States Census 

ÁRepresentativeséshall be 

apportioned among the 

several Stateséaccording to 

their respective Numbersé

Art. I, sec. 2, U.S. Constitution

Á [an] Enumeration shall be 

madeéwithin everyéTerm 

of ten Yearsé

Art. I, sec. 2, U.S. Constitution



United States Census 

Á435 seats in the House of 

Representatives

ÁFlorida 2002-2011 = 25

ÁFlorida 2012-2021 = 27

ÁUnited State Public Law 94-

171 (Dec. 23, 1975)



Redistricting Law 

ÁBaker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962)

ÁUnited State Supreme Court

ÁChallenge to 1901 Tenn. apportionment statute

ÁBased on Equal Protection Clause of the 14th A.

ÁCourt recedes from ñpolitical questions doctrineò

ÁOpens the door for malapportionment litigation



Redistricting Law 

ÁReynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533 (1964)

ÁChallenge to Alabama malapportionment

ÁCourt orders lower court to reapportion

ÁVote dilution is discrimination

ñThe right of suffrage can be denied by a dilution 

of the weight of a citizenôs vote just as effectively 

as by wholly prohibiting the free exercise of the 

franchise.ò



Redistricting Law 

Á14th Amendment, U.S. Constitution (1868)

ñNo State shall make or enforce any 

law which shall abridge the privileges 

or immunities of citizens of the United 

Statesénor deny to any person within 

its jurisdiction the equal protection of 

the laws.ò



Redistricting Law 

Á14th Amendment, U.S. Constitution (1868)

ñNo State shall make or enforce any 

law which shall abridge the privileges 

or immunities of citizens of the United 

Statesénor deny to any person within 

its jurisdiction the equal protection of 

the laws.ò



Redistricting Law 

ÁGray v. Sanders, 372 U.S. 368 (1963)

ñThe conception of political equality from 

the Declaration of Independence, to 

Lincolnôs Gettysburg Address, to the 

Fifteenth, Seventeenth, and Nineteenth 

Amendments can mean only one thing ï

one person, one vote.ò



Redistricting Law 

Voting 

Rights Act 

of 1965

Outlawed 

discriminatory 

voting practices 

responsible for 

widespread 

disenfranchisement



Redistricting Law 

ÁVoting Rights Act of 1965

ÁProhibits political subdivisions from imposing

ÁVoter qualifications

ÁPrerequisites to voting

ÁStandards, practices, or procedures to deny or abridge 

the right to vote

ÁSection 2 is employed by plaintiffs in challenges to 

redistricting plans that dilute the strength of 

minority communities 



Redistricting Law 

ÁSection 2, Voting Rights Act of 1965

ÁRequires political subdivisions to draw districts 

where minorities have the opportunity to elect a 

candidate of their choice if there is

1. Large, compact minority population

2. Politically cohesive minority voting patterns

3. Politically cohesive majority voting patterns with 

a history of defeating minority candidates 

See Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986).



Redistricting Law 

ÁShaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630 (1993)

ÁChallenge to N.C. congressional redistricting

ÁJurisdictions covered by Voting Rights Act are not 

given carte blanche to engage in racial 

gerrymandering

ÁRedistricting plan that is so bizarre that it is 

unexplainable on grounds other than race is subject 

to strict scrutiny under the Equal Protection Clause



Redistricting Law 

ÁHunt v. Cromartie, 526 U.S. 541 (1999)

ÁChallenges to N.C. congressional redistricting

ÁRace may not be the primary motivation in 

redistricting

ñAssessing a jurisdictionôs motivation in drawing 

district lines is a complex endeavor requiring a 

court to inquire into all available circumstantial 

and direct evidence.ò



Redistricting Law 

ÁBartlett v. Strickland, 129 S. Ct. 1231 (2009)

ÁChallenges to N.C. legislative redistricting

ÁñCrossover districtsò do not meet Gingles

requirement that minority is sufficiently large and 

geographically compact enough to constitute 

majority in a single-member district, for purposes 

of Voting Rights Actôs vote dilution provision



Redistricting Law 

ÁHow much population deviation is allowed?

Á10% deviation (5% +/- ñideal districtò)

ÁSee gen. Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735 (1973).

ñ[A]ppellant invites us to weaken the one-person, 

one-vote standard by creating a safe harbor for 

population deviations of less than 10%, within 

which districting decisions could be made for any 

reason whatsoever.  The Court properly rejects 

that invitation.òCox v. Larios, 542 U.S. 947 (2004).



Redistricting Law 

ÁAmendments 5 and 6

ÁAmendments to Floridaôs Constitution

ÁAdopted Nov. 2, 2010

ÁProhibits drawing districts to favor or disfavor 

incumbents and political parties

ÁApplies only to districts for Florida House, Florida 

Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives

ÁDoes not apply to local governments



Redistricting Law 

ÁOrlando City Charter

ñThe City Council shall, by Ordinance, 

adopted by a majority vote of all members of 

the City Council, redesignate the boundaries 

of each district after each decennial census 

conducted by the United States Government.ò

Sec. 4-1(b), Ch. 2, Orlando City Charter



Redistricting Law 

ÁOrlando City Charter

ñAll such redesignation of district boundaries 

shall be in accordance with the Constitutions 

of the State of Florida and of the United 

States of America.ò

Sec. 4-1(d), Ch. 2, Orlando City Charter



Redistricting Law 

ÁOrlando City Charter

ñ[D]istrict boundaries shall not be changed 

less than four (4) months prior to a regular 

municipal election, except to include territory 

annexed to or consolidated with the City.ò

Sec. 4-1(d), Ch. 2, Orlando City Charter



Redistricting Law 

ÁSunshine Law and Ethics Code

ÁFloridaôs Sunshine Law applies to the RAB

ÁOpen meetings law

ÁPublic records law

ÁCity policies and procedures

ÁFloridaôs Ethics Code (Part III, Ch. 112, Fla. Stat.)

ÁCity of Orlandoôs Ethics Policy (P&P 800.5)



Orlandoôs population
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Citywide

Demographics

Citywide

Population 2000 2010 % Change

Total 188,478 238,916 26.76%

White 114,629 137,606 20.04%

Black 50,954 66,953 31.40%

Hispanic 33,150 60,651 82.96%



ñOne person, one voteò

2000

Á188,202 people

ÁIdeal district = 

31,367

2010

Á238,916 people

ÁIdeal district = 

39,819



ñOne person, one voteò

2000

Á188,202 people

ÁIdeal district = 

31,367

ÁñGaffneydeviationò = 

29,789 ï32,935

2010

Á238,916 people

ÁIdeal district = 

39,819

ÁñGaffneydeviationò = 

37,828 ï41,810



District 1

1991 ï2001



District 1

2001 ï2011



District 1

2001 ï2011

Annexation



District 1

Demographics

District 1

Population 2000 2010 % Change

Total 31,854 53,107 66.72%

White 24,627 37,224 51.15%

Black 2,756 5,707 107.08%

Hispanic 8,182 20,232 147.27%



District 1

Demographics

Ideal = 39,819

D1 =+ 13,288

+ 33%

District 1

Population 2000 2010 % Change

Total 31,854 53,107 66.72%

White 24,627 37,224 51.15%

Black 2,756 5,707 107.08%

Hispanic 8,182 20,232 147.27%



District 2

1991 ï2001
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2001 ï2011



District 2

2001 ï2011

Annexation


