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MINUTES
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING
May 19, 1998
2:50 p.m.
W. Edwin McMahan, Chairman

Members Present
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Robert Grady Ronnie Sutton
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The House Committee on Congressional Redistricting met at 2:50 p.m. on May
19, 1998 in Room 1228 of the Legislative Building with Chairman Edwin McMahan
presiding.

Chairman McMahan: The meeting will come to order. I would like to welcome
all our guests that are here visiting with us today, our Ranking Minority Member,
Representative Dewey Hill, Sharon Cram is our clerk, of course, the Sergeant of Arms.
Our Pages today, Mr. Daniel Peacock, Wake County, welcome — glad to have you with
us, and Gina Parise from Iredell County — Gina, nice to have you with us.

As all of you know, on April 3" the Eastern Division of the U. S. District Court
ordered the Twelfth District unconstitutional, and, of course, later ordered a new schedule
for us to conduct our Congressional elections this year. At this time I would like to

introduce to you Tiare Smiley from the Attorney General’s office who will give us a very
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brief summary as to what has transpired as far as the Court’s concerned, and in what
direction we have to proceed from here.

Tiare Smiley: Thank you very much. I’'m Tiare Smiley — I’m a Special Deputy
with the Attorney General — I’ve been involved in redistricting for a good number of
years. As everyone is aware who is alive, reads a newspaper, or looks at a television, a
three-judge court did find the Twelfth District unconstitutional, and enjoined the State
from conducting any elections under the 1997 Redistricting Plan. There is a deadline for
the General Assembly to redraw the Plan itself and that has to be accomplished by May
22" — a Plan must be submitted to the Court. In terms of what the Court said about the
Twelfth District, they still thought it was a little ugly looking, a little too narrow in some
places — didn’t like the fact that some of the cities and towns were split — thought it might
be a little long and ugly looking, and it violated the Constitution. With respect to the
First Congressional District, which was also challenged, the Court looked at it and found
there was not enough evidence for them to decide on -- so they rejected the motion and
essentially gave no guidance as to whether or not they like it or don’t like it. At this point
in time, there is no Congressional Redistricting Plan under which you can hold the
elections, and you do have some guidance from this three-judge court as to what to do
about the Twelfth District. I know this is a Congressional Redistricting Committee but
let me spend a moment on what I’ve been told is the lawsuit that the people here are
much more interested in, and that’s the lawsuit of the Daly litigation which challenges not
only Congressional Districts, but also some Senate and House Districts. The same three-
judge panel is handling the case, and in that litigation they decided that the Congressional
challenge in that lawsuit is moot as a result of what it did in the Cromartie Case. It
decided it would not enjoin House and Senate elections under the Plan, and has put the
case on what I call a fast track schedule. All discovery concludes July 31* — all motions
will be filed by August 14", and we will move on from there. However, at this point I
believe you will be holding your election for your House and Senate seats without
interruption from the Federal Court. I could always be wrong, but essentially that is

where we are — we will still be litigating the Redistricting issues raised in the House and
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Senate. I will ask the Representatives whether there are other things you need to know
about the Congressional Redistricting.

Chairman McMahan: Any questions. Yes, Representative Starnes.

Representative Starnes: Just out of curiosity, if the Court ended up redrawing
these Districts, would they have to receive preclearance from the Justice Department.

Tiare Smiley: If the Court draws the Congressional Districts itself, and does not
base it on an active Plan submitted by the General Assembly, then it would be considered
a Court drawn Plan, and would not have to be precleared by the Department of Justice.
I’'m glad you raised that question -- not only do we have to get one drawn and submitted
to the Court Friday — it would be submitted simultaneously to the Department of Justice
for preclearance.

Chairman McMahan: Any other questions. Representative Sutton.

Representative Sutton: Concerning the reopening of the filing in the Twelfth
District, I would anticipate that they would have to open that up for other candidates that
might want to file. What is your perception or interpretation as to reopening all twelve
districts.

Tiare Smiley: I believe under the new Redistricting Plan that the filing will be
opening for all Districts. I believe that is what the Board of Elections will be doing. We
have a new election schedule — the old election schedule is thrown out — no Primary has
been held, and I think essentially you have not had a filing period under whatever plan —
whether it be by the Legislature or by the Court. I think filing likely started back on
January 1%

Chairman McMahan: Any other questions. Representative Blue.

Representative Blue: Can the Court and you articulate a clear set of criteria
which we have to incur in doing this process. I say that in all earnestness having gone
with you for the last fifteen years through this process. There really is a clear set criteria
that is used in a Constitutional Law class, which they have now decided is the basis this

now has to be done.
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Tiare Smiley: I think most constitutional scholars would say that it is very
difficult to say that there are very clear guidelines. Certainly, I think there probably is
one side of the bar — the Plaintiff’s bar -- that would tell you what it believes the
guidelines are, and we can articulate what we think are slightly different guidelines. It is
clear that there is still room — it is a Legislature’s prerogative to draw Districts. We may
begin to doubt that, but it is indeed, and this Court has reaffirmed that it is for the
Legislature to draw Districts. This Court has recognized that incumbents can be taken
into account in drawing Districts. I think that would be consistent with what the U. S.
Supreme Court has said.

Representative Blue: You mentioned the things connected that the three-judge
panel cited. Number one it is an ugly District.

Tiare Smiley: I would say they still find the shape unacceptable.

Representative Blue: Secondly that it splits cities and towns, which is the usual
rather than the exception, and thirdly you mentioned the length. Are there any parameters
put there that you have to look at to determine how long a District can be. Can it be
shorter than every District in the State unless it happens to have a majority or a
substantial plurality of majority voters. I’m trying to find some clear set of principles that
I could -- twenty-five or twenty-eight years ago -- have understood as a Constitutional
Law student.

Tiare Smiley: That happens to be a very good question, and I think you probably
know you are really putting me on the spot. The Court talks compact -- the Court talks
neutral Redistricting criteria -- compact communities of interest. These are matters
where there are no bright line tests. Certainly, this particular panel recognized at least in
oral argument that the Third District would be big, because to include over five-hundred
thousand people geographically, it would be a big District. When you are dealing with a
more concentrated population, compactness might be looked at differently. You may not
cover as broad, and will not cover as big a geographic area, and that would be because the
population is more compact. That is not very helpful as far as your criteria. I do not

think you can say that because a District is X number of miles long, or it is a particular
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number of miles that it is unconstitutional. Honestly, one of the questions is whether or
not the length had been predicated by racial considerations as opposed to other legitimate
considerations, such as incumbents, parties, communities of interest, and other normal
Redistricting politics. There are no bright line tests. We do know that this three-judge
panel considered the distance from Mecklenburg to Guilford perhaps too long. They may
be more unhappy that in reaching that distance, the District narrows in places, and
perhaps if the District does not narrow so from one end to the other -- then perhaps the
length would not matter. I know this is not helpful to you. It is very unfortunate for
Legislators, but I think you have to do the best you can in terms of trying to meet the
needs of the citizens of the State -- trying to draw Districts that have some rational
relationship to the State’s politicé, demographics and geography. Go now and do the best
you can. I don’t mean to make a joke about it — it’s very difficult to articulate the real
guidelines.

Representative McMahan: Thank you. Representative Fitch.

Representative Fitch: The whole principle is one-man-one vote deviation plus
or minus — how does that relate to the opinion that the Court handed down and what
guidance would you have on that.

Tiare Smiley: The Court did not address that because the 1997 Plan was not
actually zeroed out — it was pretty close and no one challenged it on one person one vote
grounds. One person one vote is paramount in Congressional Redistricting — when you
draw it you need to make the number as close as possible, and that doesn’t mean — this is
reality — there are going to be some slips of things in order to draw Districts as close as
possible one man one vote. That is one standard you are guided by that the Courts have
maintained and that does not change.

Chairman McMahan: Any other questions. Representative Arnold.

Representative Arnold: What I hear you now saying is that this District Twelve
and twelve other ones — if it is more compact and has a commonality of interests —that

you can consider incumbency — you cannot consider race — you can consider party



House Congressional Redistricting Committee
Minutes 5-19-98

affiliation — and if you draw only those things that would most affect District Twelve
only — that is the criteria that the Judges are saying we should follow.

Tiare Smiley: Yes. I would say that it is not true that race must be totally left
out of the equation. The Supreme Court has said that race is always some consideration —
you cannot in any way forget it — you know the statistics. The issue is that race cannot
predominate over all the other factors that you talked about.

Representative Arnold: If you then take into consideration the First District, or
any other Districts in redrawing the Twelfth District, have you opened the door for all
Districts to be declared unconstitutional. In other words, can we only redraw District
Twelve and where it least affects any other Districts.

Tiare Smiley: I would say under the Court order, that you have the prerogative to
draw your twelve Districts. The danger, of course, if you go too far afield with one of
your other Districts — perhaps — you could raise new issues over a District that had not
been challenged. So far the only Districts that have been challenged have been One and
Twelve. The Daly lawsuit did challenge some other Districts. You could draw some
ugly Districts that aren’t Districts One and Twelve. So, yes, there is that danger when
you open up the whole field, but I think the Legislature has the authority to draw its
Districts.

Representative Arnold: One final question. I’'m back to the Judges are saying
that our problem is with District Twelve, and if we don’t submit something they will fix
Twelve in their mind. Do you have any information from them that they would go
beyond Twelve.

Tiare Smiley: I have no idea. We would argue that they should limit what they
did. They are only allowed to cure a constitutional defect. They aren’t supposed to
disturb -- where possible -- to the Legislature’s choices.

Representative Arnold: Are we not limited by the same thing — to cure that
constitutional defect. A

Tiare Smiley: You must cure the constitutional defect. Honestly, you don’t have

to defer to Legislative choices — you are the Legislature. When I say that we would argue
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that the Court’s drawings should defer wherever possible -- and only change that which is
unconstitutional — the Court honestly has the power — they could take the whole map and
do something. We would argue that the Court should limit, and the Court has not ruled on
District One although they do not seem to be as unhappy with it — I cannot say that they
will limit — and it may be that they will say that it is quite possible in redrawing the
Twelfth -- one of the things that just happens if you do it in an entirely different scheme —
that a Judge could draw and change everything and call it a ripple effect.

Representative Arnold: It seems to me that the Court is simply saying to us
affect other Districts as little as possible — address District Twelve — and District Twelve
only. That’s the criteria.

Chairman McMahan: I would say that the majority of opinions that I have been
told -- including the Attorney Generals office — seems to follow along those lines. It is
their opinion that we can do Twelve — and no one really knows for sure — correct it —
change as few Districts as possible, take our best shot. Representative Fitch.

Representative Fitch: Did I not understand you to say that District Twelve was
unconstitutional, but District One was also unconstitutional, but they did not give any
guidelines for it.

Tiare Smiley: District One — they talked about it but said nothing. They gave no
opinions whether it was or was not constitutional, and in statement of fact, compared to
District Twelve, it had favorable comments on District One, although it had some things
it was not happy about on District One. It made no decision on District One.

Representative Fitch: District Twelve was the only one in this lawsuit that was
being challenged.

Tiare Smiley: No, they were challenging Twelve and One. Twelve and One
were before the Court. They decided they couldn’t decide District One and merely talked
about it a little bit, but made no decision and sent back and said that District Twelve was
unconstitutional.

Representative Fitch: What does — “could not decide District One” -- mean.
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Tiare Smiley: Under various legal doctrine in terms of the standard of review for
Summary Judgment — they said that there were material questions of fact that would have
to be defined in a trial on District One. They felt Twelve could be decided as a matter of
law on the basis of what they called the undisputed facts.

Representative Fitch: So, what you are saying is that when we lay District One
and District Twelve out -- that District Twelve on its face is unconstitutional — that
District One may be the next level under — the top of the skin is unconstitutional -- but
since we can decide the unconstitutionality of this matter without waiving that top level
of skin — we’ll just now talk about District Twelve. Is that pretty much what you are
saying.

Tiare Smiley: They declined to decide District One, and they made more
favorable comments when you read the opinion. All I can say is that they declined or felt
it was not appropriate to look at District One. The only thing they ruled on was Twelve,
and I am not a mind reader, and all [ can do is tell you what the opinion says and what
they told us. Twelve was not constitutional. One looked better but would have to go to
trial.

Representative Culp: In Redistricting we will use the 1990 Census — what is
that figure — I’'m trying to find out how many people in each District.

Tiare Smiley: It’s over 552,000 people in each District.

Representative Culp: Is the deviation for our own districts the same.

Tiare Smiley: No, for State Legislature you are allowed plus or minus 5% -- the
total deviation of 10%. On Congressional, the Courts have ruled under the U.S.
Constitution a much more exact standard, and they just about have said that if anybody
comes in with a better plan than yours in terms of population, you have to draw it better
unless you have a real good reason that you didn’t make it more equal.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Bowie.

Representative Bowie: Thank you Mr. Chairman. How do they figure the issue

that you said about One being decided by trial. Are they assuming, or are they saying
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that it would just be left alone until someone would go to Court. The reason I am asking
is are we going to do one and then end up going right back to do the other.

Tiare Smiley: I think that the Court did not say to us that it is making any
assumptions. Appropriately, it is leaving to the General Assembly the duty to redistrict
itself. I guess they are not predicting whether or not you’re going to touch and therefore
become a ripple effect, or there won’t be a ripple effect. Your solution to your problem on
District Twelve may or may not — at this point I would say that it is the Legislature’s
prerogative whether to leave it or do everything. That is your prerogative to redistrict the
State.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Hunter.

Representative Hunter: A couple of questions. This case was approved by one
Federal panel and then got thrown out by another Federal panel. Is that accurate — could
you give us a little bit of the history on that.

Tiare Smiley: The anomaly of the law — this is why the people hate the Courts
and hate Lawyers. After Shaw, the 1997 Congressional Plan was drawn and was
submitted to the three-judge Court that was the panel at that time to review for the
purpose of deciding whether it cured the constitutional defect. The Plaintiffs for that case
all decided that they did not live in the District anymore and would not challenge. The
Court still had the jurisdiction to consider whether the constitutional defect had been
cured. In the opinion of that panel, for purposes of these particular Plaintiffs, the
constitutional violation on District Twelve had been cured. I will leave it to you as to
why a different set of Plaintiffs -- challenging the same District under a different panel —
got a ruling that the same District no longer cured the constitutional violation. I know no
more than you do.

Representative Hunter: But, in effect it was approved by one panel of Judges.

Tiare Smiley: Yes.

Representative Hunter: The other question I guess is that it appears that we
have kind of come full circle since we have been dealing with this issue, because the first

Plan we passed with almost the full support of this General Assembly was basically
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thrown out by the Justice Department. They said that we didn’t use race as enough of a
factor. Now we are back to where the Courts have told us that we did use it in too much
of a factor, but I guess — and you mentioned a question that came up a few minutes ago
about the Justice Department — does the Justice Department use the same criteria it used
to use — or is its criteria based on some of the Court rulings now.

Tiare Smiley: I believe the Justice Department may feel slightly chastened, and I
think the Court in more than one case has indicated that they perhaps had gone beyond
their duty under Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act. I do believe they will be using quite
a different criteria.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Berry.

Representative Berry: I just wanted to have you clarify just one little thing. In
your explanation — did I understand you correctly that if we do not change District One
then there will be a trial.

Tiare Smiley: At this point, yes, I believe at some point the Court would go on
to consider whether or not the Plaintiff could prove a case in District One. I do have to
say in all honesty in the hearings and whatever — and if you read the opinion — the Court
really felt that District One is not so bad looking. It’s got a few things it doesn’t like
about it — they didn’t like the one anomaly of the shape that had to do with the incumbent.
We believe on various grounds that we can defend District One. The grounds of
defending District One will be different than defending District Twelve. However, as
you know, our record has not been real good, and we’re not real good soothsayers, but
District One is just not part of the calculus right now for us — I know it is for you—as a
lawyer it is difficult for me to try to advise you on that.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Wood.

Representative Wood: Yes Mr. Chairman, a follow up on that question relative
to District One. With the lead of the Chair, if she has with her the actual decision — the
actual wording of the language by the actual Judges -- by the panel — relative to District
One — could she read that to the Committee so we could hear that for ourselves. I don’t

have that in front of me.
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Tiare Smiley: There are two parts where it talks about District One — one is the
factual discussion and one is the actual legal discussion. Let me give you the legal
discussion on District One.

“Based on the record before us, the Plaintiff has failed to establish that there are
no contested material issues of fact that would entitle Plaintiff to judgment as a matter of
law as to District One. The Court thus denies Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment
as to that District. Conversely; neither has the Defendant established the absence of any
contested material issue of fact with respect to the use of race as the predominant factor in
the districting of District One such as would entitle Defendant to judgment as a matter of
law” (see Attachment I, pages 22-23).

That’s the legal conclusion.

The factual conclusion is as follows.

“District One is another predominantly Democratic District established by the
1997 Plan. Unlike District Twelve, it is a majority-minority District. It is composed of
ten of the twenty-two counties split in drawing the statewide twelve district 1997 Plan.
Of the ten sub-divided counties assigned to District One, four have parts with over 50%
African-American population, four others have parts with over 40% African-American
population, and two others have parts with over 30% African-American population. It
gives a couple of examples where it says that Beaufort County is split between Districts
One and Three, 37.7% of the total population of Beaufort County allocated to District
One is African-American. Nine of the thirteen counties split along racial lines. Viewed
on the North Carolina map, District One is not as irregular as District Twelve. It is
shaped roughly like the State of Florida, although the protrusion to the South from its
“panhandle” is only approximately 150 miles long. These irregularities surround the
peninsular extension of the Third Congressional District from the East, allowing the
incumbent from the previous Third Congressional District to retain his residence within
the boundaries of the same District, and avoiding placing two incumbents in District One.
The “comparator compactness indicators” from District One are much closer to the North

Carolina mean compactness indicators than are those from District 12. For example,
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District One has a dispersion compactness indicator of 0.317 and a perimeter
compactness indicator of 0.107. This dispersion compactness indicator is not
significantly lower than the State’s mean indicator of 0.354, and is higher than the
dispersion compactness indicators of Districts Twelve, and these are higher than Pildes
and Niemi’s suggested “low” perimeter compactness indicator” (see Attachment I, pages
12-14).

Chairman McMahan: Representative Wood.

Representative Wood: It sounds like if we can draw a District shaped like a
State rather than a snake it might work.

Chairman McMahan: Let me just say that Alan Pugh just mentioned to me that
there may be some confusion over the difference between Summary Judgment versus a
Trial. Twelve is ruled on a Summary Judgment. Tiare, would you like to explain the
meaning of that.

Tiare Smiley: Summary Judgment is based on affidavits and depositions and that
kind of testimony — there is no live testimony — the basis for the Court is whether there
are any contested material facts. If there are material facts that are contested, and the two
sides have put forward affidavits and other proposed evidence that are in contest -- then
you can’t decide without a Trial, because it means that those contested issues have to be
done by live testimony by a full Trial. On Summary Judgment, it is felt that the facts are
undisputed that are important, and those facts, because they are undisputed, allow the
Court to essentially decide as a matter of law. The Court does not need to make a
decision between two different versions of the facts.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Fitch.

Representative Fitch: Do I understand in your reading of the opinion that the
incumbent in District Three lived in District Three.

Tiare Smiley: Within the extrusion of District Three into One, or the inclusion of
District Three into District One, is the home of the Congressman of the Third District.

Representative Fitch: I may be mistaken, but I thought the Congressman of
District Three lived in District One.

12
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Chairman McMahan: No Sir, not any more. Not after this Plan. The original
Plan you all did in 1992 — he did — when we redrew it this time — the Current Plan — he
lives in his District. Representative Russell.

Representative Russell: I wanted to ask a question about the Trial situation. So
as a Committee if we just fiddle around with Twelve somewhat to make it better — that’s
one possibility — but what I’m asking is what are the chances if we do that -- somebody is
going to come back and say — whether it is the Plaintiffs or whoever is involved in
District One — and say you have got to fix that too. Should that occur, how in the world
would we meet any kind of time plan going into the Primary and General Election.

Tiare Smiley: My personal belief — don’t take it to the bank or the Court — at this
point whatever Plan — unless the Court sees something that raises new questions that
somebody could come in about — I believe the Court knows there needs to be a Plan in
place by July 1 if there is going to be a September 15" Primary, and I think whoever was
to draw a Plan — whether it be you or the Court — it has to be done by July 1 — and to try
anything else out — a Trial cannot be held and other things are not going to be considered
for this election.

Chairman McMahan: So, if we do a Plan that only does Twelve -- send it to the
Court Friday — they don’t like the fact that we did not do anything to One — they could
redraw it themselves by July 1. If they think what we have done to Twelve is
satisfactory, then they could go ahead and let it stand until the next election in the year
2000.

Tiare Smiley: I honestly don’t know because they didn’t say anything about
District One — at this point whether they would consider it their prerogative that they had
decided and they said that they had to have a Trial — whether or not they would consider
themselves bound to wait on that one. I don’t know. The Court has more power than any
of us.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Sutton.
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Representative Sutton: In your statement you said that the Court could draw
District One — if they haven’t declared District One unconstitutional — why would they
redraw it.

Tiare Smiley: The Court has the power to do what it wants in some ways. Our
argument would be that no District has been declared unconstitutional — there is case law
-- and it is strong case law -- that the Court is supposed to defer to the choice of the
Legislators. Now, whether that means anything anymore, I don’t know — I do believe that
those words do have meaning and that it is your prerogative to draw. That doesn’t mean
that the Court won’t ignore that, but I do believe that the Court is obliged to defer and
choose the Legislative choices.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Justus.

Representative Justus: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Did you or anyone else on
behalf of the State ask the panel of judges what their intent was by District One.

Tiare Smiley: No, we have not had an appropriate proceeding. They have
indicated the opinion that it can not be decided on Summary Judgment. I think the Court
would probably wait to see whether or not District One is changed and whether they are
going to go forward with the Trial. If District One is changed does the law become moot
as it is? I think there are procedural issues for the Court and there is not opportunity for
us at this point to address that with the Court.

Representative Justus: Was it permissible to ask the panel whether or not
District One was acceptable.

Tiare Smiley: I don’t know an appropriate motion that we could file. I think the
Court told us they can’t decide without a Trial. There is nothing we can say or add that
will change the fact that they feel like as it is now they could not decide District One at
this time.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Fitch.

| Representative Fitch: I realize that we are running a tight schedule — that
schedule is so tight that we have to get something to the House and through the Senate by

Friday. What would be the mechanism for other Plans that may not be the Plans coming
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from the Chairs to get included in the record, because I am certain that if you pass a Plan
today — this is going bye-bye and you don’t want to bring it back again. What would be
the procedure whereby other Plans can find their way through the Courts.

Linwood Jones: You can either introduce your own bill or you can send
something to the Court yourself and ask them to consider that in lieu of the Plan —
assuming there is a Plan passed by the General Assembly.

Representative Fitch: Do you envision once a Plan is passed today, tomorrow,
or by Friday that this Committee will meet again.

Chairman McMahan: No Sir — we don’t plan to.

Representative Fitch: So there will be an introduction of a Plan that will be
assigned to a Committee — my good friend Representative Morgan I guess — the
Committee on Rules rather than the Committee on Congressional Redistricting.

Representative McMahan: Let me just say very briefly what the schedule is
from this point forward as far as what the Court has determined will be our schedule.
Once the Plan goes in on Friday there are three days for the Plaintiffs to actually respond
to our Plan. The Defendants are then given three days to respond to their response and
then after that if the Court does not accept the Plan — as we said earlier — they have until
July 1* to draw a new Plan, and that Plan would be the Plan to rule the election for this
year and also the election in year 2000 unless we chose — we have that prerogative — to
try to do it again next year. The filing period would then be from July 6™ through the
20"; the Primary on September 15" and the General Election on November 3%.

Just a few brief comments before we present the Plan to you.

Senator Cooper pointed out at the Public Hearing — a lot of you were there — that
it is our job to redraw the map in a way that is acceptable to the Court, and then it has to
be acceptable and meet preclearance by the Justice Department, and then also, of course,
it has to be approved by a Democratic Senate and a Republican House. I have been
meeting continuously with Senator Cooper for the past three weeks to try to see if we
could find any common grounds that we could agree upon to present a Plan to you that

might be acceptable to both sides. We will not know, obviously, until the Committee
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reviews it and the full body acts on it. The Leadership from both sides have said from the
beginning that they wanted us to try to agree on a Plan if at all possible. It is our
responsibility and one that we do not take lightly. But we, of course, understand the real
true facts of the situation. We actually have many members in the body with a lot of
different opinions — some say let the Court do it — others say please protect our
incumbents and don’t let the Court do it — we need to do it — and others say let us do it
but I don’t want my County divided. So you know there are all kinds of factors we are
having to consider. Of course I do want to point out to you again, the entire
Congressional Delegation sent us a Resolution asking us to do our job and to please agree
as a Legislature on a new Plan. All of these facts are present at the same time — as I said
earlier — we must get Justice, the Court and both bodies of the General Assembly to
agree.

We do want to present to you today for your consideration a Plan that does redraw
District Twelve — and only District Twelve. Senator Cooper has indicated that he will
recommend that the Senate approve this Plan, and, of course, I bring it before you today
to ask you to give it favorable consideration.

Please pass out the information along with the bill. We do need a motion to adopt
the bill for consideration and discussion (see Attachment II & I1I).

Representative Holmes: I move to adopt the bill for discussion.

Representative Arnold: I second.

Chairman McMahan: All in favor say aye — any opposed — thank you — we will
pass out the legislation, and take a look at it and I will try to point out to you the
differences that do occur because of redrawing District Twelve.

Representative Fitch: This bill is mighty hot off the press — I have never felt a
bill so hot. I have a question about this bill in front of us. Has a bill been introduced.

Chairman McMahan: It’s a Committee Bill to be put before the Committee
today to review and take action on. Linwood, would you explain what’s in the packet.

Linwood Jones: First of all, I apologize that we are running short on these

colored copies — most of you got a map showing a blown up area of District Twelve. A
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few of you got a statewide map of District Twelve. If this passes out of Committee
today, we will have colored maps for everybody on the House floor tomorrow, and we
can get anyone that doesn’t have one today another map.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Bowie.

Representative Bowie: Before you continue — for those of us that have the little
one — are these the only Districts that were changed at all.

Chairman McMahan: Yes — we’ll explain the changes.

Linwood Jones: I’ve set out on the front of this packet some of the more
significant changes. The only changes are to Districts Five, Six, Nine, Ten and Twelve —
so that is District Twelve and the Districts that surround Twelve. There are no changes to
any other Districts. Just a brief description — District Twelve as you can see on the map
runs from Winston-Salem to Charlotte. Compared to the Plan we enacted last year; it
picks up about 17,000 more people in Forsyth County; it picks up about 50,000 more
people in Mecklenburg County; and it picks up all of Rowan County now. It is still in
parts of Davidson and Iredell — and the part in Iredell is very similar to what we passed
last year. District Nine as you can see it added Lincoln County that used to be in District
10. District Ten is similar to last year except that up in the Northwest corner Ashe and
Alleghany and a small piece of Surry have been moved from District Five into District
Ten. Also, District Five now goes into northern Guilford County — you’ll see it runs right
across the top of Guilford County and now goes into all of Alamance County. Last year
Alamance County was split. In looking at this data in this report, keep in mind that all of
this data is old data. It is 1990 census data which we are required to use. The registration
data in here is old — it’s 1990 — and the elections we used to measure what these Districts
vote like are from races in 1988 and 1990 — so they are also old. Most of what you want
to see is in the very back of this report — the black and white maps — and we put them all
in there even though all the Districts didn’t change — just so you could see. For example,
One, Two, Three, Four and some of the others are still the same.

Chairman McMahan: Yes Sir. Representative Culp.

Representative Culp: Did you split any precincts.
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Chairman McMahan: There is one precinct in Mecklenburg that was split
before -- that is still split. That’s the only one in the entire State. There were a
considerable number before the last go around.

If T could just make one other comment about it — then we can get to the questions
possibly. I did want to say, of course, as Linwood said we did pull out of Guilford
completely, and now we actually are divided in four counties in lieu of six counties in
District Twelve as the Current Plan does. I would point out that you will readily see
when you compare it to the Current Plan -- and certainly to the Plan of 1992 — the District
is much more geographically compact — in fact it would probably fall in the middle if you
compared it to other Districts across the State. We tried to look at putting more counties
together in District Twelve. You will see that we do have one full county, Rowan, in
District Twelve. We tried to put three counties together — quite honestly the District
became Republican, and, obviously, that was not acceptable. That is what in effect
happens to Twelve when you all of a sudden put Davidson, Rowan, Iredell together with
Mecklenburg -- it becomes a Republican District, and we have to be looking at what
would be acceptable to both sides. I wanted to point that out to you. Linwood did point
out the shift in the population — Mecklenburg now there were 50,000 people that were put
into Twelve who were formerly in Mecklenburg. District Nine now actually has less than
one-half Mecklenburg voters. Lincoln County goes into Nine which it did not have
before, and I think he mentioned most of the other changes.

I wanted to say that we did discuss at great length the possibility of looking at
District One — I personally felt that it would be wise to make some changes on One —
some very minor changes, but at least there was an effort on our part to try to look at One.
Quite honestly, the Senate emphatically denied and refused to have any interest at all in
District One. Based on the current set of circumstances, that being a Primary that is
existing down there - a democratic Primary — again, I understand the reason, but I wanted
to make you aware of that — we did actually work on that up until this morning.

I want to say in closing that, again, [ hope you will give favorable consideration to

this Bill. Many of you have been actually involved in this process, and some of you may
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have felt you were left out of this process. I just want you to know that I have not done
that purposely. I have simply tried to get some understanding of what Plan is acceptable
to the Senate since we have such a very tight time frame. So with that I will be very
happy to answer questions.

Representative Oldham had his hand up first.

Representative Oldham: I have a question dealing with the District around
Carver High School. That was a pretty large District that they split. Carver High School
and Solid Rock — now, they have left Solid Rock out of it and that is right in the heart of
all of these that are listed here.

Chairman McMahan: That’s in Forsyth County right.

Representative Oldham: Right — and it’s right down the street from Carver --
between Carver and fourteenth street -- and Ashley School -- and a fire station — right in
the middle of it and it is left out. It would appear to me that in getting the others, you
were bound to include that area.

Chairman McMahan: I’ll ask Linwood to comment on that.

Linwood Jones: The other thing I should have mentioned that is outdated are
these precincts. These are 1990 precincts — most of the counties have split and done other
things with the precincts since then — so it’s in there. It’s not an isolated piece. Ifiit’s
within that area — it’s in the District.

Representative Oldham: It’s in the heart — right down the street from Carver
School.

Chairman McMahan: Any other questions. Thank you very much.
Representative Fitch.

Representative Fitch: The split — Democrat and Republican — is what.

Chairman McMahan: As far as the new Plan is concerned, Representative
Fitch, the registration of Democrats and Republicans in District Twelve continues 65%
Democrat to 29% Republican. For the actual voting history, one race that we focus on is
the Lewis/Smith Judgeship face in 1990. It was 54% for Lewis and 46% for Smith. The

Helms/Gant race was 60% for Gant and 40% for Helms. Other questions.
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Representative Fitch: So this maintains the balance of six and six.

Chairman McMahan: Yes Sir it does. There is no question the numbers -
percentages move more towards the Republican side than the old District Twelve, and
that is what happens when you put whole counties together, but that is what we have been
working on for the last two weeks. We tried to look at Twelve and balance it to where it
would be acceptable to the Senate.

Representative Fitch: Do you feel that you have addressed all the questions
from the Court as to what was wrong with District Twelve, and that those questions are
affirmatively answered. -

Chairman McMahan: Representative Fitch, one thing the opinion said was we
had purposely gone up into Forsyth, and in Mecklenburg, and in Statesville and some
other towns and picked up minorities. This Plan now does not do that under any
circumstances. It said that we went up and picked up minority precincts, but next door
there were other Democratic precincts that we ignored. This Plan now goes up and
actually goes through Forsyth and picks up Democrats and ignores the minority factor.
When you look at it, the actual minority drops in this Plan to about 35% (total
population) and 32% (voting age population), but again we very carefully looked at it to
try and make sure that we didn’t look at it just to pick up minority precincts.

Representative Fitch: So you didn’t ignore minorities — you just picked up more
whites.

Chairman McMahan: Well, we just picked up other Democrats. Yes Sir, more
whites. Representative Sutton. '

Representative Sutton: Can you tell me how many of the incumbent
Congresspersons have actually seen this Plan or seen the map.

Chairman McMahan: I would say with the combination of myself and Senator
Cooper — most of them have seen it -- if not all -- and they are very strongly in support of
it — with the possible exception of Representative Watt — obviously he has the most
problems with it — but he has accepted it and understands why we are doing what we are

doing. Senator Cooper has had the conversation with him. Representative Gray.
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Representative Gray: I was just curious — are we dividing more counties under
this Plan than we did before.

Chairman McMahan: No Sir — I think we are dividing two less counties, but it
may be one less — I just asked Linwood to check that.

Representative Gray: Because we are not dealing with those Districts on the
east — those Districts that are divided now are not being addressed.

Chairman McMahan: That’s correct Sir. All the Districts east of Greensboro
are not affected at all by this change. Representative Grady.

Representative Grady: I understand that some precincts have changed to some
degree — split, etcetera — but was there any attempt to reconstruct and look at current voter
registration in -- lets say -- the Helms/Gant race of 1996.

Chairman McMahan: No Sir — we did not — we used the same criteria we did
the 1997 map on — which was the 1990 data.

Representative Grady: So, any shifts of population or allegiance in party would
not be reflected in anything that we have.

Chairman McMahan: No Sir - it would not. Other questions — Representative
Wood.

Representative Wood: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Just a few statistics — if I
recall in reading the statement of the judges — one of the facts presented against the old
Plan — the percentage of minority precincts included again the Forsyth segment of the
District and the percentage in Mecklenburg — could you give us the respective
percentages in the old District relative to Forsyth and Mecklenburg. The percentage of
the amount that is in Forsyth that was minority under the old District, and the percentage
of minority in the new District.

Chairman McMahan: Mr. Cohen will answer that.

Representative Wood: If I remember reading through the decision correctly — or
at least some of the information in the cities — part of the evidence presented by the
Plaintiffs indicates the high percentage of minority precincts in Forsyth County versus

non-minority precincts. So, what I would like is the old figures under the old District and
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the new figures under the new District as to the percentage of it being minority
respectively.

Gerry Cohen: Yes, in Forsyth County in the 1997 Plan — of the part of Forsyth
County in District Twelve, 72.9% was Black. Under this Plan it drops fo 61.3%.

Representative Wood: Mecklenburg as well please.

Gerry Cohen: In Mecklenburg — it was 51.9% under the 1997 Plan. It is 44.8%
under the 1998 Plan.

Representative Wood: Can you go ahead and answer that for Iredell County as
well.

Gerry Cohen: Idon’t have that information.

Chairman McMahan: It would be substantially less because we do not go into
Statesville. Other questions — Representative Starnes.

Representative Starnes: You passed this Plan by the incumbent Congressmen —
have the Chairman of the Democratic and Republican parties had an opportunity to
review this Plan.

Chairman McMahan: No Sir — not as far as [ know — someone from the
Republican side has been over here a couple of times and spoke at the Public Hearing, but
I have not given a Plan to either side to comment on it.

Let me bring up one point in the Bill — Linwood just pointed out — at the bottom
of page eight -- this Bill includes language that says that this Bill only applies to the 1998
election. I really don’t know why that’s in there — as far as I’m concerned if we pass this
and it’s approved by the Court — then it ought to apply for the next two election cycles for
us not to have to redraw again. Tiare, do you know any reason why they would limit that
to 1998. Linwood didn’t seem to know and thought you might.

Tiare Smiley: From the discussions I’ve heard — without that language an appeal
pending the Court’s decision would probably become moot.

Chairman McMahan: So in effect then if we approve this Plan, and it’s
accepted — it would only apply to this year and then it would go back to the Plan that
we’ve had — the Current Plan for the year 2000.
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Tiare Smiley: Only if an appeal was won. That would be the legal effect if you
pass that kind of language.

Representative Gray: Mr. Chairman, is the goal to make this effective for the
1998 and 2000 election cycles.

Chairman McMahan: That certainly would be my intent.

Representative Gray: Are you convinced that what you have placed in here if it
avoids challenge affects that.

Chairman McMahan: That’s the reason I raised the issue — to me it would. I
would like to recommend that we take this out. Do you all have any objection to us doing
that. Can I hear a motion that we delete lines 42-44.

Representative Culp: So moved Mr. Chairman.

Chairman McMahan: Do I hear a second.

Representative Arnold: Second

Chairman McMahan: All in favor say aye — any opposed — ayes have it.

Representative Gray: Mr. Chairman, what is the effect for removing that
language.

Chairman McMahan: My understanding is that if we approve this Plan, and this
Plan is accepted by the Court — by removing this language — this Plan would now apply
for 1998 and 2000. Now, if someone has a different opinion, please speak up. I think if
we have gone through the exercise to do a new Plan — why would we want to go back to
the other one and have to go through another appeal. Any other questions. Does that
satisfy you Representative Gray.

Representative Gray: Yes Sir.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Hunter.
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Representative Hunter: Mr. Chairman, I would move that this Committee give
a favorable report to this Committee Bill — we don’t have anything — there is no
Committee substitute — no original Bill to give an unfavorable report to — so I guess the
motion is just a favorable report and recommendation to the House as this Committee’s
Bill on the Congressional Redistricting.

Chairman McMahan: Thank you very much for introduction to the House. Do
I hear a second.

Representative Bowie: Second.

Chairman McMahan: All in favor please raise your hand — all opposed — the
Bill passes. All those in favor please raise your hand again — we probably should record
the vote — all opposed — the Bill passes 16 in favor — 5 opposed. The Bill passes. Thank
you very much. Anything else. Yes Sir -- Representative Culp.

Representative Culp: What is the date when the Courts approve or disapprove
of this.

Chairman McMahan: We have to submit it by Friday. I think there are three
working days — did that not get changed — didn’t you all ask for three working days.

Tiare Smiley: We submit it Friday and then the Plaintiffs have three days to
object — we have three days to counter their objections. Then the Court will decide
whether to accept it — it goes to Justice the 22™ — and everything takes place by July 1.

Chairman McMahan: Representative Fitch’s hand is up first.

Representative Fitch: My hand is not up because it was stuck from voting no — I
move to adjourn.

Chairman McMahan: We stand adjourned. Thank you.
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The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m.

M medoa

W. Edwin McMahan, Chairman

Mhanan. Gianm

Sharon Cram, Committee Clerk
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA

EASTERN DIVISION - =} E, =D

i
No. 4:96-CV-104-B0O(3)
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JAMES B. HUNT, JR., Governor QPINTION

of the State of North
Carolina; DENNIS A. WICKER,
Lieutenant Governor of the
State of North Carolina;
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MARSHALL, Secretary of the
State of North Carolina;
TARRY LEZAKE, member of the
State Board of Elections;
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)

lections; and JUNE K.
OUNGBLOOD, member of the
tate Board of Elections, in
heir Official Capacities, and
HE NORTH CAROLINA STATE
OARDS OF ELECTIONS, an
fficial agency of the State
pf North Carolina,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
;
ember of the State Board of )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Defendants. )
)

This matter is before the Court on the Plaintiffs' Motions
for Preiiminary Injunction and for Summary Judgment, and on the

Defendants’' Motion for Summary Judgment. The underlying action

hallenges the congressional redistricting plan enacted by the




General Assembly of the State of North Carolina on March 31,
1997, contending that it violates the Equal Protection Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment, and relying on the line of cases

represented by Shaw v. Hunt, 517 U.S. BS9, 116 S. Ct. 1894, 135
L.Ed.2d 207 (1596) ("Shaw _II"), and Miller v. Johnson, 515 U.S.
900, 904, 115 s. Ct. 2475, 2482, 132 L.Ed.2d 762 (1985).
Following a hearing in this matter on March 31, 1998, the
Court took the parties‘_motions under advisement and thereafter
issued an Order and Permanent Injunction (1) finding that the
Twelfth Congressional District under the 1997 North Carolina
Congressional Redistricting Plan is unconstitutional, and
granting Plaintiffs’' Motion for Summary Judgment as to the
Twelfth Congressiohal District; (2) granting Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Preliminary Injunction and granting Plaintiffs' reques’., as
contained in its Complaint, for a PermanentvInjunction, thareby
enjoining Defendants from conducting any primary or general
electio.n for congressional offices under the redistricting plan
enacted as 1997 N.C. Session Laws, Chapter 1ll; and (3) ordering
that the parties file a written submission addressing an
appropriate time period within which the North Carolina General
Assembly may be allowed the opportunity to correct the
constitutional defects in the 1997 Congressionai Redistricting
lan, and to present a proposed election schedule to follow
redistricting which provides for a primary election process
culminating in a general congressional election to be held oﬁ

ruesday, November 3, 1998, the date of the previously scheduled
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general election.

That Order was issued on April 3, 1598, by a majority of the
three-judge panel. Circuit Judge Sam J. Ervin, III, dissented.
Defendants filed a Motion for a Stay of the April 3 Order, which
was denied by this Court by Order dated April 6, 1998.

Defendants alsoc appealed the April 3 Order to the Supreme Court,
and the appeal is still pending in that Court. This’Memorandum
and Opinion refers to that Order, and shall be the opinion of the

ICourt.
- BACKGROUND

In Shaw II the United States Supreme Court held that the
Twalfth Congressional District created by the 1992 Congressional
Redistricting Plan'(hefeinafter, the "1992 plan") had been race-
based and could not survive the required'"strict scrgtiny. 517
p.S. 899, 116 S. Ct., 1894. The five plaintiffs in Bhaw lacked
standing to attack the other majority-minority district (the
First Congressional District under the 1992 plan) because they
were not registered voters in the district.- Id.

Soon after the Supreme Court ruled in Shaw IX, three
kesidents of Tarboro, North Carolina, filed the original
Complaint in this action on July 3, 1996. These original
Plaintiffs resided in the First Congressional District
valternatively, "District 1") as it existed under North
Carclina‘'s 1992 plan. The Plaintiffs charged that the First
Fongressional District violated their rights to equal protection

inder the United States Constitution because race predominated in




the drawing of the District. The action was stayed pending
+esolution of remand proceedings in ghaw v. Hupnt, and on July 9,
| 996, the same three Tarboro residents joined the Plaintiffs in
Bhaw in filing an Amended Complaint in that case, similarly
thallenging District 1.

By Order dated September 12, 1957, the three-judge panel in
Ehaw appfoved a congressiocnal redistricting plan enacted on March
81, 1997, by the General Assembly as a remedy for the
ronstitutional violation found by the Bupreme Court to exiset in
Lhe Twelfth Congressional Diestrict (alternatively, "District
?2"). The Shaw three-judge panel also dismissed without
brejudice, as moot, the plaintiffs’ claim that the First
Congressional District in the 1992 plan was unconatitutional.
plthough it was a final order, the September 12, 1997, decision
bf the Shaw three-judge panel was not preclﬁsive of the instant

bause of action, as the panel was not presented with a continuing

rhallenge to the redistricting plan.?

* In its final Memorandum Opinion, the three-judge panel in
Ehaw, noted that there was “no substantive challenge to the
[1997] plan by any party to this action," and closed by
bxplicitly "noting the limited basis of the approval of the plan
rhat we are empowered to give in the context of .this litigation.
[t is limited by the dimensions of this civil action as that is
Hefined by the parties and the claims properly before us. Hers,
that means that we only approve the plan as an adequate remedy
for the specific violation of the individual equal protection
Eights of those plaintiffs who successfully challenged the

egislature’'s creation of former District 12. Our approval thus
loes not—cannot—run beyond the plan's remedial adequacy with
Fespect to those parties and the equal protection violation found
as to former District 12." Shaw v. Hunt, No. 92-202-CIV-5-BR, at
B (E.D.N.C. Sept. 12, 18387). )




On October 17, 19397, this Court dissolved the. stay
previously entered in this matter. On the same day, two of the
original three Plaintiffs, along with four residents of District
12, filed an amended Complaint challenging the 1997 remedial
congressional redistricting plan (the "1997 plan”), and seeking a
declaration that the First and Twelfth Congressional Districts in
the 1997 plan are unconstitutional racial gerrymanders. The
three~judge panel was designated by order of Chief Judge
Wilkinsion of the Fourth Cirbuit Court of Appeals, dated January
23, 1998, The Plaintiffs moved for a preliminary injuncticn on
January 30, 1998, and for summary judgment on February 5, 1988.
The Defendants filed their instant gummary judgment motion on
March 2, 1§98, and a hearing on these motions was held on March
31, 1998.

The North Caroclina General Assembly convened in regulAar
session on January 29, 1997, and formed redistricting committees
to address the defects found in the 1982 plan. These newly
formed House and Senate Committees aimed to ldentify a plan thch
jvould cure the constitutional defects and receive the support of
B majority of the members of the General Assembiy. Affidavit of
Benator Roy A. Cooper, III (JCooper Aff.") 93. In forming a
workable plan, the committees were guided by two avowed goals:
1) curing the constitutional defects of the 1992 plan by -
hssuring that race was not the predominant factor in the new

blan, and (2) drawing the plan to maintain the existing partisan

5




balance in the State's congressional delegation. Cooper Aff.
995, 8, 10, 14; Affidavit of Gary O. Bartlett, Executive
Secretary-Director of the State Board of Elections ("Bartlett
Aff."), Vol. I Commentary at 9-10.

To achieve the second goal, the redistricting committees
draw the new plan (l) to avoid placing two incumbents in the =same
district and (2) to preserve the partisan core of the existing
districts to the extent consistent with the goal of curing the
defects in the old plan. Cooper Aff. f14. The plan as enacted
raflects these directives: no two incumbent Congressmen reside
in the same district, and each district retains at least €0% of

the population of the old district. Cooper Aff. €8, Affidavit of

. Fepresentative W. Edwin McMahan ("McMahan Aff.") §7.

T, The Twelfth Congressjopal District

District 12 is one of the six predominAntly Democratiec
Histricvus established by the 1997 plan to maintain the 6-6
partisan division in North Carolina's congressional delegation.
pistrict 12 is not a majority-minority district,? but 46.67
percent of its total population is African-American. Bartlett
REE., Vpl. I Commentary at 10 and 11. District 12 is composed of
pix counties, all of them split in the 19397 plaﬂ. The racial

bomposition of the parts of the six sub-divided counties assigned

? The Twelfth is not a majority-minority district as
yeasguraed by any of three possible criteria. African-Americans
ronetitute 47 percent of the total population of District 12, 43
percent of the voting age population of the District, and 46
percent of the reglstered voters in the District. Peterson Aff.,

"t 8.




to District 12 include three with parts over 50 percent African-
American, and three in which the African-American percentage is
jander 50 percent. Declaration of Ronald E. Webber (“Webber
[Dec.") 918. However, almost 75 percent of the total population
in District 12 comes from the three county parts which are
majority African-American in population: Mecklenburg, Forsyth,
and Guilford counties. Id. The other three county parts
(Davidson, Iredell, and Rowan) have narrow corridors which pick
ip as many African~-Americans as are needed for the district to
reach its ideal size.’ 1Id.

Where Forsyth County was split, 72.9 percent of the total
population of Forsyth County allocated to District 12 is African-
Ppmerican, while only 11.1 percent of its total population
hssigned to neighboring District 5 is African-American. Id. %20,
Eimilarly, Mecklenburg County is eplit so Si.9 percent of its
Fotal population allocated to District 12 is African-American,
while only 7.2 percent of the total population assigned to
hdjoining District 9 is African-American.

A similar pattern emerges when analyzing the cities and
fowns split between District 12 and its surrounding districts:
bhe four largest cities assigned to District lzvare split‘along
Facial lines. Id. 923. For example, where the City of Charlotte

fs split between District 12 and adjacent District 9, 59.47

? An equitably populated congressional district in North

farolina needs a total population of about 552,386 personse using
19590 Census data. Weber Dec. %39.
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percent of the population assigned to District 12 is African-
American, while only B.12 percent of the Charlotte population
assigned to District 9 is African-American. Affidavit of Martin
B. McGee ("McGee Aff."), Ex. L. And where the City of Greensboro
is split, 55.58 percent of the population assigned to District 12
is African~American, while only 10.70 peicent of the population
assigned to District 6 is African-American., Id.

An analysis of the voting precincts immediately surrounding
District 12 reveals that the legislature did not simply create a
majority Democratic district amidst surrounding Republican
precincts. For example, around the Southwest edge of District li
(in Mecklenburg County), the legislature included within the
district's borders several precincts with racial compositions of
40 to 100 percent African-American; while excluding from the
district voting precincts with less than 35Apercent African-
9merican population, but heavily Democratic voting registrations.
lAmong Mecklenburg County precinéts which are immediately adjacent
to District 12, but not inside it, are precincts with 58.818
Fercent of voters registered as Democrats, and precincts that are
56.464 percent Democratic, 54.213 percent Democratic, 59.135
percent Democratic, 59.225 percent Democratic, 54,498 percent
Democratic, 59.098 percent Democratic, 55.72 percent Democratic,
54.595 percent Democratic, 54.271 percent Democratic, 63.452
bercent Democratic, and 59.453 percent Democratic. 1Id., Ex. P.
Eimilarly, Forsyth County precincts that are immediately adjacent

o, but not inside, District 12 include precincts with 57.371




percent Democratlic registration, 65.253 percent Democratic
registration, 65.747 percent Democratic registration, 65.747
percent Democratic registration, 76 percent Democratic
reglstration, 55.057 percent Democratic registration, 55.307
percent Democratic registration, 56.782 percent Democratic
reglstration, 55.836 percent Democxatid registration, and 60.113
percent Democratic registration. Id., Ex. O. PFinally, District
12 was drawn to exclude precincts with 59.679 percent Democratic
registration, 61.86 percent Democratic registration, 5B.145
Fercent Democratic registration, 62.324 percent Democratic
registration, 60.209 percent Democratic registration, 56.739
percent Democratic registration, 66.22 percent Democratic |
Eegistration, 57.273 percent Democratic registration, 55.172
kercent Democratic registration, and 63.287 percent Democratlc
registration, all in Guilford County.. Id., Ex. N.

On the North Carolina map, District 12 has an irreguler
ishape and 1s barely contiguous in parts. Its Southwest coyner
lies in Mecklenburg County, very close to the South Carolina
border, and includes parts of Charlotte. The District moves
North through Rowan County and into Iredell County. There it
puts West to pick up parts of the City of Stateg%ille. More than
75 percent of the Statesville population that is included in
District 12 ié African-American, while only 18.88 percent of the
population of Statesville excluded from District 12 is African-
kmerican. McGee Aff., Ex. L. From Statesville, the District

hoves East into Rowan County. There it dips to the South to




include salisbury, before turning to the Northeast and entering
Davidson Céunty and the City of Thomasville. Over 41 percent of
the populations of Salisbury and Thomasville that are included in
District 12 are African-American, while only 15.39 and 89.55
percent, réspactively, of those that are excluded from the
District are African American. Id. The District makes a
northwesterly incursion into Forsyth County to include parts of
k&nstoﬁ-Salem, where 77.39 percent of the population within
District 12 is African-American, and only 16.06 percent of the
bopuigtion left out is African-American. Id. The District moves
to the East and narrows dramatically before opening up again to
include the predominantly African-American parts of Greensboro,
jshere the District ends.

Objecﬁiva, numerical studies of the compactness of
rongressional distiicts are also available. In his report, "An
Evaluation of North Carolina's 1998 Congressional Districte,”
Professor Gerald R, Webster, one of the Deféndants‘ expert
vitnesses, presents statistical analyses of “"comparator
bompactness indicators" for North Carclina's congressional

Histricts under the 1997 plan. In measuring the districts’
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dispersion compactness' and perimster compactness,® Professor
Webster offers two of the "most commonly recognized and epplied”
compactness indicators. Webater, at 13 (citing Pildes & Niemi,
Expressive Barms, "Bizarre Districts," and Voting Rights:
Evaluating Election~District Appearances After Shaw v. Reno, 92
Mich.L.Rev, 483, 571-573, table 6 (1993) (hereinafter, “Pildes &

Nlemi"); apd see Bush v. Vera, 517 U.S. 952, —, 116 S. Ct. 1941,

1952, 135 L.Ed.2d 248 (13596) (citing Pildes & Nieml compactness
factors as supporting evidence for holding three Texas
congreeeioﬁél districts uncohstitutional). -
In diécuasing the relative normalcy of various compactness
measures, Pildes and Niemi suggest that a "low" dispersion
ompactness measure would be equal to or less than 0.15. Pildes
& Niemi, at 564. They suggest that a "low” perimeter compactness
fneasure is ‘equal to or less than 0.05. Id. North Carolina's
Twelfth Cong;essional District under the 1997 plan has a

Hicpersion compactness indicator of 0.109 and a perimeter

bompactness indicator of 0.041. Webster, at table 3. These

! +“pispersion compactness" measures the geographic
Fdispersion” of a district. To calculate this a circle is
bircumscribed around a district. The reported coefficient is the
Eroportion of the area of the circumscribed circle which is also
included in the district. This measure ranges from 1.0 (most
Fompact) to 0.0 (least compact). Webster, at 14.

* "Perimeter compactness" is based upon the calculation of
Fhe district's perlmeter. The reported coefficient is the
hroportion of the area in the district relative to a circle with
the same perimeter. This measure ranges from 1.0 (most compact)
ro 0.0 (least compact). Webster, at 14. The equation used here
s (((4 x TI) x Area of district) + (Dlﬂtrlct 8 Perimeter2)).
Nebater, at table 3.
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figures are much lower thénAthe mean compactness indicators for
North Carolina'’s twelve congressional districts under the 1997
plan. Thg;average dispersion compactness indicator for the State
is 0.354, and the average perimeter compactness indicator is
0.192. Id. The next lowest dispersion compactness indicator
after District 12 is the 0.206 in the Fifth Congressional

District, and the next lowest perimeter compactness indicator is

the First Congressional District's 0.107. Id.

iII. The Eigst Congressioﬁal District

District 1 is another predominantly Democratic district
stablished by the 1997 plan. Unlike District 12, it is a

majority—minority district, based on percentages of the total

opulation of the District,® as 50.27 percent of its total
Eopulationfis African-American. Id., Vol. I Commentary at 10.
pistrict 1 is composed of ten of the 22 couﬁties split in drawing
he statewide 12 district' 1997 plan. Weber Dec. §16. BHalf of
- he twerty counties represented in District 1 are split. 1Id. Of
khe ten sub-divided counties assigned to District 1, four have
parts with over 50 percent African-AmericAn population, four
bthers have parts with over 40 percent African-2merican
?opulation,'and two others have parts with over 30 percent

nfrican~American population. Id., %17,

In each of the ten counties that are split between District

® While 50.27 percent of the total population of District 1
|s African-American, only 46.54 percent of the voting age
bopulation is African-American, based on the 1990 census data.
%artlett Aff., Vol. I Commentary at 10.
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1l and an ;djacent district, the percent of the population that is
African—Aﬁerican is higher inside the district than it is outside
the district, but within fhe same county. Id., §19 and Table 2.
The dispaflties are less significant than in the county splite
involving bistrict 12. Id., Table 2. For example, whaeres
Beaufort County is split between Districts 1 and 3, 37.7 percent
cf the tct;l population of Beaufort County allocated to District
1 is Afficén-American, while 22.9 percent of the total population
of-Beaufor£ County assigned to District 3 is African-American.
Similerly, nine of the 13 cities and towns split between
District 1 and its neighboring districts are split along racial
lines. 1Id., 922. For example, where the City of New Bern is
split betwéen District 1 and adjacent District 3, 48.27 percent
of the popﬁlation assigned to District 1 is African-American,
while 24.49 percent of the New Bern population assigned to
District 3:is African-American. McGee Aff., Ex. L.

Viaweé on the North Carolina map, District 1 is not as
irreqular gs District 12. 1In the North, it spans 151.2 miles
across, from beboro, Person County, in the West, to Sunbur&,
[Gates Counﬁy, in the East. Affidavit of Dr. Alfred W. Stuart
("Stuart Aff."), tabie 1. It is shaﬁed roughly.like the state of
Florida, although the protrusion to the South from its
'panhandle"'is only approximately 150 miles long (to Goldsboro,
Nayne Count&, with two irregularities jutting into Jones, Craven,
#nd Beaufort Counties. Cooper Aff., attachment. These

| rreqularities surround the peninsular extension of the Third
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%ongressioﬁal District from the East, alloying the incumbent from
the previoﬁs Third Congressional District to retain his resldence
within tha?boundaries of the same district, and avolding placing
two incumbénts in District 1. '
The "éomparator compactness indicators" from District 1 are
much cloae? to the North Carclina mean compactness indicators
than are téose from District 12. For example, District 1 has a
dispersionicompactness indicator of 0.317 and ‘a perimeter
compactnesé indicator of 0.107. Webster, at table 3. This
dispersion%compactness indicator is not significantly lower than
the State'; mean indicator of 0.354, and is higher than the
dispersion?compactness indicators of Districts 12 (0.109), 9
(0.292), aid S (0.206). 1Id. It may be noted that Districts 5
and 9 are hext to, and necesgsarily shaped by, District 12,
District 1;has a perimeter compactness indicator of 0.107, which
is lower tﬁan North Carolina's mean perimeter éompactness
indicator 10.192), but ﬁuch higher than Pildes and Niemi's
suggestaed %low“ perimeter compactness indicator (0.05). District
1's perime%er compactness indicator is also much higher than that
of District 12 (0.041). Id. |

: DISCUSSION
The Equal Protection Clause of the United States
Constitut%bn provides that no State "shall deny to any person
within its__‘ juriediction the equal protection of the laws." U.S.
Const. amend. 14, § 1. The United States Supreme Court explained

v _Johnson, 5 ., at 904, 115 S, Ct., at 2482, that




the central mandate of the Equal Protection Clause "is racial
neutrality in governmentél decisionmaking:“ Application of this

mandate ciearly prohibits purposeful discrimination between'

individuals on the basis of race. sShaw v, Reno, 509 U.S. 630,
642, 113 S. Ct. 2816, 2824, 125 L.Ed.2d 511 (1993) ("Shaw I")

(citing Hé&hingzgg_x;_ggxig, 426 U.S. 229, 239, 96 S. Ct. 2040,
2047, 48 Ij.Ed.Zd 597 (1976)).

As th? Supreme Court recognized, however, the use of this
principle gn "electoral districting is a most delicate task."
Miller, 51? U.S., at 905, 115 §. Ct., at 2483. Analysis of
suspect di?tricts must begin from the premise that “[l]éws that
explicitly%diatinguish between individuals on racial grounds fall
within theicore of [the Equal Protection Clause's] prohibition."
Shaw I, 505 U.5., at 642, 113 S. Ct., at 2824. Beyond that,
however, t%e Fourteenth Amendment's prohibition "extends not just
to explici? racial classifications," Miller, 515 U.S., at 905,
115 s. Ct.é at 2483, but also to laws, neutral on their face, but
"unexplain;ble on grounds other than race," Arlington Heights v.
Mggzggolitén Housing Development Corp., 429 U.S. 252, 266, 97 8.
ct. 555, 564, 50 L.Ed.2d 450 (1977).

In challenging the constitutionality of a étate's
Histrictiné pian, the "plaintiff bears the burden of proving:the
race-based motive and may do so either through 'circumstantial
evidence of a district's shape and demographics' or through 'more
Hirect evidence going to legislative purpose.’" Shaw II, 517
.6., at -, 116 S. Ct., at 1900 (qguoting Millexr, 515 U.5., at
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916, 115 g. Ct., at 2488). 1In the final analysis, the plaintiff
must show ?that race was the predominant factor motivating the
legislatur@'s decision to place a significant number of voters
within or %ithout a particular district." Id. (quoting Miller,
515 U.S., §t 916, 115 §. Ct., at 2488).

Once ; plaintiff demonstrates that race was the predominant
factor in %edistricting, the applicable standard of review of the

new plan is “strict scrutiny." Thus, in Miller the Supreme Court

A

held that ?trict scrutiny applies when race is the "predominant"
ccnsideration in drawing the district lines such that “the
legislatur% subordinate[s] race-neutral districting princinles
.+ o to récial considerations." 515 U.S., at %16, 115 S. Ct.,
at 2488, éndar this standard of review, a State may asscapa -
censure while drawing racial distinctlons only if it is pursuing

a "compslling state interest." gShaw II, 517 U.S., at —, 116 S.

Ct., at 1902.

Howevédr, "the means chosen to accomplish the Btate's

assarted pdrpose must be specifically and narrowly framed to

accomplishithat purpose." Wygant v, Jackson Bd. of Ed., 476 U.S.

267, 280, 106 S. Ct. 1842, 1850, 90 L.Ed.2d 260 (1986} (opznion
pf Powell,éJ.).- Rs the Supreme Court required in Shaw II, where
ks State's élan has been found to be a racial gerrymander, that
Ftate mustiﬁow "show not only that its redistricting plan was in
pursult of a compelling state interest, but also that its
Histricting legislation 1is narrowly tailored to achleve that

tompelling interest." 517 U.S., at —, 116 S. Ct., at 1902.
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We a%e cognizant of the principle that "redlstricting and
reapportiéning legislative bodies is a legislative task which the
federal céurts should make every effort not to preempt." Wise v,
Lipacomb, %437 U.S. 535, 539, 98 5. Ct. 24%3, 2497, 57 L.Ed.2d 411
(1978) (cgtations omitted). "A State should be given the
opportuniey to make its own redistricting decisions so long as
that is pfnctically possible and the State chooses to take the
opportunit&. .When it does take the opporﬁunity, the discretion
of the fed%ral court is limited except to the extent that the
plan itael& runs afoul of federal law." Lawyer v 't of
Justice, -+US —, —, 117 s. ct. 2186, 2193, 138 L.Ed.2d 669
(1997) (in&ernal citations omitted). Thus, when the federal
courts dec&are an apportionmentvscheme unconstitutional-as the
Suprems Co;rt did in shaw II-it is appropriate, "whenever
practicabl?, to afford a reasonable opportﬁnity for the
legielatur; to meet constitutional requirements by adopting a
Bubstituteémeasure rather than for the federal court to dévisé
and order finto effect its own plan. The new legislative plan, if
forthcominé, will then be the govérning law unless it, too, is
challengedzand found to violate the Constitution.® Hige, 437
U.S., at 540, 98 5. Ct., at 2497. '

I. The Iﬁglf;h Congressgional Digtrict

As no?ed above, the final decision of the three-judge pansl
in Shaw oniy approved the 1997 Congressiocnal Redistricting Plan
"as an adeéuate remedy for the specific wviolation of the

individualjequal protection rights of those plaintiffs who
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' successfuliy challenged the legislature's creation of former
District 12 Shaw v. Hunt, No. 92-202-CIV-5-BR, at 8 (E.D.N.C.
Sept. 12, ?997). In the instant case, we are faced with a ripe
contrcvers; as to the newly-configqured Twelfth Congressional
Distrioct, ?This panel must thus decide whether, as a matter of
law, Diatr}ct 12 violates the equal protection rights of the
Plaintiffsiwho live within the district and challenge its
conatituti;nality.

In hoidihg that District 12 under the 1992 plan was an
unconstitu£i0n31 racial gerrymander, the Supreme Court in Shaw II
noted, "[nSo one locking at District 12 could reasonably suggest
that the district contains a ‘'geographically compact' population
of any rac%." 517 U.s., at —, 116 §. Ct., at 1906. The gfhaw II

5

Court thusletruck the old District 12 as unconstitutional s a
matter of iaw. In redrawing North Carolina;s congressiona’
districts in 1997 the General Assembly was, of course, awave that
District l? under the 1992 plan had been declared
unconstituéional; curing the constitutional deficiencles was one
of the legislature's declared goals for the rédistricting
process. éooper aAff. q415, 8, 10, 14,

Defenéants now argue that the changes in District 12 between
the 1992 aéd 1997 plans are dramatic enough to cure it of its
Fonstitutiénal defects. They point to the fact that the new

District li has lcst nearly one~third (31.6 percent) of the

opulatidn:from the 1992 district and nearly three-fifths (58.4

ercent) of the land. These numbers do not advance the

- r—
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Defendants? argument or end the Court's inguiry. As Defendants
themselvesinote, the Court's role is limited to determining
"whether t%e proffered remedial plan is legally unacceptable
because itiviolates anew constitutional or statutory voting
righte-thaé is, whether it fails to meet the same standards
applicablefto an original challenge of a legislative plan in
place.” u%ghgg v, Granville County, 860 F.2d 110, 115 (4* Cir.
1988) (cit%.ng Upham v. Seamon, 456 U.S. 37, 42, 102 S. Ct. 1518,
1521, 71 LLEd.Zd 725 (1982)). A comparison of the 1992 District
12 and theipreaent Dlstrlct is of limited value here. The iasaue
in this cage is whether District 12 in the present plan vioclates
the equal ?rotectlon righta of the voters residing within it.-

In Shéw I, the Supreme Court described old District 12 as
"unueuallyfshaped. It is approximately 160 miles long and. for
much cf its length, no wider than the [Inteistate]-es corridor.
It winds i? snake-like fashion through tobacco country, financial
centers, aﬁd manufacturing areas until 1t gobbles in enough
enclaves oé black neighborhoods." 508 U.S., at 635-636, 113 6.
Ct., at 2850-2821 (internal gqguotations omitted). Viewed without
reference éo District 12 under the 1992 plan, the new Digtrict 12
is also "uéusually shaped.” While its length hos been shortened
to approxxmately 95 miles, it still winds its way from Charlotte
to Greanaero along the Interstate-85 corridor, making datours to
pick up he;vily African-American parts of cities such as
Stateavill?, Salisbury, and Winston-Salem. It also connects

communitieé not joined in a congressional district, other than in

i
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thesunconsFitutional 1892 plan, since the whole of Western North
Carolina w&s one district, nearly two hundred years ago. Pl.'s

Brief Opp.guef.'e Mot. 8.J., at 12.
AsB no&ed above, where cities and counties are split between
District 1% and neighboring districta, the splits are exclusively
along raci;l lines, and the parts of the divided cities and
countlies h;ving a higher proportion of African-Americans are
always included in District 12. Defendants argue that the
Twelfth hap been designed with politice and partisanship, not
race, in mind. They describe the Dlstrict as a "Democratic
island in ; Republican sea,"” and present expert evidence that
political fdentification was the predominant factor detérmining
the border;of District 12. Affidavit of David W. ("Peterson
Aff."), atgz. As the uncontroverted material facts demone~rate,
however, t&e legislators excluded many heavily-Democratic

precincte from District 12, even though those precincts
H
;

‘1immediately border the District. The common thread woven

throughoutithe districting process is that the border of District
12 meander; to include nearly all of the precincts with African-
American p;pulation proportions of over forty percent which lie
between Ch;rlotte and Greensboro, inclusive.

As noéed above, objective measures of the compactness of
Dietrict lé under the 1997 plan reveal that it is still the most
geographic;lly scattered of North Carcolina's congressional

{
kiatricts.§ When compared to other previously challenged and

e . . , . .
reconstitufed congressional districts in North Carclina, Florida,

|
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Geofgia, I%linois, and Texas, District 12 does not fare well.

The Distri%t‘a dispersion and perimeter compactness indicators
(0.109 and‘0.0Al, respectively) are lower than those values for
North Caro&ina's Distriect 1 (0.317 and 0.107 under the 1997
plan). Si%ilarly, the District suffers in comparison to
Florida‘'s pPistrict 3 (0:.136 and 0.05), Georgia's District 2

(0.541 and 0.411) and District 11 (0.444 and 0.259), Illinois’
District 4; (0.193 and 0.026}, and Texas District 18 (0.335 and
0.151), Diptrict 29 (0.384 and 0.178), and District 30 (0.383 and

0.180).
Rule p6(c) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provides

that summa}y judgment shall be granted 1f there is nc genuine

issue as te any material fact and the moving party is entitled to
judgment'a% a matter of law. The moving party must demonstrate
the lack of a genuine issue of fact for trial, and if that burden

is met, thz party opposing the motion must show evidence of a

genuine faltual dispute. Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.s, 317,

324, 106 s% Ct. 2548, 2553, 91 L.Ed.2d 265 (1986).

Based§on the uncontroverted material facts before 1t, the
Court conciudes thatlthe General Assembly, in redistricting, used
criteria with respect to District 12 that are f;cially race
driven. District 12 was drawn to collect precincts with high
racial 1de$t1fication rather than political identification.

Further, tge uncontroverted material facts demonstrate that

}
precincte with higher partisan representation (that is, more

heavily Democratic precincts) were bypassed in the drawing of
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District 12 and included in the surrounding congressicnal
diptricts. The legislature disregarded traditionai districting
criteria such as contiguity, geographical integrity, community of
interest, and compactness in drawing District 12 in North
Carolina's 1997 plan. Instead, the General Assembly utilized
race as the predominant factor in drawing the District, thus
violatigg the rights to egqual protection guaranteed in the

Constitution to the citizens of District 12.

To remedy these constitutional deficiencies, the North
Carolina legilslature must redraw the 1597 plan in such a way that
it avoids the deprivation of the voters' equal protection rights
not to be classified on the basis of'race. This mandate of the
Court leaves the General Assembly free, within its authority, to
use other, proper factore in redrawing the 1997 plan. Among
these factors, the legislature may consider traditional
districting criteria, including incumbency considerations, to the
extent congistent with curing the constitutional defects. See
Shaw II, 517.U.S., at —, 116 S. Ct., at 1901 (describing "“race-

meutral, traditional districting criteria").

II. First Congressional District

Based on the record before us, the Plaintiff has failed to
pstabliah that there are no contested material 1ssues of f:ct

bhat would entitle Plaintiff to judgment as a matter of law as to

? The Supreme Court has indicated that, when drawing
bongressional districts, race may not be usad as a proxy for
political characteristics. Vera v. Bush, 517 U.S. 952, —, 116
B, Ct. 1941, 1956, 135 L.Ed.2d 248 (1996).
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District;l. The Court thus denies Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary
Judgment as to that District. Conversely; neither has the

Defendant established the absence of any contested material issue
of fact with respect to the use of race as the predominant factor

in the districting of District 1 such as would entitle Defendant

to judgment as a matter of law.

CONCLUSION
Based on the Order of this Court entered on April 3, 1998,
and the foregoing analysis, Defendants will be allowed the
opportunity to correct the conatitutional defects in the 1997
Congreegsional Redistricting Plan, in default of which the Court
would undertake the task.
This Memorandum Opinion, like the Order to which it refers,
is entered by a majority of the three—judgé panel. Circuit Judge

Sam J. Ervin, III, dissents.
vg* )
This, the [2 ay of ARpril, 1988.

TERRENCE W. BOYLE
Chief United States District Judge

RICHARD L. VOORHEES

United States Dlstrlct Judge
By: Oﬁﬂﬁ

ERRENCE W. BOYLE
CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTR JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THL EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CARCLINA
EASTERN DIVISION

No. 4:96-CV~104~BO(3)

MARTIN CROMARTIE, THOMRS
CHANDLER MUSE, GLENNES DODCE
WEEKS, R.0. EVERETT, J.H.

ROELICH, JAMES RONALD
LINVIILLE, and SUSAN HARDAWAY,

Plaintiftrs,
. V.

JAMES B. HUNT, JR., Goevernor
of the Stata of North caroclinaj;

at al.,

Dafendants.

St Bl Nl N vt e N? Nt N Mt et N U Ol Nt N

ERVIN, Circuit Judge, dismenting:

In Shaw V. Ranqg, the Supreme Court recognized a new cause of
action in voting rights law -~ that etate legislaturas could not
subordinate traditional daistricting princlplaes to raclal
consideratione in drawing legislative districts without triggering
strict scrutiny under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amandment. 509 U.S. 630 (1993) ("Shaw I°'). Because the distriocting
plan before us is fundamentally different frowm the plans struck
down by the Court in ghaw I and lts progeny. sge Millar v, Johnson,
515 U.8. 900 (15895); ghaw v. Hunt, 517 U.8. 899, 135 L. Ed. 24 207
(1996) (“Shav II"); Bush v. Vars, %517 U.S. 952, 135 L. Ed. ad 248
(1896), I do not believe that the Plaintiffe have proven any



”

violation of their right tc the equal protection of the laws.
North Carclina‘'s twalfth oonqressioﬁal district is not =a
majorlity-minority district, it was not created as & result of
gtrong-arming by the U,8. Department of Justice, and, contrary to
the majority's agsertions, it is not so bizarra or unusual in shape
that it cannot be explained by factors othar than racae. The
Plaintiffs' evidance 18 not so convincing as to undermine the
Stata's contention that the 1997 Plan was motivated by a desire to
reredy the constitutional violations from the 1993 Plan, to
préserva the mven split Letween Republicans and Denmocrats in the
North Carolina congrescional delegation, and to protect incumbents
by drawing the districts sc that each incumbent resides in a
separate district. Our acceptance of the State's proffared
Justifications, ;bsent more rigoroug proof by the Plalntiffz, lis
espaclially appropriataAin thils context, considering the defaersnce
that we are bound to accord state legislative decisions in
questione of redistricting. Finally, I find it inconsistent to
decide, as the majority has done today, that the Gsneral Assenbly,
while engaging in a state-wide rediatricting process, was

impermicsibly influanced by predcminantly racial considerations in

"the drawing of one district (the twelfth) while evidencling no such

unconstitutional predilection in the other district under challenge
(the first), or for that matzer, any.df North Carolina‘s other ten
congressional dis<ricts. For thase reaacns,~I nust reapectfully

disggant.



I.

In order to prevail on =a race-prédominancc claim, the
Piaintiffs wmwust show “that rece was the predominant factor
motivating the legislature's dacision ta place a significant number
of voters within cr without a particular district.” Millar, 518
U.8. at 916, The principle that race cannct be the predominant
factor in a ieqislaturé'a radistricting ocalculus ie eimpla.
Applying that principle, on the othar hand, is quite oconmplex,
because numercus factors influence a legislature's districting
cholces and no one factor may readily be fdentified as predominant.

In undertaking this analysis, it is crucizl to note that in
the matter of raedistricting, ocourts owa substantial deferenca to
thse legislature, which {3 fulrfilling "the most vital of local
functions”™ and i entrustsd with the “discretion to axercise the
political Jjudgment necessary to balance conpeting intersszs.”
Millsr, 515 U.S. at 915. We presume the legislature acted ir. good
faith absent a sufficient showing to the contrary. Id. A state's
redistricting responsibility “should be accorded primacy to the

extant possible when a federal court exercizes ramedial power."

lawyer v, Dopaxtment of Juatice, 138 L. Ed. 2d 663, 630 (1997).

While the majority and I appaar te be in agreement on thsse
genaral principles, the majority does not discues the sxtent of the
Plairtiffs' burden in proving a claim of racial gerrymandering.

Concurring in Miller v. Johpsan, Justice O'Connor emphasized that
the plaintiff's burden in cases of this Xxind must be espaclally

rigorous:



I understand the threshold standard the Court adopts . .
. to be a demanding one. To inveke strict scrutiny, a
plaintiff must show that the State has rellied on race in
pubatantial diaregard of customary and traditional
districting practices. . . . [A]lpplication of the Court's
utandard helps achleve Shaw's basic cobjective of making
of gerrymandering subject to meaningrful
judioial raviaev.
Miller, 51% U.S8. at 928-25 (O'Connor, J., concurring) (smphasis
addec). This principle was resocently developed by a three~judge

panel that upheld Ohio's 1392 rediatricting plan for its state

lagiglatura:

25 we apply the threshold analysise developed by the
Supreme Court 1in Shaw cases, we ara mindful c¢f the
dangers that a low threshold (easily invoking strict
scrutiny) poses for statas. We therefore follow Justice

o'Connor's lead in applying a demanding thraghgld that

allows states some degrea of latitude to ceonslider race in
drawing districts.

ouiltar v. Voinaviech, 981 F. Supp. 1032, 1044 (N.D, Ohic 19%7),
arf's, 66 U.S.L.W. 3639 (U.S. Mar. 30, 1998) (No. $7-388).

The Court has recogrilized that legislaturea often have '‘1nixed
motiveg” =~ they may intend to draw majority-minority districte as
wall as to protect incumbanta or to accommodate cthar traditional
interests. Buah_x&_!ﬁiﬂ. 135 L. BEd. 2d at 257. 1In such a cass,
courts must review extremsly carefully the avidence presented in
order to determina whethar an impernissible racizl motive
predominated. A determination that a state haa relied on race in
substantial disregard of customary and traditional districting
practices will trigger strioct scrutiny, though strlct cérutiny does
not apply merely Dbecause redistricting 4is performed with

conaciousness of race. 14, Plaintliffes may &how ¢that race



. predominated either éhrouqh direct avidence of legislative intent
or through circumstantial evidance, such as the extrermely contorted
natura of a aistrict's ghape and its racial demographica. ghaw II,
135 L, E4. 24 at 218=219; Miller, 515 U.S. at $1€.

The FPlaintiffs hava presented no direct evidence that the
Ganeral Assembly's intent was to draw digtrict lines based on raocs.
In contrast to the reldistrictinq plans at ismsue in Nerth Carclina

in Shaw IT, in Texas in Bush v, VUasra, and i{n Georgia in Miller v,
JIchnapn, the 1937 Plan was not drawn with an articulated desire to

maximize minority voting participaticn. In order to succeed on
sunmary judgment, the Plaintiffs must therefors present
circumstantial evidance that the State not only showed substantial
disregard for traditiocnal districting principles, but that the
. predominant factor in the legislature's decision to act as it did

was race.

II.

Thae Sstate has asserted that several criteria waere mora
important than raca in the Genaral Assembly's creation of the 1997
Redistricting Plan, The Gensral Assambly draew tha 1%97 Plan to-
renedy the constitutional violations in tha 1552 Plan, to preserve
North Carclina's partigan balance of gix Rsepublicans and six
Democrats, and to aveld placing two incumbcr:ats in the 3aane
district. Ses Dafendants' Br. in Support of Sumnary Judgment at 4-
7 ("Refendants' Br."). In order to grant Flaintiffs the relief they

seak, thsy must prove that the stata has substantially disregarded




these proffered redistricting criteria, as well as other
traditional districting criteria, in favor of race. I belisve that
the Plaintiffs have falled to meet this burden.

First and foremost, the districts at 1ssue haere are not
majority-minority dlstricts.’ I find it of utmost importance that
only 43.36% of the voting~age population in Digtrict 12 ig African-
American. This fact immediately distinguishes this case fron the
line of gupreme Court cases that have struck down racial
gerrynandering in Nerth Carolina, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, and
Texas -- cases that define the equal protection inquiry in this
area. Tha Court itself recognized this distinction whan it
recently upheld a Flcrida state ssnate district that was not a
majority-minority distriet. S568p lawyer, 138 L. Ed. 24 ai 680
(upholding state senate dAistrict wilith 36.23 black voting-age
population); ses.also Quilter v. Voinovigh, 66 U.S.L.W. 3639 (U.5.
Mar. 30, 1558) (No. 57-588) (affirming decision of threse-ijudge

panel that rejected a racial gerrymandering challenge to Ohieo

! The BSupreme Court has not articulated whether a diatrict is
decignated majority-minority by reference to voting-age population,
by referance to overall population, or by reference to voter
ragistration. veting-age population would sgseem to be the
appropriate benchmark. All peocple of voting age have the capacity
to influence elactions, whereas thoee undasr voting age obviocusly
cannot. Counting only registered voters would potentially
undercount those with the potaritial to influence elections.

In District 12, 43.36% of the voting-age population is black,
while 46.67% of the total population is black. In Dimtrict 1,
46.57% of tha voting-age population iz black, while 50.27% of thea
totel population is black. Under none of the possible critaeria,
then, can District 12 ba considered a majority-ninority district.
District 1 can only be considered a majority-minority district with
reference =0 total populatioen. gagg Defendanta' Br, at €.

6



legislative districts that were not majority-minority).

In its racial composition, District 12 is no different from
every one of North Carolira's cther eleven congressional digtricte:
the majority of the voting-age population in the distzrict is white.
While this may not be dispositiva of the Quastion whethar race was
tha predoninant factor in the legislature's redistricting plan, the
fact that all of North carolina's congreasional districts are
majority-white at the very IQaat nakes the Plaintiffa' burdan,
which i3 already guite high, even mnore onerocua. - Had the
legislature been predominantly influenced by a deslire to draw
Disetrict 12 according ﬁc race, I sumpact it would have craated a
digtrict whera morae Tthan 433 of the voting-age population was
blask. In part becauce District 12 is not a majoricy-minozity
diatrict, I find no reason to credit the Plaintiffs' contentioen
that race was the' predominant factor in the legislatur-a's
decisions. This is especially true considering that the
lagialatura has profferad sevéral compelling, nen~racial faztors
for its decislon. ‘ .

Sacond, this case is readily distingulshable fronm praeviousz
racial gerrymandering cases because the plan at'iusuc is not ﬁhe
rasult of North Carclina's acguiescence to pressure from the U.S.
Justice Departmant, acting under lts voting Rights Act prsclearance
authority. In pravious cases in whiéh trhe ceurt struck down
challenged districts, the lagislatures drew thg challenged plans
after thelr initial plans had been denied preclearance by the

Department of Justice under its *black-maximization" policy. Ssa



Procrmme WY

Miller, 515 U.S. at 921. For example, in Miller, the Court found
that the craation of the unconstitutionalvdistrict wag in direct
responsae to having had two pravious plang denled preclearancae by
the Justice Dapartment. Sga Jd. ("There is little doubt that the
State's trua Iinterest 1in designing the Elevanth District was
creating a third majority-minority district to satisfy the Justice
Department's preclearanéc démandu.'). In Shaw TI, the Court
recognized. that North Carolina dacided to draw two majority-
minority districts in response to the Justice Departmant’a danial
of praclaaranca td> a previous plan, SBhaw II, 135 L. Ed. 24 at 219
(noting that ths “averrxiding purposs [of the rcd;ntricting plan)

was to comply with the dictates of the Attorney General's Dscu. 18,
1591 letter [danying preclearance to pravious plan] and to create
twve congressional districts with effective Dblack veoting

majorities’) (quotation omitted),

In contrast, while the Department of Justice granted
preclearances to the plan at issus in this casa, tha Dapartment did
not engage in the kind of browbeating that the Supreme Court has
found offensive in previcus raclal gerrymandering cases, 1In the
casex I have cited, the Court relied oﬁ thils direot evidance, that
the legislature was primarily motivated by race, te¢ invoke strict
gsorutiny of the Achallangad districts. Unli?e those casnes,
Flaintiffs have proffered neither direct nor cilrcumstantial
evidence that the General Assembly was pressured by the Department
of Justice to maximize minority participation when it redrew the

congressional districtg in 1597. 1In the abasence of such evidence,




TR S, plennlilt, '

I hava littla reason to believeé tliat the Stata 1s less than candid
in its averments to this court that racea wasg not the predominant
factor uaed by the laglalature when crafting thae 1997 redistricting
plan.

In reaching its decision, the majority has relied heavily on
evidence that District 12 could have bean drawn to include more
pracincta whare a majority of régistered voters are Democrats, but
that it was not sc drawn, presumably £for reasons thet can be
predominantly explzined on no other basis but race. 7T cannot agree
with the majority's interpretation of the avidencs. The
Plaintiffs, and the majority opinion, providae anaecdcotal avidencs
that certain precincts that berder District 12, but ver: not
included in that distrioct, have a high nunber of voters that are
registered Democrats. Hee supra at 8-3. This evidence does not
take into account, howsver, that voters often do not vote in
accordanca with their registerad party affilia;ion. The Bstate has
argued, and I sa&ae no reason to discradii theilr uncontrovertead
agsertionag, that the¢ dlstrict lines.ware drawn based on voteg for
Democratio candidates in agitual alaegtigng, rathser than the numbar
of registeread votars. Sae Affidavit of Senator Roy A:. Coopar, III
("Cooper Aff.") 9§8 ("election results were the princlipal factor
whieh datermined the location and confiquration of all distri:ts").

The majority's avidenca also ignoras tha si@pla fact that the
redistricting plan must corply with the equal protection principls
of “ona person, one votae.” Every voter nust go somewheras, yat all

distriots must remain relatively aqual in population. Plaintiffs!



anacdotal evidence suggests that?bomocrat%c precincte could hava
pean included in District 12 in certain areas, had the district
only bsan aenlarged to include thcse places. By necassity, howaver,
the district wculd nsad to have been reduced in size in other
places in order to accommodate the increasm in the overall
population in the district. Had the State drawn the lines in the
mannar that Plaintiffs! evidencs iﬁplies it should have, it appears
that the state eimply would have traded a Democratic pracinct in
one part of the district for a Demeocratic precinct in another part.
Perhaps such line-drawing would have satisfied the Plaintiffs’
desire that District 12 contain more than a 57% white majority, but
I do not agfcc with the majority that the Conatitution regquires it.
In contrast to Plalntiffa' anecdotal evidence (which is
premanted in an atfidavit by Plaintiffs' counsel), the State has
presented far more oconvincing evidenca that raca was not the
predominant factor in the General Assenbly's decision to draw
District 12 as it has been drawn. gSeg Affidavit of Dr. David W.
Feterson ("Peterson Aff."). 1In his statistical analysis, Professor
Peterson traveled the entire circumference of District 12, looking
at both the party arfriliation and raclal compeosition of the
precincts on either side of the dilatrict line. Based on an
analysis of the entire district, Professor Peterson concludes that-
“the path taken by the boundary of the Twel:tg District can be
attributed to political considerations with ;t leaat ag much
statistical certainty as it can be attributed to racial

conalderations.” Peterson Aff. ¥3. 1In other words, examining the

10
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entire circumference of Di-tricts 13, rather than relying on
Plaintirrs' “pick and chooss’ examplas, éhere is no statistical
evidence to sBupport the conclualon that race was the Ganeral
Assembly's primary motive in drawing Diasrrict 12.

Furthaermora, the majority cees <£it toc ignore evidanca
denongtrating that not only did the legislature utilize traditional
race-neutral districting principios in drawing the Twalfth
District's lines, but that these principles pradominated over any
raclal considerations. According ¢to tha Suprema Court, theswe
"raca-neutral” princlples include, Ddut are not limited to:
compactness, contiguity, regpect for political subdiviaions or
comnunitias of interast, and incumbency protection. Saa Bush v,
Yera, 135 L. EAQ. 24 at 260; Miller, 515 U.S. at 916. The majority
would apparsntly add "gaographical integrity” +o thig 1ligt,
although I am not clear what axactly thay mean by that.’ Sag zupra
at 22. Regardless of what is included on the list, howsver, the
fact remeins that the leglslature relied more heavily on these
nautral principles than on race when it chose the boundaries of
pistrict 12.

The compactnass of District 12 is, admittedly, substantially
less than what has been deamed to ba "ideal"” and is the least

compact of all of North Carolina's twelva congrassional districts.

IThe term "geographical integrity" doss not appear in any of
the Supreme Court's voting rights cases, and the only lower court
casa that axpressly usaes the term, DReWitt v, Wilson, 856 F. Supp.
1409, 1411 (E.D. cal. 1994), did so only because it was a gtandard

set ocut in the statet!s conetitution.
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Bas supra at 11 (citing Pildes & Niemi "compactneas factora").
Soma district, however, must inevitably bs the least compact; that
i fact alone therafore is not dispositive. And becausa dDigtrict 12
raflects tho paths of majcr interstate highway corridors which make
travel within the district extremely msasy, it has a type of
"functional compactness” that is not necessarily reflected by the
Pildes & Niemi factora. In additior, bistrict 12 a&s it currently
stands is contiguous. Contrary to the mnjotity'u allusions to
“narrow corridors,” szae aupra at 7, the width of the district is
roughly equal throughout its length, mse Affidavit of Dr. Gerald R,

Webster tbl. 1.
District 12 also was dnsighad to Jjoin a clearly defined

"community of interest" that has gprung up among the irnar-cities
and along the more urban areas abutting the interatate highways
that ars the backbons of the district. I do not see how anyone can
argue that the citizensl of, for axample; the inner—-city of
Charlcette do not have more in common with citizens of the innar-
cities of Stateaville and Winston-Salem than with their fellow
Mecklenburg county citlizens who happen to regide in suburban or
rural araas.

The tricky business of drawing bordsrs to protact incumbents
also required the legislature to draw District 12 in the way it
did. District 12 had to be drawn in a manner that avoided placing
both Congressman Burr's and Coblse's residences inside the distriet,
sxXcluded Cabarrus County, where Congrassnan Hefner residasg, and

8till providad enocugh Democratic votea to protect Jincumbent

12




Congressman Watt's seat. Hza Cooper Aff. 9%10.

what I find tc ba the predominatinq'factors in drawing the
1997 Plan, howavar, were tha legislature's desire to maintain the
6~6 partisan balance in the House and to protect incumbents. £Lan
Cooper AZXf, $8 (stating maintaining partigan balance was the
principal factor driving redistricting). Thssae are lagitimate
intersasts which have been upheld by the Supreme Court in previcus
voting rights cases, zga. e.g., Bush v, Vers, 135 L. Ed. 24 at 260-
61, and were proper concerns for the legimlature here. As I noted
bafora, thﬁ majority's decision to look only at the percentags of
registerad Democrats in analyzing the district's borders ignores
the fact that reglstered Democrats nre not compelled to vota for
Democratic candidates and often do not. In drawing District 1%,
therafore, the legislature did nct considser meraely the numbaer of
registered Democrats, rather it looked also to tha history of
recent voting patterns in an attenpt to design the districees to
ensure that tha partisan balance would remiin stable. Sega Cooper
ATf. 18; Fetaraon Aff. q21.

Finally, I 2ind it highly unlikely, as the majority has found
today, that the General Aggembly actad with pradominantly racial
metivea in 1lte drawing of District 12, but did not act with the
same motive in its drawing of District 1. The General Asgembly
considered the 1597 Redistricting Plan as a 's'ingle, statewide
proposal, and it makas little sense to me that the General Assembly
would have been animated by predeminantly racial motives with

respect to the Twelfth District and not the First. This

13



inconziatency ia even mors apparent vhenjone considers that the
legislature placed pore African-Americans iﬁ District 1 (46.54% of
the voting-age population) than in Dilstrict 12. 5ince we all agree
that the Plaintiffs have failgd to prove any egual protecticen
viclation with respect to the legislatura's decision in drawing
District 1, I find it unlikely that Plaintiffs' proof would
demonstrate otherwise with regard to cther aspects of the sanme

redistrieting plan.

TII.

Not only do I disagree with the majority in their holding the
Twelfth Diestrict unconstitutional, I relieve that -~ evan irf thae
Twelfth District {e unconstituticnal -~ they are in exror in
enjoining the current electien proéess, which ia already
subatantially underway. The rationale for allowing elections to
procead after a court has declared them to be constitutlonally

infirm has been clearly articulated by the Supreme Court in

Reynolds v, sims, 377 U.S5., 533, 585 (1S64):

(OJjnca a stata’s legislative appcrtionment scheme has
been found to be unconstituticral, it would bea the
unumsual case in which a court would be justified in not
taking appropriate action to dinsura that no further
slections are conducted under the invalid plan. However,
under certain aircunatances, such as where an impending
alaction is imminent and a State's election machinesry ia
already Iin progress, equitable considerarions might
justify a court in withholding <the granting of
immediately effective raliaf in a . lagimlativa
apportionment caee, even though the exlsting
apportionnent acheme was found invalid. 1In awarding or
withholding i{mmediata rellef, a court is entitled to and
should consider the proximity of a forthcoming elestion
and tha mechanice and complexities of state alaction

14



laws, and should act and rely upen ganeral eguitable
principles. With respect to tha timing of relisf, a
court can reasonably endeavor toc avold a disruption of
the election process which might result from regquiring
precipitate changes that could make unreasonable or
smbarrassing demanda on a State in adjusting to the
requiremaents of the court's dacreas.
Weighing the eguitias here, it is clear that this is one of the
funusual® cagesg contemplated by Rgxnglﬂg_x;_ﬁimg and therefore an

injunction should not be issued at this point in the aelection
cycle.

on January 30, 1998, when the Plaintirfs filed thelr motion
for a preliminary injunction to these slectlons, the deadline for
candidatas ta fila far the primary elsctions was onIy four days
awvay. Voters had already contributed cover $3 nillion to the
congressional ocandidates of their cholce, and the candidates
themselves had spent zpproximately $1.S5 million on thelr campaigna.
Epa Sicond Affidavit of Gary O. Bartlett ("Bartlett Sacond Aff.Y)
§14 (giving rigures feor the period from July 1 toc Dscaember 31,
1997) . Ballots have alrcadf been prepared, printed, and
distributad. Absgentee balloting for the primary elsctiona bagan on
March 16, 1938 and undoubtedly some voters have alraady casgt thair
voteg. The primary alections themealves are schsedulsed for Nay b,
only a few short weeks away. This court's injunction therefore
wreaks havec on an electoral process that is {n full swing.

An indjunction puts the North Carclina lcqisléturo on tha horna
of a dilamma. It may’choosa tc run ﬁhe May 1998 elections as
schedulsed for everything but the corngressional primarieg, and than

spend millions ¢f dollars scheduling a separate slacticn for the

15



congressional primaries’ -- an election for which few pecplae are
likely tO makXe a spacial tiip to the alectien becoth. Or the State
may decfide to spend millions of dollars to resgchsdule the entire
May election and affect hundreds of races for ofifices throughout
the State. Forecing thae Stata to cheoose bestween thess two squally
unpalatable choices is unreascnable.

In addition, the injunction will disrupt candidates'
carpaigning and voter contributions tc thoss campaigns. Redrawing
tha Twealfth Digtrict's boundariaes will dinevitably change the
boundaries of tha surrounding dismtrictas, and the ripple uffects of
this redrav;ng may well affect many other districts in the Stats,
asg Ihappancd when the 1597 PFlan suppl&nted the 1592 Plan.
congressional candidates cannot be certaln whom they Qill raprasent
or who thelr opponents will be until the districts are redrawn.
Voters likewise will be unsure whether the candidatss of their
choica will end up in their district. Not only will contributions
to c¢andidates and campaigning by candidataes be slowed, 1if not
halted, while the raedistricting <takes place, but once the
redistrioting is completed, candidates and voters will have scant
time to become acquainted with each other rafore elsctions take
place. fSac McRKee v. James, CV-37-C-2078-W (N.D. Ala. MNarch 24,
1998) (refusing to enjoin slactions even fhcuqh qualifying date for
primary had not yet paggsd Lbecause '"[s]one eﬁﬁrgy is already

invegted; some parsons have declared thair candidacy to repreasent

*he cost of a gingle, statewide slection, primary or gsneral,
is said to be $4,300,000. Spg Bartlaett Second Aff, €13. ,

16
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a certain district...Even {r redistricting were carried out today,
it would disturk the axpactaciona cof 'candidntea and <their
supporters, and it would disrupt the state'as conduct of the
primariss."); smith v, Beaaley, 946 F. Supp. 1174, 2312 (DL.Ss.C.
1956) (raftusing o issue injunction six weeks Dbufors gareral
election when "[o]andidataes have already spent significant tima and
money campaigring, and votsers have begun to familiarize thomselves
with ths candidates" kocause delay would disrupt elections
unnecessarily and confuse voters)., Accord Vera v, Richards, 861 F.
Supp. 1304, 1351 (8.D, Tex. ;234), affirmed sub nowm, Bush v, Ysrsas,
135 ., Bd. 2d 245 (1986) (findirg congressgional districts
unconatitutional eleven wesks bsfore general elections but allowing
them to proceed undar unconstitutional appertiosnment plan). This
will negatively affect tha quality of the reprazentation that
citizena of North Carolins receive in Congress, and counsele

againat upsetting the current slectionsa.

Iv.

In its opinion, the majority concludes that neither the
Plaintiffs nor the State has astablished the absence of a genuine
isgue of material fact that would entitle elither party te judgment
ag a2 matter  of law. 59 gupra at 22-23. I beliaeve that ail
paterial facts concerniny the Pirst District are hnccntrovartad -
th{s panel received thes same evidence cbncerninq Digtrict 1 as it
did for Dpilatrict 12. If summary 3Judgment ls appropriate for

District 12, I see ro reason why District 1's constitutionality

17
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’ cannot be decided on summary judgment as wall, The majority ia
simply wrong to reguire the State to estadblish the abmaence of an
isaua of material fact. Seg Lelotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S.
317, 325 (198.‘6) ("[W)]e do not think ... that the burden is on the
parﬁy moving for summary judgment to produce evidence showing the
absence of a go\nﬁine iceue <f material fact....m), Because I
believe that the Plaintiffs have failed to demonstrate that the
First Congressional District wunder the 1987 <Congressional
Reatricting Plan ia an unconstitutional classification based on

race, I would grant the State's motion for summary Judgmsnt.

v.

I agres with the majority that Plaintiffs have failaed to maet
' their burden or sumnary judgment as to Distric:T I, although I would

go further and grant the State's motion foxr summary judgment as to
this district. I dissent from the majority's decision granting the
Plaintiffs' wmotien for summary judgment on Distriect 12, and
enjoining alecticns under the 1997 Plan. Por the reasons stated
above, I would grant the State's motion for summary judgment,
finding that Plaintiffs have not proven a viclation of their right

to equal protection of the laws.
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: 1997 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES -
‘ ' COMMITTEE REPORT - BILL INTRODUCTION
The following report(s) from standing committee(s) is/are presented:

Representative __Ed McMahan , for the Committee on _Congriessional Redistricting
(Committee Chair's Name) (Committee Name)

submits the following bill with a favorable report for introduction.

A BILL TO BE! ENTITLED AN ACT 'IO DIVIDE NORTH CAROLINA INTO TWELVE
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICIS.

R JOURNAL USE ONLY)

______Pursuant to Rule 31(a), the bill is filed, assigned the number H. B. _____ and placed on the Calendar for
its____ reading.
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 1997

HOUSE DRH4176-RN(4.19)

Short Title: Congressional Redistricting. (Public)

Sponsors: House Committee on Congressional Redistricting.
Referred to:

. A BILL TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT TO DIVIDE NORTH CAROLINA INTO TWELVE CONGRESSIONAL
. DISTRICTS.
The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:
Section 1. G.S. 163-201(a) reads as rewritten:

"(a) For the purpose of nominating and electing members of the House of
Representatives of the Congress of the United States in 1998 and every two years
thereafter, the State of North Carolina shall be divided into 12 districts as follows:

District 1: Beaufort County: Chocowinity township, Richland township,
Washington township: the remainder not in District 3; Bertie County, Craven County:
Epworth *, Cove City *, Dover *, Fort Barnwell *, First Ward *, Second Ward *,
Third Ward *, Fourth Ward *, Fifth Ward *, Clarks *, Country Club *, Rhems *: the
remainder not in District 3; Jasper *; Edgecombe County, Gates County, Granville
County: Antioch *, Corinth *, Oak Hill *, Credle *, East Oxford *, South Oxford *,
West Oxford Elementary *, Salem *, Sassafras Fork *, Walnut Grove *; Greene
County, Halifax County, Hertford County, Jones County: Beaver Creek *,
Chinquapin *, Cypress Creek *, Pollocksville *, Trenton *, White Oak *; Lenoir
County: Contentnea *, Institute *, Kinston #1 *, Kinston #2 *, Kinston #6 *,
Kinston #7 *, Kinston #8 *, Kinston #9 *, Moseley Hall *, Sandhill *, Vance *;
Martin County, Northampton County, Person County: Allensville, Cunningham-Chub
Lake, Holloway, Roxboro City # 4, Woodsdale, Roxboro City # 1, Roxboro City #
1A, Roxboro City # 2, Roxboro City # 3; Pitt County: Ayden East *, Belvoir *,
Bethel *, Carolina *, Falkland *, Fountain *, Grifton *, Grimesland *, Pactolus *,
Greenville #1 *, Greenville #2, Greenville #3 *, Greenville #4 *, Greenville #5
*, Greenville #6 *, Greenville #13 *, Greenville #2 Noncontiguous; Vance County,
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Warren County, Washington County: Lees Mill *, Plymouth #1 *, Plymouth #2 *,
Plymouth #3 *; Wayne County: Goldsboro #1 *, Goldsboro #2 *, Goldsboro #3 *,
Goldsboro #5 *, Eureka *, Fremont *, Saulston *, Pinewood *; Wilson County:
Black Creek *, Gardners *, Saratoga *, Stantonsburg *, Toisnot *, Wilson A *,
Wilson B *, Wilson C *, Wilson E *, Wilson F *, Wilson G *, Wilson H *, Wilson I ¥,
Wilson M *, Wilson N *, Wilson Q *.

District 2: Franklin County, Granville County: Brassfield *, Butner *, Creedmoor
*, Tally Ho *; Harnett County, Johnston County, Lee County, Nash County, Sampson
County: Kitty Fork *, Keener *, Herring *, Newton Grove *, Northeast Clinton *,
Central Clinton *, East Clinton *, West Clinton *, Giddensville *, Turkey ¥,
Westbrook *; Wake County: Raleigh 01-01 *, Raleigh 01-02 *, Raleigh 01-03 *,
Raleigh 01-05 *, Raleigh 01-06 *, Raleigh 01-07 *, Raleigh 01-09 *, Raleigh 01-10 *,
Raleigh 01-12 *, Raleigh 01-13 *, Raleigh 01-14 *, Raleigh 01-18 *, Raleigh 01-19 ¥,
Raleigh 01-20 *, Raleigh 01-21 *, Raleigh 01-22 *, Raleigh 01-23 *, Raleigh 01-26 *,
Raleigh 01-27 *, Raleigh 01-28 *, Raleigh 01-31 *, Raleigh 01-34 *, Raleigh 01-35 *,
Raleigh 01-38 *, Raleigh 01-40 *, Raleigh 01-46 *, Bartons Creek #2 *, Little River
#1 *, Little River #2 *, Marks Creek .#1 *, Marks Creek #2 *, Raleigh 01-27 Part,
Neuse #1 *, Neuse #2 *, New Light #1 *, New Light #2 *  St. Marys #1 *, St.
Marys #2 *, St. Matthews #1 * St. Matthews #2 * St. Matthews #3 *, St.
Matthews #4 *, Wake Forest #1 *, Wake Forest #2 *; Wilson County: Cross Roads
*, OId Fields * Spnng Hill * Taylors *, Wilson D * Wllson J *, Wilson K *, Wilson
L *, Wilson P *

Dlstnct 3: Beaufort County: Bath township, Long Acre township, Pantego
township, Washington township: Tract 9905: Block Group 5: Block 522A, Block
528A; Camden County, Carteret County: Carteret County; Chowan County, Craven
County: Ernul *, Vanceboro *, Bridgeton *, Truitt *, Harlowe *, Croatan *, Havelock
*, Grantham *, Sixth Ward *, Rhems *: Tract 9604: Block Group 7: Block 701, Block
702, Block 704; River Bend *, Trent Woods *, Woodrow *; Currituck County; Dare
County; Hyde County; Jones County: Tuckahoe *; Lenoir County: Falling Creek *,
Kinston #3 *, Kinston #4 *, Kinston #5 *, Neuse *, Pink Hill #1 *, Pink Hill #2
*, Southwest *, Trent #1 *, Trent #2 *, Woodlington *; Onslow County, Pamlico
County; Pasquotank County, Perquimans County, Pitt County: Arthur *, Ayden West
*, Chicod *, Farmville West *, Farmville East *, Simpson *, Swift Creek *,
Winterville West *, Winterville East *, Greenville #7 *, Greenville #8 *, Greenville
#9 *, Greenville #10 *, Greenville #11 *, Greenville #12 *; Tyrrell County,
Washington County: Scuppernong *, Skinnersville ¥; Wayne County: Brogden *, Mt.
Olive *, Buck Swamp *, Fork *, Grantham *, Great Swamp *, Goldsboro #4 *,
Indian Springs *, White Hall *, New Hope *, Pikeville *, Stoney Creek *.

District 4: Chatham County: Albright *, Bynum *, East Mann’s Chapel *, West
Mann’s Chapel *, Bennett *, Bonlee *, Harpers Crossroads *, Cape Fear *, East
Pittsboro *, West Pittsboro *, Goldston *, Hadley *, Haw River *, Hickory Mountain
*, New Hope *, Oakland * East W1111ams * West Williams * Durham County,
Orange County, Person County Bushy Fork, Flat River, Mt. Tlrzah Olive Hill,
Hurdle Mills; Wake County: Raleigh 01-04 *, Raleigh 01-11 *, Raleigh 01-15 *,

Page 2 House DRH4176
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1 Raleigh 01-16 *, Raleigh 01-17 *, Raleigh 01-29 *, Raleigh 01-30 *, Raleigh 01-32 *,
2 Raleigh 01-33 *, Raleigh 01-36 *, Raleigh 01-37 *, Raleigh 01-39 *, Raleigh 01-41 *,
3 Raleigh 01-42 *, Raleigh 01-43 *, Raleigh 01-44 *, Raleigh 01-45 *, Bartons Creek # 1
4 * Buckhorn *, Cary #1 *, Cary #2 *, Cary #3 *, Cary #4 *, Cary #5 *, Cary #6
5 * Cary #7 *, Cary #8 *, Cary #9 *, Cary #10 *, Cedar Fork *, Holly Springs *,
6 House Creek #1 *, House Creek #2 *, House Creek #3 *, House Creek #4 *,
7 House Creek #5 *, House Creek #6 *, Leesville #1 * Leesville #2 *, Leesville #3
8 *, Meredith *, Middle Creek #1 *, Middle Creek #2 *, Panther Branch *, St. Marys
9 #3 *, St. Marys #4 *, St. Marys #5 ¥, St. Marys #6 *, St. Marys # 7, Swift Creek

10 #1 *, Swift Creek #2 *, Swift Creek #3 *, Swift Creek #4 *, White Oak #1 *,
11 White Oak #2 *. :

12 Distrie —Adamanee

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25 Churek

26 Me

27

28

29 FeehW-—Camp-

30 SIREeRtar .

31 Mile :

32

33

34

35 em—Sehoe

.....:‘ haaral 3

37 Ceountyr-Surry-County:

38 .- District 5: Alamance County, Caswell County, Davie County: Davie County;

unty; Abbotts Creek #1 *, Abbotts Creek #2 * A reek *

40 Belew: k_*, Bethani 1 * Bethani 2 * hani * Clemmonsvill

41 *; Clemmonsvill 2 * Clemmonsville * Kernersvill 1 * Kernersvill

42 Kernersville #3 * Kernersville #4 * Lewisville #1 *, L ewisville #2 *, I ewisville

43 * 0Old Richmond *;, Qld Town #2 *, Old Town #3 * lem Chapel *

44 lem Chapel #2 * uth Fork #2 * h Fork * Vienn 1 * Vienn

House DRH4176 ,, Page 3
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* Vienna #3 *, Ardmore Baptist Church *, Bethabara Moravian Church *, Bible
Weslevan  Church *. Bishop McGuinness *, Bolton Swimming Center *

Brown/Douglas Recreation *, Brunson Elementary School *, Calvary Baptist Church
* Christ Moravian Church *, Country Club Fire St. *, First Christian Church *,
Forsyth Tech W, Camp. * Greek Orthodox Church *, Hanes Community Center *,

Jefferson Elementary School *, Latham Elementary School *, Messiah Moravian
hurch *, Miller Park Recreation nter *. Mt Tabor High School *, New H

ni hodist Church *, Old Town Pre rian Church *, Parkland High School
* Parkw ni hurch *, Polo Park Recreation Center *, Revnol igh School
* Sherw For Elemen hool * uth Fork Elem School *
Anne’ i 1 Church *, Summi hool *, Trini nited Methodi hurch *
Whitaker Elementa chool *; ilford County; Bruce *, North Center Grove *

outh Center Grove *. North Madison *. South Madison *, North Monroe * h
Monroe * k Ri * okesdale *. North Washington *, South Washington *:

ockingham County, Stokes County: Stokes County; Surry County; Dobson 1 *,
Dobson 2 *, Dobson 3 *, Eldora *, Franklin * Iong Hill *, Mount Airy 1 *, Mount
Airy 2 * Mount Airy 4 * Mount Airy 5 * Mount Airy 6 *, Mount Airy 7 *, Mount
Airy 8 * Mount Airy 9 *, Pilot 1 * Pilot 2 * Rockford *, Shoals *, Siloam *,
W reek 1 * W. reek 2 * rth field *, South Westfield *

Page 4 House DRH4176
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District 6: Chatham ntyv: North Siler City *. South Siler City *: Davidson
unty: Abbotts Creek *, Alleghany * ntral * Holly Grove *, Liberty *, Denton
* Emmons *, Silver 11 * Healin rings *. Jackson Hill *.  Silver Hill *

Thomasville No, 1 *, Thomasville No. 2 ¥ Thomasville No. 3 *, Thomasville No. 4 *
Thomasville No, § *, Thomasville No, 7 *, Thomasville No. 8 *, Thomasville No, 9 *,

Thomasville No. 10 *; Guilford County: GB-01 *, GB-02 *, GB-03 *, GB-04 *, GB-05
* GB-06 *, GB-07 *, GB-08 *, GB-09 * GB-10 * GB-11 * GB-12 * GB-13 * GB-

14 * GB-15 *, GB-16 * GB-17 *, GB-18 *, GB-19 * GB-20 * GB-21 * GB-22 *
GB-23 *. GB-24A * GB-25 *, GB-26A *, GB-27A * GB-28 *, GB-29 * GB-30 *
B-31 *. GB-32 * GB-33 * GB-34A * GB-35A * GB-36 * GB-37A * GB-38 *
GB-39 *, GB-40A *, GB-41A * GB-42 *, GB-43 *, GB-44 * GB-45 * HP-01 *, HP-
2 * HP-03 * HP-04 * HP-05 * HP-06 *, HP-07 *, HP-08 *, HP-09 *, HP-10 * HP-
11 *, HP-12 * HP-13 *, HP-14 *, HP-15 * HP-16 * HP-17 * HP-18 * HP-19 * HP-
20 * HP-21 * HP-22 * HP-23 * HP-24 * Clay * Deep River * Fentress-1 *
ntress-2 *, Friendship-1 *, Friendship-2 *, Gibsonville *, Whi * Greene *
mestown-1 *, Jamestown-2 *, Jamestown-3 *, North Jefferson *, South Jefferson *
North Sumner *, South Sumner *, GB-24B *, GB-26B *, GB-27B *, GB-34B *, GB-
B *, GB-37B *, GB-40B *, GB-41B *, GIB-G *, GB-24C *, GB-27C *, GB- *.
Moor unty; Randolph Coun '

District 7: Bladen County; Brunswick County; Columbus County; Cumberland
County: Beaver Dam *, Black River *, Linden *, Long Hill *, Cedar Creek *, Judson
* Stedman *, Cross Creek #1 *, Cross Creek #3 *, Cross Creek #4 *, Cross Creek
#7 * Cross Creek #8 *, Cross Creek #10 *, Cross Creek #11 *, Cross Creek #12
* Cross Creek #14 * Cross Creek #15 *, Cross Creek #18 *, Cross Creek #20 *,
Cross Creek #22 * Cross Creek #23 * Cross Creek #24 *, Cross Creek #2 *,
Eastover *, Vander *, Wade *, Alderman *, Sherwood *, Pearces Mill #2 *, Pearces
Mill #3 *, Pearces Mill #4 *, Cumberland #1 *, Cumberland #2 *, Hope Mills #1
*, Hope Mills #2 *, Montclair *, Seventy First #2 *, Seventy First #3 *; Duplin
County, New Hanover County, Pender County, Robeson County: Alfordsville *, Back
Swamp *, Britts *, Burnt Swamp *, Fairmont #1 *, Fairmont #2 *, Gaddys *, East
Howellsville *, West Howellsville *, Lumberton #1 *, Lumberton #2 *, Lumberton
#3 *, Lumberton #4 *, Lumberton #5 * Lumberton #6 *, Lumberton #7 ¥,
Lumberton #8 *, Orrum *, North Pembroke *, South Pembroke *, Philadelphus *,
Raft Swamp *, Rowland *, Saddletree *, Smiths *, Smyrna *, Sterlings *, Thompson
*, Union *, Whitehouse *, Wishart *; Sampson County: Clement *, Harrells *,
Salemburg *, Ingold *, Autryville *, Roseboro *, Mingo *, Plainview *, Southwest
Clinton *, Rowan *, Garland *, Lakewood *.

District 8: Anson County, Cabarrus County, Cumberland County: Westarea *,
Cross Creek #35 *, Cross Creek #6 *, Cross Creek #9 *, Cross Creek #13 *, Cross
Creek #16 *, Cross Creek #17 *, Cross Creek #19 *, Cross Creek #21,
Manchester *, Spring Lake *, Beaver Lake *, Brentwood *, Cottonade *, Morganton
Road #1 *, Morganton Road #2 *, Seventy First #1 *; Hoke County, Montgomery
County; Richmond County, Robeson County: Lumber Bridge *, Maxton *, Parkton *,

House DRH4176 Page 5
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Red Springs #1 *, Red Springs #2 *, Rennert *, Shannon *, North St. Pauls *,
South St. Pauls *; Scotland County, Stanly County; Union County.

- - . - y O - » ry » wavw

WK WN =

25 Distri : Clevel n aston n Lincoln Co Mecklen

I
26 County; Charlotte Pct. 1 *, Charlotte Pct. 4, Charlotte Pct. 8 *, Charlotte Pct, 18 *,
27 Charlotte Pct. 19 * Charlotte Pct. 20 *, Charlotte Pct, 32 *, Charlotte Pct. 36 *,
28 Charlotte 47 * Charlotte Pct, 48 *, Charlotte Pct, 49 *, Charl Pct, S0 *
29 Charlotte P * _Charlotte Pc * Charlotte Pct, 59 *, Charlotte Pct, 62 *
30 Charlotte Pct. 64 *, Charlotte Pct. * Charlotte Pct. 66 *, Charlotte Pct, 67 *
31 Charl Pct * Charlotte P * rl Pct, 70 *, Charlot 1 *
32 Charlotte P 2 * Charl Pct * Charlotte Pct. 74 *, Charlotte P *
33 Charlotte Pct ¥ Charl P * Tr 8.06; Block Gr 1; Block 113;
34 Tr : Block Gr . Block 340A, Block 340B. Block 34 Block 341B

35 Block 342, Block 344A, Block 344B. Block 345. Block 346, Block 347. Block 348
36 Block 349, Block 350, Block 351, Block 352, Block 353, Block 354, Block Block

37 356, Block 357, Block 361; Charlotte Pct. 79 *, Charlotte Pct. 80 *, Charlotte Pct, 83
38 *, Charlotte Pct, 85 *, Charlotte Pct, 86 *, Charlotte Pct. 87 *, Charlotte Pct, 88 *,

39 Charlotte Pct. 89 *, Charlotte Pct. 90 *, Charlotte Pct. 91, Charlotte Pct. 92 *, "
40 Charlotte Pct. * Charlotte Pct. 94 *. Charlotte Pct * Charlotte Pct * BER

Ao

41 * CCK * CO1 * LEM * 1 - North, MA1 * MA2 * MA3 * MA4 * Charlott

42 Pct, 102, MH1 * MH2 * MH3 * OAK, PC1 * PC2 * PVI * PR1, PR2, PR3,

43 Charlotte Pc P 1 harlotte Pct, 100 *

Page 6 House DRH4176
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District 10; Alexander County; Alleghany County; Ashe County; Avery County;
Burk n ldwell Coun Catawba_County, Iredell nty; Bethany *
Concord *, Davidson *, Eagle Mills *, Fallstown *, New Hope *, Olin *, Sharpesburg
*_Shiloh *, Statesville #1 *, Statesville #2 * Statesville #3 * Statesville #4 *,
Statesville #5 *, Statesville #6 *, Turnersburg *, Union Grove *; Mitchell County,
Surry County; Bryan *, Elkin 1 *, Flkin 2 * Elkin 3 *, Marsh *; Watauga County;

Wilkes County, Yadkin County,
District 11: Buncombe County, Cherokee County; Clay County; Graham County;

Haywood County; Henderson County, Jackson County; McDowell County; Macon
County; Madison County; Polk County; Rutherford County; Swain County;
Transylvania County; Yancey County.

House DRH4176 -+ - Page?
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11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

OO WN -
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Unity4-

Distri 2: vidson County: Arcadia *, Boone *, Cotton * uthmont *

Hampton *, Lexington No. 1 *, Lexington No, 2 *, Lexington No. 3 *, I exington No,

4 * Ward No. 1 *, Ward No, 2 *, Ward No, 3 *, Ward No. 4 *, Ward No. § *, Ward
m way *

I
* 1 * Mi R * T * reck * kin Coll *.
Forsvth nty; Br 1 * Br 2 * Middlefork #2 *, Middlefork
* _Ashley Middl hool * rver High School * venant Presbvterian Church *
East Winston Libr * Easton Element chool *, Forest Hill Fir ion *
Forest Pk, Elementa chool *, 14th Street Recreation Center *, H Hill
Recreation nter *, Hill Middle School *, Kennedy Middle School * wranc
Middle School *, M, L. King Recreation Center *, Memorial Coliseum *, Mineral
rings F * Mt Sinai Church *, Philo Middl hool * Andrews United
Methodist *, Trini ravian Church *, Winston Lake Family YMCA *; Iredell

nty; Barringer *, Chambersburg *, Coddl reek #1 * 1 reek #2 *
oddl reek * dle Creek #4 * 1_Springs *; Mecklenbur ounty:
Charl Pct. 2 *, Charlott harlotte P * Charlotte P * Charl
P * Charl x I 10 * I Pct, 11 * 2
* Charl P * rl Pct, 14 *, Charlotte P * Charl Pct. 16 *

Charl Pct, 17 *, Char 21 _*, Charl Pct, 22 * Char 23 *

P
Charlotte Pct, 24 *, Charlotte Pct. 25 *, Charlotte Pct, 26 *, Charlotte Pct, 27 *,
Charlotte Pct, 28 *, Charlotte Pct. 29 *, Charlotte Pc ¥ _Charlotte Pct, 31 *
Charlotte Pct, 33 *, Charlotte Pct, 34 *, Charlotte Pct, 35 *, Charlotte Pct. 37 *,
Charlotte Pct, 38 *, Charlotte Pct. 39 *, Charlotte Pct. 40 *, Charlotte Pct, 41 *,
Charlotte Pct, 42 *, Charlotte Pct. 43 *, Charlotte Pct. 44 *, Charlotte Pct. 45 *,
Charlotte Pct, 46 *, Charlotte Pct, 51 *, Charlotte Pct, 52 *, Charlotte Pct, 53 *,

Charlotte Pct, 54 *, Charlotte Pct. * _Charlotte Pct. 56 *, Charlotte Pct. 60
Charl Pct. 61 *, Charlotte Pct, 63 * Charl P * Tr 4: Block
Gr . Tract : Block Gr 1: Bl 101, Block 102, Block 103, Block 104
Block 1 Block 106A, Block 1 Block 108A, Block 109, Block 110, Block 111A
Block 124A, Block 125, Block 126, Block 127, Block 128A, Block 128B, Block 129,
Block 130; T . Block Gr . Block 301, Block 302, Bloc Block
04, Block 343, Block 386, Block 387: Charlotte Pc * Charlotte Pct, 81 *
Charlotte Pct. 82 *, Charlotte Pct, 84 *, Charlotte Pct, 97 *, Charlotte Pct, 98 *, COR
* 2* DAV * H * 1C2. 1C1 - Ci1 2, Charl 16 P
MC1 part, XMC2 Noncontiguous, Charlotte Pct, 104, Charlotte Pct. 105; Rowan
gm!ng, " . .- '

Section 2. This act is effective when it becomes law.

Page 8 House DRH4176
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16 W. Jones Street 300 N. Salisbury St. 300 N. Salisbury St. 300 N. Salisbury St. 300 N. Salisbury St.
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. (818)733-7500 - (919) 733-6660 (919) 7334910 (9189) 733-6834 (919) 733-2578
May 19, 1998
TO: Members of the House Committee on Redistricting
FROM: Linwood Jones, Staff Counsel ///
RE: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A

Attached please find maps, a statistical package, and a proposed bill for a proposed new
congressional redistricting plan, 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A. This plan is proposed in
response to the recent decision of the three judge panel in Cromartie v. Hunt, declaring the 12®

. congressional district, as redrawn by the legislature in 1997, unconstitutional.

The following districts from the 1997 plan are changed by the new plan: Districts 5, 6, 9, 10,
and 12. No other districts are changed.

Under the proposed plan, District 12 runs from Winston-Salem to Charlotte, picking up
approximately 17,000 more persons in Forsyth County and 50,000 more persons in Mecklenburg
County (compared to last year's plan). District 12 includes all of Rowan County and parts of
Davidson and Iredell Counties. The District no longer goes into Guilford County.

District 9 adds Lincoln County to offset the loss of persons in Mecklenburg County. District
10 is similar to last year's plan except for the movement of Ashe, Alleghany, and 'Eart of Surry
Counties from District 5 to District 10, the movement of Lincoln County to the 9, and some
changes in Iredell County.

District 5 now goes into northern Guilford County and all of Alamance County.
Please note that the population data in the attached reports is 1990 census data, the

registration information is 1990 registration data, and the elections data is from elections in 1988
(Gardner/Rand and Lewis/Smith) and 1990 (Gantt/Helms).

J
‘ AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFRIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



DB: NORTH CAROLINA

District Statistics

lan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A

e: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 57 HOME SEATS

P
. t :

District
‘ District
District
District
. District
° District
District
District
District

W oOJownn b whpE

District 10
District 11
District 12

Total

District
Name

PLANWIDE STATISTICS:

Range of

populations:

Ratio range:

Absolute
Absolute

lative
lative

Absolute
Relative

Standard

range:
overall range:

range:
overall range:

mean deviation:.

mean deviation:

deviation:

- E;-

Date:

5/19/98

Time: 11:09 a.m.

Page: 1

Number Total

Members Population Population

1 552,161
1 552,152
1 552,622
1 551, 842
1 551,848
1 552,415
1 552,382
1 553,143
1 552,424
1 553,092
1 552,089
1 552,467
2

1 6,628,637

551,842 to 553,143
1.0024

-544 to 757
1,301

-0.10 to 0.14%
0.24%

307.42
0.06%

399.4802

Ideal

552,386
- 552,386
552,386
552,386
- 552,386
552,386
552,386
552,386
552,386
552,386
552,386
552,386

. 6,628,632

District
Variance

-225

-234

236

-544

-538

29

-4

757

38

706

-297

81

0

% District

Variance
-0.04%
-0.04%
0.04%
-0.10%
-0.10%
0.01%
0.00%
0.14%
0.01%
0.13%
-0.05%
0.01%"
0.00%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA District Summary Date: 5/19/98

. Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:09 a.m.
Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Page: 1
| type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
District Total Total Total Total Total Total
Name Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
District 1 552,161 268,458 277,565 3,461 1,238 1,440
' 100.00% 48.62% 50.27% 0.63% 0.22% 0.26%
District 2 552,152 388,234 154,108 2,267 4,183 3,363
i 100.00% 70.31% 27.91% 0.41% 0.76% 0.61%
District 3 552,622 429,481 109,358 2,131 5,625 6,027
100.00% 77.72% 19.79% 0.39% 1.02% 1.09%
District 4 551,842 421,224 116,006 1,454 10,770 2,391
‘ 100.00% 76.33% 21.02% 0.26% 1.95% 0.43%
District S 561,848 469,996 76,638 1,161 2,450 1,603
100.00% 85.17% 13.89% 0.21% 0.44% 0.29%
Digtrict 6 552,415 430,794 113,427 2,505 4,241 1,447
100.00% 77.98% 20.53% 0.45% 0.77% 0.26%
District 7 552,382 371,545 133,985 40,845 2,791 3,216
100.00% 67.26% 24.26% 7.39% 0.51% 0.58%
rict 8 553,143 373,569 153,396 14,294 5,541 6,343
100.00% 67.54% 27.73% 2.58% 1.00% 1.15%
District 9 552,424 486,030 58,438 1,388 5,371 1,198
100.00% 87.98% 10.58% 0.25% 0.97% 0.22%
District 10 553,092 510,697 37,583 873 2,380 1,559
100.00% 92.33% 6.80% 0.16% 0.43% 0.28%
District 11 552,089 512,127 29,276 7,888 1,838 960
100.00% 92.76% 5.30% 1.43% 0.33% 0.17%
District 12 552,467 346,337 196,549 1,889 5,738 1,954
100.00% 62.69% 35.58% 0.34% 1.04% 0.35%
Total 6,628,637 5,008,492 1,456,329 80,156 52,166 31,501
100.00% 75.56% 21.97% 1.21% 0.79% 0.48%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA District Summary Date: §5/19/98

Voting Age Populations Time: 11:09 .
[ Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A P,
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS .
District Total Vot. Age Vot. Age Vot. Age Vot. Age Vot. Age
Name Vot. Age White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
District 1 403,065 211,273 187,573 2,450 872 955
100.00% 52.42% 46.54% 0.61% 0.22% 0.24%
District 2 419,099 303,740 108,234 1,649 3,169 2,307
100.00% 72.47% 25.83% 0.39% 0.76% 0.55%
District 3 417,769 330,971 76,672 1,657 4,012 4,457
_ 100.00% 79.22% 18.35% 0.40% 0.96% 1.07%
District 4 427,266 332,013 84,535 1,118 7,927 1,673
100.00% 77.71% 15.79% 0.26% 1.86% 0.39%
District 5 426,737 367,521 55,615 861 1,718 1,023
100.00% 86.12% 13.03% 0.20% 0.40% 0.24%
District 6 426,824 339,863 81,221 1,818 2,910 1,012
100.00% 79.63% 19.03% 0.43% 0.68% 0.24%
District 7 408,299 287,254 90,009 26,816 2,067 2,153
100.00% 70.35% 22.04% 6.57% 0.51% 0.53%
District 8 402,666 283,487 101,961 9,096 3,909 4,
100.00% 70.40% 25.32% 2.26% 0.97% 1.
District 9 416,251 371,553 39,319 1,008 3,572 801
100.00% 89.26% 9.45% 0.24% 0.86% 0.19%
District 10 426,184 396,840 26,129 664 1,443 1,108
100.00% 93.11% 6.13% 0.16% 0.34% 0.26%
District 11 ) 430,111 402,639 20,455 5,159 1,257 601
100.00% 93.61% 4.76% 1.20% 0.29% 0.14%
District 12 418,216 275,408 136,153 1,370 3,968 1,316
100.00% 65.85% 32.56% 0.33% 0.95% 0.31%
Total 5,022,487 3,902,563 1,007,876 53,668 36,824 21,618
: 100.00% 77.70% 20.07% 1.07% 0.73% 0.43%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA District Summary Date: 5/19/98

N Registration Time: 11:10 a.m.
Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Page: 1
. t : CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

District Total White Black Other Dem. Repub.
Name Reqg. Regqg. Reqg. Reqg. Reg. Reg.

District 1 271,673 148,208 121,958 1,491 235,336 31,393
) ’ 100.00% 54.55% 44.89% 0.55% 86.62% 11.56%
District 2 262,713 197,138 64,603 972 188,416 63,567
100.00% 75.04% 24.59% 0.37% 71.72% 24.20%

District 3 213,448 177,975 34,801 688 148,801 54,152
100.00% 83.38% 16.30% 0.32% 69.71% 25.37%

District 4 315,782 255,728 55,959 4,095 200,635 86,394
100.00% 80.98% 17.72% 1.30% 63.54% 27.36%

District § 290,655 255,898 34,134 623 169,480 103,142
100.00% 88.04% 11.74% 0.21% 58.31% 35.49%

District 6 302,789 241,483 60,459 847 166,447 116,292
100.00% 79.75% 19.97% 0.28% 54.97% 38.41%

District 7 273,584 193,592 61,670 18,322 200,676 63,969
100.00% 70.76% 22.54% 6.70% 73.35% 23.38%

ict 8 233,898 170,879 58,907 4,112 160,694 61,417
100.00% 73.06% 25.18% 1.76% 68.70% 26.26%

District 9 294,326 267,631 25,835 860 153,500 119,770
100.00% 90.93% 8.78% 0.29% 52.15% 40.69%

District 10 302,951 285,988 16,626 335 142,367 146,992
100.00% 94.40% 5.49% 0.11% 46.99% 46.54%

District 11 319,610 304,158 13,108 2,344 188,349 111,979
100.00% 95.17% 4.10% 0.73% 58.93% 35.04%

District 12 268,454 179,100 88,550 807 174,710 78,752
100.00% 66.72% 32.99% 0.30% 65.08% 29.34%

Total 3,349,883 2,677,778 636,610 35,496 2,129,411 1,031,819
100.00% 79.94% 19.00% 1.06% 63.57% 30.80%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA District Summary Date: 5/19/98

Elections Time: 11:10 .
: Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Pa,
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
District Senate Senate Lt. Gov Lt. Gov Court Court
Name Gantt Helms Rand Gardner Lewis Smith
District 1 84,590 74,188 97,349 60,092 101,516 44,207
’ 53.28% 46.72% 61.83% 38.17% 69.66% 30.34%
District 2 77,449 87,350 82,802 79,483 80,919 67,993
47.00% 53.00% 51.02% 48.98% 54.34% 45.66%
District 3 53,362 75,119 62,499 70,906 65,828 57,263
41.53% 58.47% 46.85% 53.15% 53.48% 46.52%
District 4 ' ' 116,953 81,994 104,429 91,266 91,593 83,439
58.79% 41.21% 53.36% 46.64% 52.33% 47.67%
District 5 68,536 110,048 84,789 103,153 78,140 92,392
38.38% 61.62% 45.11% 54.89% 45.82% 54.18%
District 6 80,468 94,977 82,722 92,643 72,587 92,353
45.87% 54.13% 47.17% 52.83% 44.01% 55.99%
District 7 75,154 80,562 91,897 68,676 87,320 61,441
48.26% 51.74% 57.23% 42.77% 58.70% 41.30%
District 8 64,574 71,664 76,221 61,265 69,792 56,
47.40% 52.60% 55.44% 44.56% 55.29% 44 .7
District 9 76,502 101,483 72,569 106,079 61,819 98,686

42.98% 57.02% 40.62% 59.38% 38.52% €1.48%

District 10 70,730 115,658 80,234 116,558 75,520 113,598
37.95% 62.05% 40.77% 59.23% 39.93% 60.07%

District 11 86,212 101,511 94,396 105,889 91,924 96,040
45.93% 54.07% 47.13% 52.87% 48.91% 51.09%

District 12 96,411 65,809 85,248 69,647 76,123 64,597
59.43% 40.57% 55.04% 44.96% 54.10% 45.90%

Total 950,941 1,060,363 1,015,155 1,025, 657 953,081 928,451
47.28% 52.72% 49.74% S0.26% 50.65% 49.35%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Population by District Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:53 a.m.
Page: 1
.type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other

‘District 1 : A
Beaufort County 23,714 14,659 8,948 11 37t 59
Bertie County 20,388 7,790 12,531 46 14 7
Craven County 25,279 14,207 10,920 63 47 42
Edgecombe County 56,558 24,665 31,661 73 68 91
Gates County 9,305 5,101 4,180 8 13 3
Granville County 20,717 10,480 10,106 20 31 80
Greene County 15,384 8,748 6,521 16 6 94
Halifax County 55,516 26,009 27,586 1,711 145 65
Hertford County 22,523 9,214 12,970 228 94 17
Jones County 8,553 5,045 3,461 7 19 21
Lenoir County 31,016 11,887 18,959 28 68 74
Martin County 25,078 13,788 11,186 20 40 44
Northampton County 20,798 8,397 12,328 42 11 20
Person County 21,001 13,436 7,307 156 14 88
Pitt County 49,584 23,676 25,373 82 162 ' 291
Vance County 38,892 21,146 17,512 69 60 105
Warren County 17,265 6,593 9,847 763 14 48
Washington County 10,750 5,499 5,207 2 29 : 13
Wayne County 36,323 17,110 18,781 67 266 99

n County 43,517 21,008 22,181 49 100 179

District 1 552,161 268,458 277,565 3,461 1,238 1,440
Digtrict 2
Franklin County 36,414 23,288 12,843 74 63 146
Granville County 17,628 12,589 4,803 79 69 88
Harnett County 67,822 51,117 15,315 601 299 490
Johnston County 81,306 65,773 14,389 178 159 807
Lee County 41,374 31,216 9,401 169 191 397
Nash County 76,677 51,874 24,142 218 223 220
Sampson County 22,745 14,114 7.985 398 43 208
Wake County 185,642 118,648 62,515 532 3,059 891
Wilson County 22,544 19,615 2,715 21 77 116
Total District 2 552,152 388,234 154,108 2,267 4,183 3,363

" District 3

Beaufort County 18,569 14,290 4,246 17 11 S
Camden County 5,904 4,388 1,481 21 9 5
Carteret County 52,556 47,445 4,385 269 293 164
Chowan County 13,506 8,349 5,087 24 29 17
Craven County . 56,334 44,453 10,196 256 718 711
Currituck County 13,736 12,0851 1,545 66 51 23

D County 22,746 21,766 811 37 79 53
‘ounty 5,411 3,596 1,781 4 3 27



DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:53 . .
i Pa
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS . ‘
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Jones County 861 642 216 1 0 2
Lenoir County 26,258 22,435 3,580 42 83 118
Onslow County 149,838 111,939 29,808 939 2,994 4,158
Pamlico County 11,372 8,362 2,951 33 20 6
Pasquotank County 31,298 19,403 11,583 59 184 69
Perquimans County 10,447 6,979 3,426 18 20 4
Pitt County 58,340 46,967 10,548 132 547 146
Tyrrell County 3,856 2,297 1,543 4 5 7
Washington County ' 3,247 2,057 1,159 11 6 14
Wayne County 68,343 52,062 15,012 198 573 498
Total District 3 552,622 429,481 109,358 2,131 5,625 6,027
District 4
Chatham County 29,239 22,800 6,112 101 57 169
Durham County 181,835 109,886 67,654 425 3,233 637
Orange County 93,851 75,871 14,893 286 2,361 440
Person County 9,179 7.304 1,79% 25 1 50
Wake County 237,738 205,363 25,548 617 5,118 1,095
Total District 4 551,842 421,224 116,006 1,454 10,770 2,39
District S
Alamance County 108,213 86,373 20,822 303 487 228
Caswell County 20,693 12,155 8,436 26 20 56
Davie County 27,859 25,194 2,482 86 53 44
Forsyth County 190,360 168,282 19,812 382 1,457 427
Guilford County 29,437 25,972 3,145 103 101 116
Rockingham County 86,064 67,893 17,548 149 190 284
Stokes County 37,223 34,917 2,069 52 79 106
Surry County 51,999 49,210 2,324 60 63 342
Total District 5 551, 848 469,996 76,638 1,161 2,450 1,603
District 6
Chatham County 9,520 6,623 2,733 24 12 128
Davidson County 59,353 54,053 4,935 185 96 84
Guilford County 317,983 223,612 88,510 1,534 3,625 701
Moore County ) 59,013 47,464 10,882 309 150 208
Randolph County 106,546 99,042 6,367 453 358 326
Total District 6 562,415 430,794 113,427 2,505 4,241 1,447
District 7

Bladen County 28,663 16,926 11,199 464 30




auga County
es County

DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Population by District Date: 5/19/98
n: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:53 a.m.
. Page: 3
@ n type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
. Brunswick County 50,985 41,336 9,211 242 81 115
Columbus County ' 49,587 32,897 15,181 1,370 53 86
Cumberland County 127,913 94,213 27,363 3,082 1,697 ' 1,558
Duplin County 39,995 25,927 13,259 104 47 658
New Hanover County 120,284 94,895 24,097 435 616 241
Pender County 28,855 19,828 8,770 76 44 137
Robeson County 81,548 29,364 17,204 34,591 191 198
Sampson County 24,552 16,159 7,701 481 32 179
Total District 7 552,382 371,545 133,985 40,845 2,791 3,216
District 8
Anson County 23,474 12,264 11,106 69 27 8
Cabarrus County 98,935 85,286 12,853 313 375 108
Cumberland County 146,653 75,856 60,133 1,343 4,072 $,249
Hoke County 22,856 9,635 9,878 3,176 85 82
Montgomery County 23,346 16,773 6,001 92 150 330
Richmond County 44,518 30,816 12,869 502 195 136
Robeson County 23,631 8,622 8,981 5,920 48 60
tland County 33,754 19,025 12,176 2,430 83 40
‘lly County 51,765 45,269 5,972 155 249 120
on County 84,211 70,023 13,427 294 257 210
Total District 8 553,143 373,569 153,396 14,294 S,541 6,343
District 9
Cleveland County 84,714 66,362 17,741 114 394 103
Gaston County 175,093 150,868 22,676 397 91S 237
Lincoln County 50,319 45,710 4,108 120 172 210
Mecklenburg County 242,298 223,090 13,913 757 3,890 648
Total District 9 552,424 486,030 58,438 1,388 5,371 1,198
District 10
Alexander County 27,544 25,667 1,673 52 49 103
Alleghany County 9,590 9,338 177 8 5 62
Ashe County 22,209 21,960 144 21 31 S3
Avery County 14,867 14,596 158 23 23 67
Burke County 75,744 69,521 5,178 133 794 118
Caldwell County 70,709 66,506 3,881 105 111 106
Catawba County 118,412 106,370 10,689 232 830 291
Iredell County 63,046 52,161 10,317 124 219 225
Mitchell County 14,433 - 14,354 23 19 19 18
Surry County 9,705 9,173 456 6 21 49
36,952 35,930 768 59 152 43
59,393 56,237 2,824 69 100 163



DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:53 .
' Pa,
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS .
Census ' Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Yadkin County 30,488 28,884 1,295 22 26 261
Total District 10 553,092 510,697 37,583 873 2,380 1,559
District 11 )
Buncombe County 174,821 158,979 14,336 486 765 255
Cherokee County 20,170 19,313 361 405 42 49
Clay County J 7,155 7,061 41 39 7 7
Graham County 7,196 6,731 1 454 6 4
Haywood County 46,942 46,011 648 180 67 36
Henderson County 69,285 66,158 2,361 197 286 283
Jackson County 26,846 23,609 425 2,667 109 36
McDowell County 35,681 33,901 1,479 72 200 29
Macon County 23,499 22,919 385 76 60 59
Madison County 16,953 16,744 136 19 32 22
Polk County 14,416 13,276 1,053 17 25 45
Rutherford County 56,918 50,133 6,514 95 98 78
Swain County 11,268 7,950 196 3,075 31 16
Transylvania County 25,520 24,121 1,189 79 99 32
Yancey County 15,419 15,221 151 27 11
Total District 11 552,089 512,127 29,276 7,888 1,838 9,
District 12
Davidson County 67,324 59,243 7,379 210 381 111
Forsyth County 75,518 28,636 46,290 169 205 218
Iredell County 29,885 . 25,046 4,552 69 137 81
Mecklenburg County 269,135 141,561 120,555 1,179 4,571 1,269
Rowan County 110,605 91,851 17,773 262 444 275
Total District 12 552,467 346,337 196,549 1,889 5,738 1,954




DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 a.m.
Page: 1
. type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 87 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
‘Alamance County ’ _
District S 108,213 86,373 20,822 303 487 228
Total Alamance County 108,213 86,373 20,822 303 487 228
Alexander County
District 10 27,544 25,667 1,673 52 49 103
Total Alexander County 27,544 25,667 1,673 52 49 103
Alleghany County
District 10 9,590 9,338 177 8 5 62
Total Alleghany County 9,590 9,338 177 8 5 62
Anson County
Wetrict 8 23,474 12,264 11,106 69 27 8
Anson County 23,474 12,264 11,106 69 27 8
Ashe County
District 10 22,209 21,960 144 21 31 53
Total Ashe County 22,209 21,960 144 21 31 53
Avery County .
District 10 14,867 14,596 158 23 23 67
Total Avery County 14,867 14,596 158 23 23 67
Be&ufort County
District 1 23,714 14,659 8,948 11 37 59
District 3 18,569 14,290 4,246 17 11 5
Total Beaufort County 42,283 28,949 13,184 28 48 64
Bertie County
District 1 . 20,388 7,790 12,531 46 14 7
Total Bertie County 20,388 7,790 12,531 46 14 7



DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: §5/19/98
Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57
: Pa
Plan tvpe: CONGRESSIONAL WITH S7 HOME SEATS . .
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Bladen County
District 7 28,663 16,926 11,199 464 30 44
Total Bladen County 28,663 16,926 11,199 464 30 44
Brunswick County
District 7 . 50,985 41,336 9,211 242 81 115
Total Brunswick County v 50,985 41,336 9,211 242 81 115
Buncombe County
District 11 174,821 158,979 14,336 486 765 255
Total Buncombe County 174,821 158,979 14,336 486 765 255
Burke County
District 10 75,744 69,521 5,178 133 794 118
Total Burke County 75,744 69,521 5,178 133 794
Cabarrus County
District 8 98,935 85,286 12,853 313 375 108
Total Cabarrus County 98,935 85,286 12,853 313 375 108
Caldwell County
District 10 70,709 66,506 3,881 105 111 106
Total Caldwell County 70,709 66,506 3,881 108 111 106
Camden County
District 3 5,904 4,388 1,481 21 9 5
Total Camden County 5,904 4,388 1,481 21 9 5
Carteret County
District 3 ' 52,556 47,445 4,385 269 293 164
Total Carteret County 52,556 47,445 4,385 269 293 164

Caswell County




DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Agsignments Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 a.m.
" Page: 3
type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PIl Other

_District 5 20,693 12,155 8,436 26 20 56
Total Caswell County 20,693 12,155 8,436 26 20 56.,
Catawba County
District 10 118,412 106,370 10,689 232 830 291
Total Catawba County 118,412 106,370 10,689 232 830 291
Chatham County .
District 4 29,239 22,800 6,112 101 57 169
District 6 9,520 6,623 2,733 24 12 128
Total Chatham County 38,759 29,423 8,845 125 69 297
Cherokee County :
District 11 20,170 19,313 361 405 42 49
‘1 Cherokee County 20,170 19,313 361 405 42 49
Chowan County .
District 3 13,506 8,349 5,087 24 29 17
Total Chowan County 13,506 8,349 5,087 24 29 17
Clay County
District 11 7,155 7,061 41 39 7 7
Total Clay County 7,155 7,061 41 39 7 7
Cleveland County
District 9 84,714 66,362 17,741 114 394 103
Total Cleveland County 84,714 66,362 " 17,741 114 394 103
Columbus County
District 7 49,587 32,897 15,181 1,370 53 86
Total Columbus County 49,587 32,897 15,181 1,370 53 86

.;n County



DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 .
Pa
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS , . .
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
District 1 25,279 14,207 10,920 63 47 42
District 3 . 56,334 44,453 10,196 256 718 711
Total Craven County 81,613 58,660 21,116 319 765 753

Cumberland County

District 7 _ 127,913 94,213 27,363 3,082 1,697 1,558
District 8 : 146,653 75,856 60,133 1,343 4,072 5,249
Total Cumberland County ‘ 274,566 170,069 87,496 4,425 5,769 6,807

Currituck County
District 3 13,736 12,051 1,545 66 51 23
Total Currituck County 13,736 12,051 1,545 66 51 23

Dare County
District 3 22,746 21,766 811 37 79 5
Total Dare County 22,746 21,766 811 37 79

Davidson County

District 6 59,353 54,053 4,935 185 96 84
District 12 67,324 59,243 7,379 210 381 111
Total Davidson County 126,677 113,296 12,314 395 477 195

Davie County
District 5 27,859 25,194 2,482 86 53 44
Total Davie County 27,859 25,194 2,482 86 53 44

Duplin County
District 7 39,995 25,927 13,259 104 47 658
Total Duplin County 39,995 25,927 13,259 104 47 658

Durham County
District 4 . 181,835 109,886 67,654 425 3,233 637
Total Durham County 181,835 109, 886 67,654 425 3,233 637




DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: 5/19/98
n: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 a.m.
Page: S
type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
) Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI  Other
Edgecombe County
"District 1 56,558 "' 24,665 31,661 73 68 91
Total Edgecombe County 56,558 24,665 31,661 73 68 91
Forsyth County
District 5 190,360 168,282 19,812 382 1,457 427
District 12 75,518 28,636 46,290 169 205 218
Total Forsyth County 265,878 196,918 66,102 551 1,662 645
Franklin County
District 2 36,414 23,288 12,843 74 63 146
Total Franklin County 36,414 23,288 12,843 74 63 146
Gaston County
District 9 175,093 150, 868 22,676 397 915 237
1 Gaston County 175,093 150,868 22,676 397 915 237
Gates County
District 1 9,305 5,101 4,180 8 13 3
Total Gates County 9,305 5,101 4,180 8 13 3
Graham County
District 11 7.196 6,731 1 454 6 4
Total Graham County 7.196 6,731 1 454 (3 4
Granville County
District 1 20,717 10,480 10,106 20 31 80
District 2 17,628 12,589 4,803 79 69 88
Total Granville County 38,345 23,069 14,909 99 100 168
Greene County
District 1 15,384 8,748 6,521 16 6 94
Total Greene County 15,384 8,748 6,521 16 6 94



DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 .
. P

Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS a.
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other

Guilford County

District 5 29,437 25,972 3,145 - 103 101 116

District 6 317,983 223,612 88,510 1,534 3,625 701

Total Guilford County 347,420 249,584 91, 655 1,637 3,726 817

Halifax County

District 1 + 55,516 26,009 27,586 1,711 145 65

Total Halifax County 55,516 26,009 27,586 1,711 145 65

Harnett County

District 2 67,822 51,117 15,315 601 299 490

Total Harnett County 67,822 51,117 15,315 601 299 490

Haywood County

District 11 46,942 46,011 648 180 67 3

Total Haywood County 46,942 46,011 648 180 67

Henderson County

District 11 69,285 66,158 2,361 197 286 283

Total Henderson County 69,285 66,158 2,361 197 286 283

Hertford County

District 1 22,523 9,214 12,970 228 94 17

Total Hertford County 22,523 9,214 12,970 228 94 17

Hoke County

District 8 22,856 9,635 9,878 3,176 85 82

Total Hoke County 22,856 9,635 9,878 3,176 85 82

Hyde County

District 3 5,411 3,596 1,781 4 3 27

Total Hyde County . 5,411 3,596 1,781 4 3 27




DB: NORTH CAROLINA

County Split Assignments

Date: 5/19/98

Z&n: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 a.m.
Page: 7
type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
' Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Iredell County
"District 10 63,046 ' 52,161 10,317 124 219 225
District 12 29,885 25,046 4,552 69 137 81
Total Iredell County 92,931 77,207 14,869 193 356 306
Jackson County
District 11 26,846 23,609 425 2,667 109 36
Total Jackson County 26,846 23,609 425 2,667 109 36
Johnston County
District 2 81,306 65,773 14,389 178 159 807
Total Johnston County 81,306 65,773 14,389 178 159 807
Jones County
District 1 8,553 5,045 3,461 7 19 21
ict 3 861 642 216 1 0 2
1 Jones County 9,414 S, 687 3,677 8 19 23
v
Lee County
District 2 41,374 31,216 9,401 169 191 397
Total Lee County 41,374 31,216 9,401 169 191 397
Lenoir County
District 1 31,016 11, 887 18,959 28 68 74
District 3 26,258 22,435 3,580 42 83 118
Total Lenoir County 57,274 34,322 22,539 70 151 192
Lincoln County
District 9 50,319 45,710 4,108 120 172 210
Total Lincoln County 50,319 45,710 4,108 120 172 210
McDowell County
District 11 35,681 33,901 1,479 72 200 29
Total McDowell County 35,681 33,901 1,479 72 200 29



DB: NORTH CAROLINA

County Split Assignments

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages

Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Date:
Time:

$/19/98

11:57 a m.

Census Total
Unit Pop.
Macon County
District 11 23,499
Total Macon County 23,499

Madison County
District 11 16,953
Total Madison County 16,953

Martin County
District 1 25,078
Total Martin County 25,078

Mecklenburg County

District 9 242,298
District 12 269,135
Total Mecklenburg County 511,433

Mitchell County
District 10 14,433
Total Mitchell County 14,433

Montgomery County
District 8 : 23,346
Total Montgomery County 23,346

Mocre County
District 6 59,013
Total Moore County 59,013

Nash County
District 2 76,677
Total Nash County . 76,677

Total Total Total
White Black Am. Ind.
22,918 385 76
22,919 385 76
16,744 136 19
16,744 136 19
13,788 11,186 20
13,788 11,186 20
223,090 13,913 757
141,561 120,555 1,179
364,651 134,468 1,936
14,354 23 19
14,354 23 19
16,773 6,001 92
16,773 6,001 92
47,464 10,882 309
47,464 10,882 309
51,874 24,142 218
51,874 24,142 218

Total
Asian/PI

60
60

32
32

40
40

3,890
4,571
8,461

19
19

150
150

150
150

223
223

Total
Other

59
59

22
22

44
44

648
1,269
1,9

18
18

330
330

208
208

220
220




DB: NORTH CAROLINA

County Split Assignments

Date: 5/19/98

n: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 a.m.
Page: 9
A type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
.New Hanover County
District 7 120,284 94,895 24,097 435 616 241
Total New Hanover County 120,284 94,895 24,097 435 616 241
Northampton County .
District 1 20,798 8,397 12,328 42 11 20
Total Northampton County 20,798 8,397 12,328 42 11 20
Onslow County
District 3 149,838 111,939 29,808 939 2,994 4,158
Total Onslow County 149,838 111,939 29,808 939 2,994 4,158
Orange County
District 4 93,851 75,871 14,893 286 2,361 440
al Orange County 93,851 75,871 14,893 286 2,361 440
Pamlico County
District 3 11,372 8,362 2,951 33 20 6
Total Pamlico County 11,372 8,362 2,951 33 20 6
Pasquotank County
District 3 31,298 19,403 11,583 59 184 69
Total Pasquotank County 31,298 19,403 11,583 59 184 69
Pender County
District 7 28,855 19,828 8,770 76 44 137
Total Pender County 28,855 19,828 8,770 76 44 137
Perquimans County
District 3 10,447 6,979 3,426 18 20 4
10,447 6,979 3,426 18 20 4

Total Perqguimans County

‘m County



DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57Xa.m.
I Pa

Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS 9‘
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other

District 1 21,001 13,436 7,307 156 14 88

District 4 9,179 7,304 1,799 25 1 50

Total Person County 30,180 20,740 9,106 181 15 138

Pitt County .

District 1 49,584 23,676 25,373 82 162 291

District 3 58,340 46,967 10,548 132 547 146

Total Pitt County 107,924 70,643 35,921 214 709 437

Polk County

District 11 14,416 13,276 1,053 17 25 45

Total Polk County 14,416 13,276 1,053 17 25 45

Randolph County
District 6 106,546 99, 042 6,367 453 358 326
Total Randolph County 106,546 99,042 6,367 453 358

Richmond County
District 8 44,518 30,816 12,869 502 195 136
Total Richmond County 44,518 30,816 12,869 502 195 136

Robeson County

District 7 81,548 29,364 17,204 34,591 191 198
District 8 23,631 8,622 8,981 5,920 48 60
Total Robeson County 105,179 37,986 26,185 40,511 239 258

Rockingham County
District 5 86,064 67,893 17,548 149 190 284
Total Rockingham County 86,064 67,893 17,548 149 150 284

Rowan County
District 12 . 110,605 91,851 17,773 262 444 275
Total Rowan County 110,605 91,851 17,773 262 444 275




DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: 5/19/98
: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 a.m.
Page: 11
. type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
' Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PIl Other
Rutherford County
‘District 11 56,918 50,133 6,514 95 98 78
Total Rutherford County 56,918 50,133 6,514 95 98 78
Sampson County
District 2 22,745 14,114 7,985 395 43 208
District 7 24,552 16,159 7,701 481 32 179
Total Sampson County 47,297 30,273 15,686 876 75 387
Scotland County
District 8 33,754 19,025 12,176 2,430 83 40
Total Scotland County 33,754 19,025 12,176 2,430 83 40
Stanly County
Digtrict 8 51,765 45,269 5,972 155 249 120
‘ Stanly County 51,765 45,269 5,972 155 249 120
Stokes County
District 5 37,223 34,917 2,069 52 79 106
Total Stokes County 37,223 34,917 2,069 52 79 106
Surry County
District 5 51,999 49,210 2,324 60 63 342
District 10 9,705 9,173 456 6 21 49
Total Surry County 61,704 58,383 2,780 66 84 391
Swain County
District 11 11,268 7.950 196 3,075 31 16
" Total Swain County 11,268 7,950 196 3,075 31 16
Transylvania County
District 11 : 25,520 24,121 1,189 79 99 32
Total Transylvania County 25,520 24,121 1,189 79 99 32



DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 a
: Page:'
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS |
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Tyrrell County
District 3 3,856 2,297 1,543 4 3 7
‘rotal Tyrrell County 3,856 2,297 1,543 4 5 7
Union County
District 8 84,211 |, 70,023 13,427 294 257 210
Total Union County 84,211 ' 70,023 13,427 294 257 210
Vance County
District 1 38,892 21,146 17,512 69 60 105
Total Vance County 38,892 21,146 . 17,512 69 60 105
Wake County
District 2 185,642 118,648 62,515 532 3,059 891
District 4 237,738 205,363 25,548 617 5,118 1,095
Total Wake County 423,380 324,011 88,063 1,149 8,177 1,986.
Warren County
District 1 17,265 6,593 9,847 763 14 48
Total Warren County 17,265 6,593 9,847 763 14 48
Washington County
District 1 10,750 5,499 5,207 2 29 13
District 3 3,247 2,057 1,159 11 6 14
Total Washington County 13,997 7,556 6,366 13 35 27
Watauga County .
District 10 36,952 35,930 768 59 152 43
Total Watauga County 36,952 35,930 768 59 152 43
Wayne County
District 1 . i 36,323 17,110 18,781 67 266 99
District 3 68,343 52,062 15,012 198 573 498

Total Wayne County 104,666 69,172 33,793 265 839 597




DB: NORTH CAROLINA County Split Assignments Date: 5/19/98

n: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:57 a.m.
‘ Page: 13
Wn_type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
‘wilkes County
District 10 59,393 56,237 ° 2,824 69 100 163
Total Wilkes County 59,393 56,237 2,824 - 69 100 163
Wilson County
District 1 43,517 21,008 22,181 49 100 179
District 2 22,544 19,615 2,715 21 717 116
Total Wilson County 66,061 40,623 24,896 70 177 295
Yadkin County
District 10 30,488 28,884 1,295 22 26 261
Total Yadkin County 30,488 28,884 1,295 22 26 261
Yancey County
9
9

istrict 11 15,419 15,221 151 27 11
1 Yancey County 15,419 15,221 151 27 11



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 5 Time: 11:15 a.m.
Total Populations, All Ages Page: 1
type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Alamance County 108,213 86,373 20,822 303 487 228
) 100.00% 79.82% '19.24% 0.28% 0.45% 0.21%
Caswell County 20,693 12,155 8,436 26 20 56
100.00% 58.74% 40.77% 0.13% 0.10% 0.27%

Davie County

Davie County 27,859 25,194 2,482 86 53 aQ
100.00% 90.43% 8.91% 0.31% 0.19% 0.16%
Total Davie County 27,859 25,194 2,482 86 S3 44
100.00% 90.43% 8.91% 0.31% 0.19% 0.16%

Forsyth County

Abbotts Creek #1 * 4,655 4,526 96 16 9 8
100.00% 97.23% 2.06% 0.34% 0.19% 0.17%

Abbotts Creek #2 * 4,037 3,873 132 11 17 4
100.00% 95.94% 3.27% 0.27% 0.42% 0.10%

Abbotts Creek #3 * 3,690 3,569 108 3 8 2
100.00% 96.72% 2.93% 0.08% 0.22% 0.05%

s Creek * 4,357 4,050 287 9 6 5
100.00% 92.95% 6.59% 0.21% 0.14% 0.11%

Bethania #1 * 5,274 4,717 538 11 7 1
100.00% 89.44% 10.20% 0.21% 0.13% 0.02%

Bethania #2 * 3,580 3,173 383 5 19 0
‘ 100.00% 88.63% 10.70% 0.14% 0.53% 0.00%
Bethania #3 * 3,833 3,285 505 8 33 2
100.00% 85.70% 13.18% 0.21% 0.86% 0.05%

Clemmonsville #1 * 2,359 2,296 43 5 12 3
100.00% 97.33% 1.82% 0.21% 0.51% 0.13%

Clemmonsville #2 * 3,404 3,286 92 1 25 0
100.00% 96.53% 2.70% 0.03% 0.73% 0.00%

Clemmonsville #3 * ' 3,066 2,892 127 0 47 0
100.00% 94.32% 4.14% 0.00% 1.53% 0.00%

Kernersville #1 * 5,482 5,013 359 13 40 57
) 100.00% 91.44% 6.55% 0.24% 0.73% 1.04%
Kernersville #2 * 5,693 5,520 122 19 21 11
100.00% 96.96% 2.14% 0.33% 0.37% 0.19%

Kernersville #3 + 5,530 5,196 279 11 31 13
100.00% 93.96% 5.05% 0.20% 0.56% 0.24%

Kernersville #4 * 5,342 5,046 247 7 23 19
’ 100.00% 94.46% 4.62% 0.13% 0.43% 0.36%
Lewisville #1 * 5,005 4,830 140 8 23 4
100.00% 96.50% 2.80% 0.16% 0.46% 0.08%

Lewisville #2 * ) 4,079 3,913 134 8 23 1
100.00% 95.93% 3.29% 0.20% 0.56% 0.02%

Lewisville #3 * 2,694 2,570 98 2 17 7

100.00% 95.40% 3.64% 0.07% 0.63% 0.26%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 5 Time: 11:15. .
Total Populations, All Ages P
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS 7
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
0ld Richmond * 4,694 4,364 316 4 4 6
A 100.00% 92.97% 6.73% 0.09% 0.09% 0.13%
0l1d Town' #2 * 2,990 2,749 215 2 18 6
100.00% 91.94% 7.19% 0.07% 0.60% 0.20%
0l1ld Town #3 * 2,062 1,785 271 0 3 3
100.00% 86.57% 13.14% 0.00% 0.15% 0.15¢%
Salem Chapel #1 +* 3,140 2,987 138 4 3 8
. 100.00% 95.13% 4.39% 0.13% 0.10% 0.25%
Salem Chapel #2 * 2,958 2,540/ 384 12 6 16
100.00% 85.87% 12.98% 0.41% 0.20% 0.54%
South Fork #2 * 3,534 3,302 191 11 24 6
100.00% 93.44% 5.40% 0.31% 0.68% 0.17%
South Fork #3 * 4,543 4,255 235 10 36 7
100.00% 93.66% 5.17% 0.22% 0.79% 0.15%
Vienna #1 * 3,026 2,770 211 U4 26 )
100.00% 91.54% 6.97% 0.46% 0.86% 0.17%
Vienna #2 * 3,019 2,861 145 0 11 2
100.00% 94.77% 4.80% 0.00% 0.36% 0.07%
Vienna #3 * 3,405 3,259 128 1 13 4
100.00% 95.71% 3.76% 0.03% 0.38% 0.12%
Ardmore Baptist Church * 1,673 1,572 59 0 41
100.00% 93.96% 3.53% 0.00% 2.45% 0.
Bethabara Moravian Church * 2,444 2,137 275 1 24
100.00% 87.44% 11.25% 0.04¢% 0.98% 0.2
Bible Wesleyan Church * 2,619 2,390 198 2 19 10
100.00% 91.26% 7.56% 0.08% 0.73% 0.38%
Bishop McGuinness * 2,775 1,571 1,104 5 82 13
100.00% 56.61% 39.78% 0.18% 2.95% 0.47%
Bolton Swimming Center * 2,889 2,748 93 7 37 4
. 100.00% 95.12% 3.22% 0.24% 1.28% 0.14%
Brown/Douglas Recreation * 5,643 2,896 2,658 30 36 23
100.00% 51.32% 47.10% 0.53% 0.64% 0.41%
Brunson Elementary School * 2,303 1,630 641 4 25 3
100.00% 70.78% 27.83% 0.17% 1.09% 0.13%
Calvary Baptist Church * 4,318 3,883 386 8 25 16
100.00% 89.93% 8.94% 0.19% 0.58% 0.37%
Christ Moravian Church * 2,600 2,131 404 14 38 13
100.00% 81.96% 15.54% 0.54% 1.46% 0.50%
Country Club Fire St. * 3,451 2,871 442 13 102 23
100.00% 83.19% 12.81% 0.38% 2.96% 0.67%
First Christian Church * 1,897 1,683 171 4 38 1
100.00% 88.72% 9.01% 0.21% 2.00% 0.05%
Forsyth Tech W. Camp. * 3,122 2,765 310 0 37 10
100.00% 88.57% 9.93% 0.00% 1.19¢% 0.32%
Greek Orthodox Church * 2,130 1,827 278 7 17 1l
. 100.00% 85.77% 13.05% 0.33% 0.80% 0.05%
Hanes Community Center * 6,044 4,029 1,938 8 56 13

100.00% 66.66% 32.06% 0.13% 0.93% 0.22%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

n: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District § Time: 11:15 a.m.
‘ Total Populations, All Ages Page: 3
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Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other

_ Jefferson Elementary School * 2,434 2,351 36 1 33 13
100.00% 96.59% 1.48% 0.04% 1.36% 0.53%
Latham Elementary School * 2,855 2,249 566 20 18 2
100.00% 78.77% 19.82% 0.70% 0.63% 0.07%
Messiah Moravian Church * 1,536 1,506 6 3 20 1
100.00% 98.05% 0.39% 0.20% 1.30% 0.07%
Miller Park Recreation Center * 2,091 2,019 44 1 22 ‘5
100.00% 96.56% 2.10% 0.05% 1.05% 0.24%
Mt. Tabor High School * _ 2,242 2,050 165 3 22 2
100.00% 91.44% 7.36% 0.13% 0.98% 0.09%
New Hope United Methodist Church * 4,398 2,758 1,584 17 21 18
100.00% 62.71% 36.02% 0.39% 0.48% 0.41%
0ld Town Presbyterian Church * 2,860 1,966 856 8 16 14
100.00% 68.74% 29.93% 0.28% 0.56% 0.49%
Parkland High School * 2,761 2,218 465 14 62 2
100.00% 80.33% 16.84% 0.51% 2.25% 0.07%
Parkway United Church * 2,359 2,095 228 3 27 6
100.00% 88.81% 9.67% 0.13% 1.14% 0.25%
Polo Park Recreation Center * 1,689 1,643 30 0 16 0
100.00% 97.28% 1.78% 0.00% 0.95% 0.00%
nolds High School Gym * 2,095 2,030 56 0 4 5
100.00% 96.90% 2.67% 0.00% 0.19% 0.24%
ood Forest Elementary School 972 958 6 1 6 1
) 100.00% 98.56% 0.62% 0.10% 0.62% 0.10%
South Fork Elem School * 3,995 3,254 682 6 44 9
100.00% 81.45% 17.07% 0.15% 1.10% 0.23%
St. Anne’s Episcopal Church * 2,371 2,169 159 4 36 3
. 100.00% 91.48% 6.71% 0.17% 1.52% 0.13%
Summit School * 1,775 1,767 1 0 6 1
100.00% 99.55% 0.06% 0.00% 0.34% 0.06%
Trinity United Methodist Church * 2,547 2,479 47 1 13 7
100.00% 97.33% 1.85% 0.04% 0.51% 0.27%
Whitaker Elementary School * 2,021 2,010 0 2 9 0
100.00% 99.46% 0.00% 0.10% 0.45% 0.00%
Total Forsyth County 190,360 168,282 19,812 382 1,457 427
100.00% 88.40% 10.41% 0.20% 0.77% 0.22%

Guilford County :
Bruce * 6,491 6,209 231 24 24 3
100.00% 95.66% 3.56% 0.37% 0.37% 0.05%
North Center Grove * 1,569 1,511 53 4 1 0
100.00% 96.30% 3.38% 0.25% 0.06% 0.00%
South Center Grove * 2,407 2,128 222 6 41 10
. . 100.00% 88.41% 9.22% 0.25% 1.70% 0.42%
North Madison * 2,016 1,252 734 4 2 24
100.00% 62.10% 36.41% 0.20% 0.10% 1.19%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 5 Time: 11:15 &
Total Populations, All Ages Pa,
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Census ' Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
South Madison * 1,742 1,500 230 9 3 0
100.00% 86.11% 13.20% 0.52% 0.17% 0.00%
North Monroe % 2,915 2,338 544 15 7 11
100.00% 80.21% 18.66% 0.51% 0.24% 0.38%
South Monroe * 5,140 4,489 609 28 6 8
100.00% 87.33% 11.85% 0.54% 0.12% 0.16%
Oak Ridge * 2,976 2,751 188 ] 15 13
100.00% 92.44% 6.32% 0.30% 0.50% 0.44%
Stokesdale * 2,134 1,932 ' 169 4 1 28
100.00% 90.53% 7.92% 0.19% 0.05% 1.31%
North Washington * 1,195 1,123 56 0 1 15
100.00% 93.97% 4.69% 0.00% 0.08% 1.26%
South Washington * 852 739 109 0 0 4
100.00% 86.74% 12.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.47%
Total Guilford County 29,437 25,972 3,145 103 101 116
100.00% 88.23% 10.68% 0.35% 0.34% 0.39%
Rockingham County 86,064 67,893 17,548 149 190 284
100.00% 78.89% 20.39% 0.17% 0.22% 0.33%
Stokes County
Stokes County 37,223 34,917 2,069 52 79 1
100.00% 93.80% 5.56% 0.14% 0.21% 0.28%
Total Stokes County 37,223 34,917 2,069 52 79 106
100.00% 93.80% 5.56% 0.14% 0.21% 0.28%
Surry County
Dobson 1 * 2,243 2,163 48 0 10 22
100.00% 96.43% 2.14% 0.00% 0.45% 0.98%
Dobson 2 * 2,289 2,206 38 2 1 42
100.00% 96.37% 1.66% 0.09% 0.04% 1.83%
Dobson 3 * : 2,151 2,074 24 2 1 50
100.00% 96.42% 1.12% 0.09% 0.05% 2.32%
Eldora * 2,585 2,534 25 5 0 21
100.00% 98.03% 0.97% 0.19% 0.00% 0.81%
Franklin * 1,598 1,567 27 0 1 3
100.00% 98.06% 1.69% 0.00% 0.06% 0.19%
Long Hill * 1,434 1,402 9 0 2 21
100.00% 97.77% 0.63% 0.00% 0.14% 1.46%
Mount Airy 1 * 3,486 3,165 306 8 0 17
100.00% 90.50% 8.78% 0.23% 0.00% 0.49%
Mount Airy 2 * 3,714 3,345 344 1 11 13
: 100.00% 90.06% 9.26% 0.03% 0.30% 0.35%
Mount Airy 4 * 2,406 2,062 332 4 8 0

100.00% 85.70% '13.80% 0.17% 0.33% 0.00%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98
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’ Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Mount Airy 5 * 3,240 2,893 336 1 1 9
’ 100.00% 89.29% 10.37%" 0.03% 0.03% 0.28%
Mount RAiry 6 * 2,603 2,584 9 1 3 6
100.00% 99.27% 0.35% 0.04% 0.12% 0.23%
Mount Airy 7 * 1,200 1,181 7 0 5 7
100.00% 98.42% 0.58% 0.00% 0.42% 0.58%
Mount Airy 8 * 3,774 3,684 70 3 4 13
100.00% 97.62% 1.85% 0.08% 0.11% 0.34%
Mount Airy 9 * 2,955 2,668 282 4 1 0
100.00% 90.29% 9.54% 0.14% 0.03% 0.00%
Pilot 1 * 1,181 1,046 130 1 0 4
100.00% 88.57% 11.01% 0.08% 0.00% 0.34%
Pilot 2 * 2,092 2,032 44 3 3 10
100.00% 97.13% 2.10% 0.14% 0.14% 0.48%
Rockford * 1,392 1,335 24 7 1 25
100.00% 95.91% 1.72% 0.50% 0.07% 1.80%
Shoals * 1,407 1,364 33 0 0 10
100.00% 96.94% 2.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.71%
Siloam * 859 824 13 0 0 22
100.00% 95.93% 1.51% 0.00% 0.00% 2.56%
Stewarts Creek 1 * 1,988 1,958 17 5 0 8
100.00% 98.49% 0.86% 0.25% 0.00% 0.40%
arts Creek 2 * 3,951 3,902 17 6 9 17
100.00% 98.76% 0.43% 0.15% 0.23% 0.43%
North Westfield * 2,149 1,948 175 7 0 19
100.00% 90.65% 8.14% 0.33% 0.00% 0.88%
South Westfield * 1,302 1,283 14 0 2 3
100.00% 98.54% 1.08% 0.00% 0.15% 0.23%
Total Surry County 51,999 49,210 2,324 60 63 342
100.00% 94.64% 4.47% 0.12% 0.12% 0.66%
Total 551,848 469,996 76,638 1,161 2,450 - 1,603
100.00% 85.17% 13.89% 0.21% 0.44% 0.29%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA

Census
Unit

" Chatham County
North Siler City *

South Siler City *

Total Chatham County

Davidson County
Abbotts Creek *

Alleghany *
Central *
Holly Grove *
iberty *

Q.
Emmons *
Silver Valley *
Healing Springs *
Jackson Hill *
Silver Hill *
Thomasville No. 1 *
Thomasville No, 2 *
Thomasville No. 3 *
Thomasville No. 4 *
Thomasville No..5 *
Thomasville No. 7 *

Thomasville No. 8 *

‘v: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A
n_type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH S7 HOME SEATS

Units Assigned to a District

Date: 5/19/98

District 6 Time: 11:16 a.m.
Total Populations, All Ages Page: 1
Total Total Total Total Total Total
Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
4,745 3,031 1,613 18 1 82
100.00% 63.88% 33.99% 0.38% 0.02% 1.73%
4,775 3,592 1,120 6 11 46
100.00% 75.23% 23.46% 0.13% 0.23% 0.96%
9,520 6,623 2,733 24 12 128
100.00% 69.57% 28.71% 0.25% 0.13% 1.34%
6,285 6,117 145 9 12 2
100.00% 97.33% 2.31% 0.14% 0.19% 0.03%
506 506 0 0 0 0
100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,381 1,347 28 3 1 2
100.00% 97.54% 2.03% 0.22% 0.07% 0.14%
3,586 3,425 139 14 4 4
100.00% 95.51% 3.88% 0.39% 0.11% 0.11%
3,363 3,345 10 8 0 0
100.00% 99.46% 0.30% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00%
1,292 1,292 0 0 0 0
100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
2,467 2,450 5 2 10 0
100.00% 99.31% 0.20% 0.08% 0.41% 0.00%
2,579 2,562 5 12 0 0
100.00% 99.34% 0.19% 0.47% 0.00% 0.00%
1,644 1,642 0 2 0 0
100.00% 99.88% 0.00% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00%
790 789 0 0 0 1
100.00% 99.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.13%
4,658 4,607 29 14 4 4
100.00% 98.91% 0.62% 0.30% 0.09% 0.09%
3,417 2,506 878 17 12 4
100.00% 73.34% 25.70% 0.50% 0.35% 0.12%
2,709 1,830 843 17 7 12
100.00% 67.55% 31.12% 0.63% 0.26% 0.44%
2,910 852 2,039 6 3 10
100.00% 29.28% 70.07% 0.21% 0.10% 0.34%
3,377 3,034 307 22 6 8
100.00% 89.84% 9.09% 0.65% 0.18% 0.24%
3,523 3,149 353 10 5 6
100.00% 89.38% 10.02% 0.28% 0.14% 0.17%
2,703 2,617 74 3 8 1
100.00% 96.82% 2.74% 0.11% 0.30% 0.04%
3,811 3,753 13 18 2 25
100.00% 98.48% 0.34% 0.47% 0.05% 0.66%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 6 Time: 11:16
Total Populations, All Ages . Pa
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS i
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Thomasville No. 9 * 4,841 4,784 . 20 15 19 3
_ 100.00% 98.82% 0.41% 0.31% 0.39% 0.06%
Thomasville No. 10 *°* 3,511 - 3,446 47 13 3 2
100.00% 98.15% 1.34% 0.37% 0.09% 0.06%
Total Davidson County 59,353 54,053 4,935 185 96 84
100.00% 91.07% 8.31% 0.31% 0.16% 0.14%
Guilford County
GB-01 + 4,715 3,281 1,326 28 51 29
100.00% 65.59% 28.12% 0.59% 1.08% 0.62%
GB-02 * 3,667 2,817 756 14 65 15
100.00% 76.82% 20.62% 0.38% 1.77% 0.41%
GB-03 * 3,905 1,458 2,363 15 53 16
100.00% 37.34% 60.51% 0.38% 1.36% 0.41%
GB-04 * 2,580 1,446 1,063 16 43 12
100.00% 56.05% 41.20% 0.62% 1.67% 0.47%
GB-05 * 4,503 35 4,436 11 17 4
100.00% 0.78% 98.51% 0.24% 0.38% 0.09%
GB-06 * 4,363 108 4,228 16 5
100.00% 2.48% 96.91% 0.37% 0.11% 0.
GB-07 ~+ 2,755 27 2,726 2 0
100.00% 0.98% 98.95% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00%
GB-08 * 5,186 368 4,799 11 3 5
100.00% 7.10% 92.54% 0.21% 0.06% 0.10%
GB-09 * 4,971 271 4,638 27 32 3
100.00% 5.45% 93.30% 0.54% 0.64% 0.06%
GB-10 * 2,163 1,836 266 4 S0 7
100.00% 84.88% 12.30% 0.18% 2.31% 0.32%
GB-11 * 2,015 1,625 354 .12 17 7
. 100.00% 80.65% 17.57% 0.60% 0.84% 0.35%
GB-12 * 2,897 2,835 50 1 3 8
' 100.00% 97.86% 1.73% 0.03% 0.10% 0.28%
GB-13 + 2,533 2,452 58 2 19 2
100.00% 96.80% 2.29% 0.08% 0.75% 0.08%
GB-14 * . 5,417 4,478 823 25 69 22
100.00% 82.67% 15.19% 0.46% 1.27% 0.41%
GB-15 * 3,811 2,687 858 74 160 32
100.00% 70.51% 22.51% 1.94% 4.20% 0.84%
GB-16 * 3,163 3,075 53 2 29 4
100.00% 97.22% 1.68% 0.06% 0.92% 0.13%
GB-17 * 3,552 3,021 323 19 184 5
100.00% 85.05% 9.09% 0.53% 5.18% 0.14%
GB-18 * 3,276 2,784 391 21 74 6
. 100.00% 84.98% 11.94% 0.64% 2.26% 0.18%
GB-19 * 4,006 178 3,806 12 3

100.00% 4.44% 95.01% 0.30% 0.07%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98
n: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 6 Time: 11:16 a.m.
‘ Total Populations, All Ages Page: 3
QR n type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
_GB-20 * 2,847 2,781 43 1 20 2
100.00% 97.68% 1.51% 0.04% 0.70% 0.07%
GB-21 * 3,059 3,017 25 1 16 ]
100.00% 98.63% 0.82% 0.03% 0.52% 0.00%
GB-22 * 4,212 3,425 692 15 €5 14
100.00% 81.32% 16.43% 0.36% 1.54% 0.33%
GB-23 * 5,084 3,672 1,124 69 199 20
100.00% 72.23% 22.11% 1.36% 3.91% 0.39%
GB-24A * 3,192 2,081 995 23 72 21
100.00% 65.19% 31.17% 0.72% 2.26% 0.66%
GB-25 * 4,292 2,054 2,058 64 106 10
100.00% 47.86% 47 .95% 1.49% 2.47% 0.23%
GB-26A * 3,448 2,371 992 25 55 5
100.00% 68.76% 28.77% 0.73% 1.60% 0.15%
GB-27A * 2,015 1,967 21 0 27 0
100.00% 97.62% 1.04% 0.00% 1.34% 0.00%
GB-28 * 2,645 2,461 166 5 11 2
100.00% 93.04% 6.28% 0.19% 0.42% 0.08%
GB-29 * 3,067 10 3,056 1 0 0
100.00% 0.33% 99.64% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%
=30 * 2,940 121 2,755 17 41 6
100.00% 4.12% 93.71% 0.58% 1.39% 0.20%
1 - 2,352 2,309 21 1 20 1
100.00% 98.17% 0.89% 0.04% 0.85% 0.04%
GB-32 * 2,214 1,765 363 5 67 14
100.00% 79.72% 16.40% 0.23% 3.03% 0.63%
GB-33 * 5,732 3,832 1,796 40 35 29
100.00% 66.85% 31.33% 0.70% 0.61% 0.51%
GB-34A * 1,567 1,471 61 0 29 5
100.00% 93.87% 3.89% 0.00% 1.85% 0.32%
GB-35Aa * 2,056 1,913 117 0 26 0
100.00% 93.04% 5.69% 0.00% 1.26% 0.00%
GB-36 * 5,607 4,172 1,303 17 92 23
100.00% 74.41% 23.24% 0.30% 1.64% 0.41%
GB-37A * 2,524 2,258 216 7 38 S
100.00% 89.46% 8.56% 0.28% 1.51% 0.20%
GB-38 * 3,040 2,421 564 18 34 3
100.00% 79.64% 18.55% 0.59% 1.12% .0.10%
GB-39 * 3,279 3,157 82 6 33 1
100.00% 96.28% 2.50% 0.18% 1.01% 0.03%
GB~40A * 3,604 3,008 517 12 61 6
100.00% 83.46% 14.35% 0.33% 1.69% 0.17%
GB-41A * 1,896 1,773 86 2 29 6
100.00% 93.51% 4.54% 0.11% 1.53% 0.32%
GB-42 * 5,946 3,051 2,791 46 43 15
) 100.00% 51.31% 46.94% 0.77% 0.72% 0.25%
GB-43 * 2,666 2,089 550 10 9 8
100.00% 78.36% 20.63% 0.38% 0.34% 0.30%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98
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Total Populations, All Ages i Pa'
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GB-44 * 4,225 1,306 2,877 15 11 16
o 100.00% 30.91% 68.09% 0.36% 0.26% 0.38%
GB-45 * ) 1,571 487 1,055 24 2 3
100.00% 31.00% 67.15% 1.53% 0.13% 0.19%
HP-01 * 1,550 1,521 15 0 14 0
100.00% 98.13% 0.97% 0.00% 0.90% 0.00%
HP-02 * 1,065 921 128 4 11 1
100.00% 86.48% 12.02% 0.38% 1.03% 0.09%
HP-03 * 1,699 1,194 474 11 15 5
100.00% 70.28% 27.90% 0.65% 0.88% 0.29%
HP-04 * 2,759 2,722 27 1 7 2
100.00% 98.66% 0.98% 0.04¢% 0.25% 0.07%
HP-05 +* 4,102 1,710 2,333 11 38 10
' 100.00% 41.69% 56.87% 0.27% 0.93% 0.24%
HP-06 * 2,423 34 2,369 6 4 10
100.00% 1.40% 97.77% 0.25% 0.17% 0.41%
HP-07 * 2,740 593 2,110 15 13 9
100.00% 21.64% 77.01% 0.55% 0.47% 0.33%
HP-08 * 4,156 3,808 272 13 - 50 13
100.00% 91.63% 6.54% 0.31% 1.20% 0.31%
HP-09 * 3,103 2,447 593 21 36
100.00% 78.86% 19.11% 0.68% 1.16% 0.
HP-10 * 2,125 1,711 320 30 58
100.00% 80.52% 15.06% 1.41% 2.73% 0.28%
HP-11 +* 1,638 351 1,256 15 9 7
100.00% 21.43% 76.68% 0.92% 0.55% 0.43%
HP-12 * 5,416 935 4,424 33 10 14
100.00% 17.26% 81.68% 0.61% 0.18% 0.26%
HP-13 * 2,565 1,940 522 35 56 12
100.00% 75.63% 20.35% 1.36% 2.18% ° 0.47%
HP-14 * 1,323 1,232 39 35 17 0
100.00% 93.12% 2.95%  2.65% 1.28% 0.00%
HP-15 * 2,174 1,612 516 24 17 5
100.00% 74.15% 23.74% 1.10% 0.78% 0.23%
HP-16 * 4,111 3,876 185 15 26 9
100.00% 94.28% 4.50% 0.36% 0.63% 0.22%
HP-17 * 4,471 3,167 1,260 10 29 5
100.00% 70.83% 28.18% 0.22% 0.65% 0.11%
HP-18 * ‘ 4,395 3,337 957 51 49 1
100.00% 75.93% 21.77% 1.16% 1.11% 0.02%
HP-19 * 1,485 1,420 53 3 5 4
100.00% 95.62% 3.57% 0.20% 0.34% 0.27%
HP-20 * 3,199 2,685 469 4 36 5
100.00% 83.93% 14.66% 0.13% 1.13% 0.16%
HP-21 * 4,197 3,329 765 22 71 10
. 100.00% 79.32% 18.23% 0.52% 1.69% 0.24%
HP-22 * 2,837 835 1,986 6 8 2

100.00% 29.43% 70.00% - 0.21% 0.28% 0.07
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HP-23 * 2,692 2,568 80 2 38 4
100.00% 95.39% 2.97% 0.07% 1.41% 0.15%
HP-24 * 3,363 3,221 106 S 26 S
100.00% 95.78% 3.15% 0.15% 0.77% 0.15%
Clay * 6,017 5,835 124 31 21 6
100.00% 96.98% 2.06% 0.52% 0.35% 0.10%
Deep River * 4,680 4,531 116 24 4 )
100.00% 96.82% 2.48% 0.51% 0.09% 0.11%
Fentress-1 * 5,276 4,689 545 31 8 3
100.00% 88.87% 10.33% 0.59% 0.15% 0.06%
Fentress-2 * 4,472 4,296 138 19 17 2
100.00% 96.06% 3.09% 0.42% 0.38% 0.04%
Friendship-1 * 6,459 5,898 418 20 107 16
100.00% 91.31% 6.47% 0.31% 1.66% 0.25%
Friendship-2 * 2,436 2,271 128 19 17 1
100.00% 93.23% 5.25% 0.78% 0.70% 0.04%
Gibsonville * 1,810 1,420 384 3 3 0
100.00% 78.45% 21.22% 0.17% 0.17% 0.00%
Whitsett * 1,721 1,512 192 6 7 4
100.00% 87.86% 11.16% 0.35% 0.41% 0.23%
ene * 2,420 2,338 64 10 7 1
‘ 100.00% 96.61% 2.64% 0.41% 0.29% 0.04%
stown-1 * 2,606 2,333 205 1 64 4
100.00% 89.52% 7.87% 0.04% 2.46% 0.15%
Jamestown-2 * 4,000 3,901 61 24 12 2
100.00% 97.53% 1.53% 0.60% 0.30% 0.05%
Jamestown-3 * 3,726 3,642 30 22 28 4
100.00% 97.75% 0.81% 0.59% 0.75% 0.11%
North Jefferson * 5,098 4,285 775 29 7 2
100.00% 84.05% 15.20% 0.57% 0.14% 0.04%
South Jefferson * 3,618 2,949 639 11 15 4
100.00% 81.51% 17.66% 0.30% 0.41% 0.11%
North Sumner * 2,552 2,018 498 20 12 4
100.00% 79.08% 19.51% 0.78% 0.47% 0.16%
South Sumner * 5,950 S,747 152 32 16 3
100.00% 96.59% 2.55% 0.54% 0.27% 0.05%
GB-24B * 4,654 3,444 1,020 49 128 13
100.00% 74.00% 21.92% 1.05% 2.75% 0.28%
GB-26B * 2,668 1,835 756 15 52 10
100.00% 68.78% 28.34% 0.56% 1.95% 0.37%
GB-27B * 1,921 1,831 57 0 32 1
100.00% 95.31% 2.97% 0.00% 1.67% 0.05%
GB-34B * 2,006 1,894 76 0 35 1
100.00% 94.42% 3.79% 0.00% 1.74% 0.05%
GB-35B * 2,402 2,100 274 1 24 3
’ 100.00% 87.43% 11.41% 0.04% 1.00% 0.12%
GB-37B * 3,298 2,702 542 8 40 7
100.00% 81.90% 16.43% 0.24% 1.21% 0.21%
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GB-40B * 3,120 2,584 446 7 79 4
100.00% 82.82% 14.29% 0.22% 2.53% 0.13%
GB-41B * : 2,316 2,111 158 5 36 6
100.00% 91.15% 6.82% 0.22% 1.55% 0.26%
GIB-G * 1,961 1,472 478 8 3 0
100.00% 75.06% 24.38% 0.41% 0.15% 0.00%
GB-24C * 2,133 1,911 132 7 75 8
100.00% 89.59% 6.19% 0.33% 3.52% 0.38%
GB-27C * 2,095 1,906 150 6 33 0
100.00% 90.98% 7.16% 0.29% 1.58% 0.00%
GB-35C * 2,421 1,234 1,050 18 82 37
100.00% 50.97% 43.37% 0.74% 3.39% 1.53%
Total Guilford County 317,983 223,612 88,510 1,534 3,625 701
100.00% 70.32% 27.83% 0.48% 1.14% 0.22%

Moore County

Moore County 59,013 47,464 10,882 309 150 208
100.00% 80.43% 18.44% 0.52% 0.25% 0.35%
Total Moore County 59,013 47,464 10,882 309 150 208
100.00% 80.43% 18.44% 0.52% 0.25% 0.3‘
Randolph County 106,546 99,042 6,367 453 358 326
100.00% 92.96% 5.98% 0.43% 0.34% 0.31%
Total 552,415 430,794 113,427 2,505 4,241 1,447
100.00% 77.98% 20.53% 0.45% 0.77% 0.26%
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Cleveland County 84,714 66,362 17,741 114 394 103
’ 100.00% 78.34% 20.94% 0.13% ' 0.47% 0.12%
Gaston County 175,093 150, 868 22,676 397 915 237
100.00% 86.16% 12.95% 0.23% 0.52% 0.14%
Lincoln County 50,319 45,710 4,108 120 172 210
100.00%" 90.84% 8.16% 0.24% 0.34% 0.42%
Mecklenburg County
Charlotte Pct. 1 * 1,758 1,716 39 2 0 1
100.00% 97.61% 2.22% 0.11% 0.00% 0.06%
Charlotte Pct. 4 4,056 3,438 533 10 - 64 11
100.00% 84.76% 13.14% 0.25% 1.58% 0.27%
Charlotte Pct. 8 * 2,940 2,841 72 3 15 9
. 100.00% 96.63% 2.45% 0.10% 0.51% 0.31%
Charlotte Pct. 18 * 1,851 1,843 4 1 3 0
100.00% 99.57% 0.22% 0.05% 0.16% 0.00%
Charlotte Pct. 19 * 1,937 1,910 4 1 13 9
100.00% 98.61% 0.21% 0.05% 0.67% 0.46%
Charlotte Pct. 20 * 2,124 2,096 11 5 7 5
100.00% 98.68% 0.52% 0.24% 0.33% 0.24%
lotte Pct. 32 * 2,249 2,234 9 1 5 0
100.00% 99.33% 0.40% 0.04% 0.22% 0.00%
Charlotte Pct. 36 * 3,207 3,051 75 2 78 1
100.00% 95.14% 2.34% 0.06% 2.43% 0.03%
Charlotte Pct. 47 * 2,039 2,000 31 5 1 2
100.00% 98.09% 1.52% 0.25% 0.05% 0.10%
Charlotte Pct. 48 * 2,092 2,050 18 1 19 4
100.00% 97.99% 0.86% 0.05% 0.91% 0.19%
Charlotte Pct. 49 * 2,463 2,335 102 . 3 20 3
100.00% 94.80% 4.14% 0.12% 0.81% 0.12%
Charlotte Pct. 50 * . 3,373 2,759 388 13 166 47
100.00% 81.80% 11.50% 0.39% 4.92% 1.39%
Charlotte Pct. 57 * 2,286 2,224 44 S 10 3
100.00% 97.29% 1.92% 0.22% 0.44% 0.13%
Charlotte Pct. 58 * 2,032 1,723 188 9 101 11
) 100.00% 84.79% 9.25% 0.44% 4.97% 0.54%
Charlotte Pct. 59 * 2,606 2,153 307 7 117 22
100.00% 82.62% 11.78% 0.27% 4.49% 0.84%
Charlotte Pct. 62 * 4,277 3,266 799 17 169 26
100.00% 76.36% 18.68% 0.40% 3.95% 0.61%
Charlotte Pct. 64 * 7,206 5,880 1,076 35 169 46
' 100.00% 81.60% 14.93% 0.49% 2.35% 0.64%
Charlotte Pct. 65 * 4,574 4,294 121 5 140 14
100.00% 93.88% 2.65% 0.11% 3.06% 0.31%
Charlotte Pct. 66 * 1,899 1,808 53 5 29 4
100.00% 95.21% 2.79% 0.26% 1.53% 0.21%
Charlotte Pct. 67 * 1,879 1,828 36 6 9 0

100.00% 97.29% 1.92% 0.32% 0.48% 0.00%
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Charlotte Pct. 68 * 5,823 5,357 227 16 171 52
100.00% 92.00% 3.90% 0.27% 2.94% 0.89%
Charlotte Pct. 69 * g 2,439 2,321 62 3 48 5
100.00% 95.16% 2.54% 0.12% 1.97% 0.21%
Charlotte Pct. 70 * 3,933 3,699 183 0 48 3
100.00% 94.05% 4.65% 0.00% 1.22% 0.08%
Charlotte Pct. 71 * 2,318 2,232 33 4 43 6
100.00% 96.29% 1.42% 0.17% 1.86% 0.26%
Charlotte Pct. 72 * 3,896 3,746 48 0 ' 99 3
100.00% 96.15% 1.23% 0.00% 2.54% 0.08%
Charlotte Pct. 73 * 4,673 4,397 188 11 72 5
100.00% 94.09% 4.02% 0.24% 1.54% 0.11%
Charlotte Pct. 74 * 2,720 2,666 31 5 16 2
100.00% 98.01% 1.14% 0.18% 0.59% 0.07%
Charlotte Pct. 75 * 3,356 3,247 33 2 68 6
100.00% 96.75% 0.98% 0.06% 2.03% 0.18%
Charlotte Pct. 76 * 4,379 4,199 86 5 86 3
100.00% 95.89% 1.96% 0.11% 1.96% 0.07%

Charlotte Pct. 77 *

Tract 0058.06 ‘

Block Group 1

Block 113 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Block Group 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Tract 0058.06 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tract 0059.03

Block Group 3

Block 340A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 340B 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 341A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 341B 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 342 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 344A ' 0 0 0 0 0 0
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) Block 344B . 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 345 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 346 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 347 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0
Block 348 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 349 _ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 350 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 351 0 0 0 0 0o 0
Block 352 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 353 0 0 0 0 0 0.
Block 354 1 1 0 0 0 .0
100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
k 355 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 356 0o 0 0 0 0o 0
Block 357 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 361 0 0 0 0 0 . 0
Water block 399 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Block Group 3 1 1 0 0 0 0
100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Total Tract 0059.03 1 1 0 0 0 0
100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Total Charlotte Pct. 77 * 1 1 0 0 0 0
100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Charlotte Pct. 79 * 2,836 2,449 339 6 21 21
' 100.00% 86.35% 11.95% 0.21% 0.74% 0.74%
Charlotte Pct. 80 * 4,007 3,350 568 19 63 7
100.00% 83.60% 14.18% 0.47% 1.57% 0.17%
Charlotte Pct. 83 * | 4,282 3,821 373 23 53 12
100.00% 89.23% 8.71% 0.54% 1.24% 0.28%
Charlotte Pct. 85 * 3,555 3,209 244 6 88 8

100.00% 90.27% 6.86% 0.17% 2.48% 0.23%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA
Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A
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Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Date:
Time:

5/19/98
11:17

Census Total
Unit Pop.
Charlotte Pct. 86 * 3,452
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 87 * ‘4,862
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 88 * 3,363
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 89 3,773
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 90 * 5,819
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 91 3,982
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 92 +* 5,894
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 93 * 3,470
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 94 * 5,124
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 95 * 7,442
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 96 * 3,190
100.00%
BER * 2,299
100.00%
CCK * 2,241
100.00%
col * 1,054
100.00%
LEM * 5,597
100.00%
LCl1 - North 4,219
100.00%
MAl * 3,784
100.00%
MA2 * 2,563
100.00%
MA3 * 5,550
100.00%
MA4 * 2,817
100.00%
Charlotte Pct. 102 3,572
100.00%
MH1 * 6,374
100.00%
MH2 * 5,699
100.00%
MH3 * 6,148
100.00%

Total Total Total
White Black- Am. Ind.
3,311 37
95.92% 1.07% 0.00%
4,400 349 9
90.50% 7.18% 0.19%
3,085 145 13
91.73% 4.31% 0.39%
3,691 38 21
97.83% 1.01% 0.56%
5,581 130 24
95.91% 2.23% 0.41%
3,841 79 0
96.46% 1.98% 0.00%
5,532 220 7
93.86% 3.73% 0.12%
3,186 117 5
91.82% 3.37% 0.14%
4,471 504 19
87.26% 9.84% 0.37%
5,837 1,400 23
78.43% 18.81% 0.31%
2,943 142 3
92.26% 4.45% 0.09%
2,017 271 10
87.73% 11.79% 0.43%
1,906 286 16
85.05% 12.76% 0.71%
940 104 3
89.18% 9.87% 0.28%
5,383 152 12
96.18% 2.72% 0.21%
3,803 337 49
90.14% 7.99% 1.16%
3,520 201 33
93.02% 5.31% 0.87%
2,453 79 10
95.71% 3.08% 0.39%
5,301 147 5
95.51% 2.65% 0.09%
2,734 59 15
97.05% 2.09% 0.53%
3,031 412 18
84.85% 11.53% 0.50%
6,092 159 57
95.58% 2.49% 0.89%
5,360 277 15
94.05% 4.86% 0.26%
6,047 50 27
98.36% 0.81% 0.44%

Total

Asian/PIl
o 10

102
2.95%
86
1.77%
105
3.12%
18
0.48%
80
1.37%
56
1.41%
131
2.22%
150
4.32%
112
2.19%
154
2.07%
100
3.13%
1
0.04%
33
1.47%
6
0.57%
44
0.79%
25
0.59%
24
0.63%
19
0.74%
90
1.62%
7
0.25%
86
2.41%
48
0.75%
43
0.75%
20
0.33%

Total
Other

0

0

0

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

.0

2

.06%

18

.37%

15

.45%

5
13%
4
07%
6
15%
4
07%
12
35%
18
35%
28
38%

00%
00%
09%
11%
12%
16%
08%
13%
07%

25
70%

18
28%
07%

07%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 9 Time: 11:17 a.m.
cﬂ Total Populations, All Ages Page: 5
< n _type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 57 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other

,OAK 2,537 2,444 75 6 .0 12
100.00% 96.33% 2.96% 0.24% 0.00% 0.47%
PCl * 2,417 2,319 70 14 8 6
: 100.00% 95.95% 2.90% 0.58% 0.33% 0.25%
PC2 * 2,546 2,230 293 7 12 4
100.00% 87.59% 11.51% 0.27% 0.47% 0.16%
PVL * 6,006 5,655 280 15 39 17
100.00% " 94.16% 4.66% 0.25% 0.65% 0.28%
PR1 400 370 27 0 3 0
100.00% 92.50% 6.75% 0.00% 0.75% 0.00%
PR2 3,571 3,415 96 10 49 1
100.00% 95.63% 2.69% 0.28% 1.37% 0.03%
PR3 2,865 2,688 103 18 52 4
100.00% 93.82% 3.60% 0.63% 1.82% 0.14%
Charlotte Pct. 93 Part 801 785 12 0 1 3
100.00% 98.00% 1.50% 0.00% 0.12% 0.37%
sc1 5,405 4,645 592 33 86 49
100.00% 85.94% 10.95% 0.61% 1.59% 0.91%
sc2 3,664 3,502 130 17 13 2
100.00% 95.58% 3.55% 0.46% 0.35% 0.05%
rlotte Pct. 100 * 4,732 4,429 215 7 76 5
100.00% 93.60% 4.54% 0.15% 1.61% 0.11%
él Mecklenburg County 242,298 223,090 13,913 757 3,890 648
100.00% 92.07% 5.74% 0.31% 1.61% 0.27%
Total 552,424 486,030 58,438 1,388 5,371 1,198
100.00% 87.98% 10.58% 0.25% 0.97% 0.22%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assignedlto a District Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 10 Time: 11:18 a.m.
‘ Total Populations, All Ages Page: 1
. type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH S7 HOME SEATS
o Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. ' White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
“Alexander County
Alexander County : 27,544 25,667 1,673 52 49 103
100.00% 93.19% 6.07% 0.19% 0.18% 0.37%
Total Alexander County 27,544 25,667 1,673 52 49 103
100.00% 93.19% 6.07% 0.15% 0.18% 0.37%
Alleghany County
Alleghany County 9,590 9,338 177 8 5 62
100.00% 97.37% 1.85% 0.08% 0.05% 0.65%
Total Alleghany County 9,590 9,338 177 8 5 62
100.00% 97.37% 1.85% 0.08% 0.05% 0.65%
Ashe County
Ashe County 22,209 21,960 144 21 31 53
100.00% 98.88% 0.65% 0.09% 0.14% 0.24%
Tgtal Ashe County 22,209 21,960 144 21 31 53
‘ 100.00%  98.88% 0.65% 0.09% 0.14% 0.24%
Avery County
Avery County 14,867 14,596 " 158 23 23 67
100.00% 98.18% 1.06% 0.15% 0.15% 0.45%
Total Avery County 14,867 14,596 158 23 23 67
100.00% 98.18% 1.06% 0.15% 0.15% 0.45%
Burke County 75,744 69,521 5,178 133 794 118
100.00% 91.78% 6.84% 0.18% 1.05% 0.16%
Caldwell County 70,709 66,506 3,881 105 111 106
100.00% 94.06% 5.49% 0.15% 0.16% 0.15%
Catawba County 118,412 106,370 10,689 232 830 291
100.00% 89.83% 9.03% 0.20% 0.70% 0.25%
Iredell County
- Bethany * 5,151 4,759 358 11 15 8
100.00% 92.39% 6.95% 0.21% 0.29% 0.16%
Concord * 4,288 3,981 299 3 4 1
100.00% 92.84% 6.97% 0.07% 0.09% 0.02%
Davidson * 8,071 7,814 214 15 22 6
. . 100.00% 96.82% 2.65% 0.19% 0.27% 0.07%
Eagle Mills * ' 1,621 1,438 167 5 0 11
100.00% 88.71% 10.30% 0.31% 0.00% 0.68%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 10 Time: 11:18
Total Populations, All Ages Pa‘
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS '
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PIl Other
Fallstown * 5,386 4,499 862 9 7 9
100.00% 83.53% 16.00% 0.17% 0.13% 0.17%
New Hope * 1,175 * 1,155 14 2 1 3
100.00% 98.30% 1.19% 0.17% 0.09% 0.26%
Olin * 1,372 1,308 33 3 0 28
100.00% 95.34% 2.41% 0.22% 0.00% 2.04%
Sharpesburg * 2,073 1,971 77 1 0 24
100.00% 95.08% 3.71% 0.05% 0.00% 1.16%
Shiloh * 6,042 5,612 408 9 2 11
100.00% 92.88% 6.75% 0.15% 0.03% 0.18%
Statesville #1 * - 3,859 3,269 503 8 54 25
100.00% 84.71% 13.03% 0.21% 1.40% 0.65%
Statesville #2 * 3,972 3,116 758 5 79 14
100.00% 78.45% 19.08% 0.13% 1.99% 0.35%
Statesville #3 * 4,220 1,814 2,373 13 11 9
100.00% 42.99% 56.23% 0.31% 0.26% 0.21%
Statesville #4 * 3,643 2,999 593 12 14 25
100.00% 82.32% 16.28% 0.33% 0.38% 0.69%
Statesville #5 * 3,755 3,052 674 -3 7 17
. 100.00% 81.28% 17.95% £ 0.13% 0.19% 0.45%
Statesville #6 * 4,354 1,909 2,418 12 2 A
100.00% 43.84% 55.54% 0.28% °  0.05% - 0.
Turnersburg * 2,392 1,853 522 9 "1
100.00% 77.47% 21.82% 0.38% 0.04% 0.29%
Union Grove * 1,672 1,612 Y 2 0 14
100.00% 96.41% 2.63% 0.12% 0.00% 0.84%
Total Iredell County 63,046 52,161 10,317 124 219 225
100.00% 82.73% 16.36% 0.20% 0.35% 0.36%
Mitchell County 14,433 14,354 23 19 19 18
100.00% 99.45% 0.16% 0.13% 0.13% 0.12%
Surry County
Bryan * 2,377 2,356 11 1 3 6
100.00% 99.12% 0.46% 0.04% 0.13% 0.25%
Elkin 1 * 1,018 1,010 5 0 3 0
100.00% 99.21% 0.49% 0.00% 0.29% 0.00%
Elkin 2 * 2,696 2,341 342 1 6 6
100.00% 86.83% 12.69% 0.04% 0.22% 0.22%
Elkin 3 * 2,127 2,093 25 0 9 0
100.00% 98.40% 1.18% 0.00% 0.42% 0.00%
Marsh * 1,487 1,373 73 4 0 37
100.00% 92.33% 4.91% 0.27% 0.00% 2.49%
Total Surry County 9,705 9,173 456 6 21 49
100.00% 94.52% 4.70% 0.06% 0.22% 0.50%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

n: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 10 Time: 11:18 a.m.
‘ Total Populations, All Ages Page: 3
type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Watauga County
‘Watauga County 36,952 35,930 768 59 152 © 43
100.00% 97.23% 2.08% 0.16% 0.41% 0.12%
Total Watauga County 36,952 35,930 768 59 152 43
100.00% 97.23% 2.08% 0.16% 0.41% 0.12%
Wilkes County 59,393 56,237 2,824 69 100 163
100.00% 94.69% 4.75% 0.12% 0.17% 0.27%
Yadkin County 30,488 28,884 1,295 22 26 261
100.00% 94.74% 4.25% 0.07% 0.09% 0.86%
Total 553,092 510,697 37,583 873 2,380 1,559
100.00% 92.33% 6.80% 0.16% 0.43% 0.28%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 12 Time: 11:19 a.m.
; Total Populations, All Ages Page: 1
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Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
'Davidson County
Arcadia * 6,400 6,148 184 24 39 5
100.00% 96.06% 2.88% 0.38% 0.61% 0.08%
Boone * - 3,383 3,236 121 6 4 16
100.00% 95.65% 3.58% 0.18% 0.12% 0.47%
Cotton * 4,475 3,807 628 19 14 7
_ 100.00% 85.07% 14.03% 0.42% 0.31% 0.16%
Southmont * 3,278 3,053 202 12 5 6
100.00% 93.14% 6.16% 0.37% 0.15% 0.18%
Hampton * 614 596 14 3 0 1
100.00% 97.07% 2.28% 0.49% 0.00% 0.16%
Lexington No. 1 * 2,122 2,000 100 10 10 2
100.00% 94.25% 4.71% 0.47% 0.47% 0.09%
Lexington No. 2 * 2,278 2,202 34 5 28 9
100.00% 96.66% 1.49% 0.22% 1.23% 0.40%
Lexington No. 3 * 950 940 0 0 10 0
100.00% 98.95% 0.00% 0.00% 1.05% 0.00%
Lexington No, 4 * 2,054 2,007 34 6 S 2
100.00% 97.71% 1.66% 0.29% 0.24% 0.10%
d No. 1 * 2,777 805 1,942 3 16 11
100.00% 28.99% 69.93% 0.11% 0.58% 0.40%
No. 2 * 3,114 2,612 425 15 44 18
100.00% 83.88% 13.65% 0.48% 1.41% 0.58%
Ward No. 3 * 2,954 2,684 150 10 110 0
100.00% 90.86% 5.08% 0.34% 3.72% 0.00%
Ward No. 4 * 2,403 1,906 426 24 42 5
100.00% 79.32% 17.73% 1.00% 1,75% 0.21%
Ward No. 5 * 2,448 807 1,610 14 13 4
100.00% 32.97% 65.77% 0.57% 0.53% 0.16%
Ward No. 6 * 2,896 2,502 363 5 19 7
: 100.00% 86.40% 12.53% 0.17% 0.66% 0.24%
Welcome * 4,723 4,576 124 11 6 6
100.00% 96.89% 2.63% 0.23% 0.13% 0.13%
Midway * 9,897 9,116 751 16 10 4
100.00% 92.11% 7.59% 0.16% 0.10% 0.04%
Reeds * 2,353 2,282 65 o] 1 )
100.00% 96.98% 2.76% 0.00% 0.04% 0.21%
Tyro * 4,023 3,865 144 9 2 3
100.00% 96.07% 3.58% 0.22% 0.05% 0.07%
Reedy Creek * 3,563 3,531 25 4 3 0
100.00% 99.10% 0.70% 0.11% 0.08% 0.00%
vadkin College * 619 568 37 14 0 0
100.00% 91.76% 5.98% 2.26% 0.00% 0.00%
Total Davidson County 67,324 59,243 7,379 210 381 111
* . 100.00% 88.00% 10.96% 0.31% 0.57% 0.16%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: §5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 12 Time: 11:19
Total Populations, All Ages Pa
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS |
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Othexr
Forsyth County
Broadbay #1 * 3,128 2,497 618 8 1 4
100.00% 79.83% 19.76% 0.26% 0.03% 0.13%
Broadbay #2 * : 4,842 3,671 1,107 8 26 30
100.00% 75.82% 22.86% 0.17% 0.54% 0.62%
Middlefork #2 * 3,449 . 2,426 1,004 4 15 0
100.00% 70.34% 29.11% 0.12% 0.43% 0.00%
Middlefork #3 * 5,497 4,344 1,121 11 15 6
) 100.00% 79.02% 20.39% 0.20% 0.27% 0.11%
Ashley Middle School * 2,045 14 2,002 17 4 8
*100.00% 0.68% 97.90% 0.83% 0.20% 0.39%
Carver High School * 4,317 104 4,209 4 0 0
100.00% 2.41% 97.50% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00%
Covenant Presbyterian Church * 2,160 1,856 273 6 4 21
100.00% 85.93% 12.64% 0.28% 0.19% 0.97%
East Winston Library * 2,895 197 2,686 7 0 5
100.00% 6.80% 92.78% 0.24% 0.00% 0.17%
Easton Elementary School * 2,606 1,094 1,496 3 5 8
100.00% 41.98% 57.41% 0.12% 0.19% 0.31%
Forest Hill Fire Station * 3,022 804 2,192 5 15 6
100.00% 26.60% 72.53% 0.17% 0.50% 0.20
Forest Pk. Elementary School * 2,968 745 2,200 11 1
100.00% 25.10% 74.12% 0.37% 0.03% 0.3
14th Street Recreation Center * 2,344 12 2,328 3 0 1
100.00% 0.51% 99.32% 0.13% 0.00% 0.04%
Happy Hill Recreation Center * 3,386 67 3,310 4 2 3
100.00% 1.98% 97.76% 0.12% 0.06% 0.09%
Hill Middle School * 2,621 1,457 1,134 20 7 3
100.00% 55.59% 43.27% 0.76% 0.27% 0.11%
Kennedy Middle School * 3,165 189 2,970 1 1 4
100.00% 5.97% 93.84% 0.03% 0.03% 0.13%
Lowrance Middle School * 3,102 318 2,781 1 2 0
100.00% 10.25% 89.65% 0.03% 0.06% 0.00%
M. L. King Recreation Center * 3,134 19 3,113 0 2 0
100.00% 0.61% 99.33% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00%
Memorial Coliseum * 2,746 583 2,133 5 15 10
. 100.00% 21.23% 77.68% 0.18% 0.55% 0.36%
Mineral Springs F. St * 3,743 2,030 1,653 17 14 29
100.00% 54.23% 44.16% 0.45% 0.37% 0.77%
Mt. Sinai Church * 1,711 20 1,679 5 0 7
100.00% 1.17% 98.13% 0.29% 0.00% 0.41%
Philo Middle School * 2,172 1,976 169 7 18 2
100.00% 90.98% 7.78% 0.32% 0.83% 0.09%
St. Andrews United Methodist * 4,101 1,610 2,451 1 12 27
100.00% 39.26% 59.77% 0.02% 0.29% 0.66%
Trinity Moravian Church * 2,702 1,787 858 13 27 17 ’
100.00% 66.14% 31.75% 0.48% 1.00% 0.63%
Winston Lake Family YMCA * 3,662 816 2,803 8 19

100.00% 22.28% 76.54% 0.22% 0.52%
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; Total Populations, All Ages Page: 3
: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
75,518 28,636 46,290 169 205 218
100.00% 37.92% 61.30% 0.22% 0.27% 0.29%
4,070 3,620 435 6 5 4
100.00% 88.94% 10.69% 0.15% 0.12% 0.10%
8,121 6,858 1,168 16 46 33
100.00% 84.45% 14.38% 0.20% 0.57% 0.41%
3,400 2,884 464 17 27 8
100.00% 84.82% 13.65% 0.50% 0.79% 0.24%
3,997 2,477 1,468 7 39 6
100.00% 61.97% 36.73% 0.18% 0.98% 0.15%
4,246 3,750 458 17 6 15
100.00% 88.32% 10.79% 0.40% 0.14% 0.35%
4,228 4,064 140 5 14 5
100.00% 96.12% 3.31% 0.12% 0.33% 0.12%
1,823 1,393 419 1 0 10
100.00% 76.41% 22.98% 0.05% 0.00% 0.55%
29,885 25,046 4,552 69 137 81
100.00% 83.81% 15.23% 0.23% 0.46% 0.27%
2 * 5,898 4,520 1,213 40 93 32
. 100.00% 76.64% 20.57% 0.68% 1.58% 0.54%
3 4,613 2,018 2,393 18 164 20
100.00% 43.75% 51.88% 0.39% 3.56% 0.43%
5 * 2,645 2,070 488 5 69 13
100.00% 78.26% 18.45% 0.19% 2.61% 0.49%
6 * 4,522 3,560 775 20 105 62
100.00% 78.73% 17.14% 0.44% 2.32% 1.37%
7 * 2,460 1,991 414 12 33 10
100.00% 80.93% 16.83% 0.49% 1.34% 0.41%
9 * 3,241 2,558 559 15 9 100
100.00% 78.93% 17.25% 0.46% 0.28% 3.09%
10 * 2,248 2,006 155 48 17 22
100.00% 89.23% 6.90% 2.14% 0.76% 0.98%
11 ~* 3,999 1,502 2,443 15 30 9
100.00% 37.56% 61.09% 0.38% 0.75% 0.23%
12 * 5,123 89 5,023 3 1 7
100.00% 1.74% 98.05% 0.06% 0.02% 0.14%
13 * 3,511 235 3,169 11 89 7
100.00% 6.69% 90.26% 0.31% 2.53% 0.20%
14 * 4,648 321 4,061 11 248 7
100.00% 6.91% 87.37% 0.24% 5.34% 0.15%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 12 Time: 11:19 -
Total Populations, All Ages Pa
Pian type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
. Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Charlotte Pct. 15 * 3,816 2,947 743 25 83 18
' 100.00% 77.23% 19.47% 0.66% 2.18% 0.47%
Charlotte Pct. 16 * 2,522 32 2,485 0 1 4
100.00% 1.27% 98.53% 0.00% 0.04% 0.16%
Charlotte Pct. 17 * 3,801 970 2,763 15 38 15
~ 100.00% 25.52% 72.69% 0.39% 1.00% 0.39%
Charlotte Pct. 21 * 3,139 2,683 330 25 68 33
100.00% 85.47% 10.51% 0.80% 2.17% 1.05%
Charlotte Pct. 22 * 4,443 174 4,255 5 1 8
100.00% 3.92% 95.77% 0.11% 0.02% 0.18%
Charlotte Pct. 23 * 3,705 1,659 1,980 16 - 46 4
100.00% 44.78% 53.44% 0.43% 1.24% 0.11%
Charlotte Pct. 24 * 3,854 1,544 2,272 30 1 7
100.00% 40.06% 58.95% 0.78% 0.03% 0.18%
Charlotte Pct. 25 * 3,416 15 3,393 0 8 0
100.00% 0.44% 99.33% 0.00% 0.23% 0.00%
Charlotte Pct. 26 * 4,281 2,047 2,177 40 12 )
100.00% 47.82% 50.85% 0.93% 0.28% 0.12%
Charlotte Pct. 27 * : 5,261 932 4,231 14 59 25
T 100.00% 17.72% 80.42% 0.27% 1.12% 0.48%
Charlotte Pct. 28 * o ) 3,848 2,262 1,431 35 92 2
100.00% 58.78% 37.19% 0.91% 2.39% 0.7
Charlotte Pct. 29 * 3,615 2,675 781 22 111
100.00% 74.00% 21.60% 0.61% 3.07% 0.72%
Charlotte Pct. 30 * 2,453 1,460 869 31 77 16
100.00% 59.52% 35.43% 1.26% 3.14% 0.65%
Charlotte Pct. 31 * 4,789 129 4,633 9 17 1
: 100.00% 2.69% 96.74% 0.19% 0.35% 0.02%
Charlotte Pct. 33 * 3,931 3,320 439 20 108 44
100.00% 84.46% 11.17% 0.51% 2.75% 1.12%
Charlotte Pct. 34 * 3,662 3,163 401 13 56 29
100.00% 86.37% 10.95% 0.35% 1.53% 0.79%
Charlotte Pct. 35 * 1,901 1,461 424 S 7 4
100.00% 76.85% 22.30% 0.26% 0.37% 0.21%
Charlotte Pct. 37 * 2,620 2,479 52 11 73 5
100.00% 94.62% 1.98% 0.42% 2.79% 0.19%
Charlotte Pct. 38 * 3,457 2,936 397 18 71 35
100.00% 84.93% 11.48% 0.52% 2.05% 1.01%
Charlotte Pct. 39 * 5,468 786 4,496 25 145 16
100.00% 14.37% 82.22% 0.46% 2.65% 0.29%
Charlotte Pct. 40 * 4,679 2,579 2,010 30 40 20
100.00% 55.12% 42.96% 0.64% 0.85% 0.43%
Charlotte Pct. 41 * 3,878 1,239 2,517 38 73 8
100.00% 31.97% 64.95% 0.98% 1.88% 0.21%
Charlotte Pct. 42 * 4,732 349 4,355 5 13 10
. 100.00% 7.38% 92.03% 0.11% 0.27% 0.21%
Charlotte Pct. 43 * 4,062 2,680 1,228 9 118 27

100.00% 65.98% 30.23% 0.22% 2.90% 0.66%
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Charlotte Pct. 44 * 2,155 1,832 270 14 31 8
) 100.00% 85.01% 12.53% 0.65% 1.44% 0.37%
Charlotte Pct. 45 * 3,673 2,871 589 10 153 50
100.00% 78.16% 16.04% 0.27% 4.17% 1.36%
Charlotte Pct. 46 * 4,666 2,850 1,608 29 107 72
100.00% 61.08% 34.46% 0.62% 2.29% 1.54%
Charlotte Pct. 51 * 3,420 2,936 319 13 117 35
100.00% 85.85% 9.33% 0.38% 3.42% 1.02%
Charlotte Pct. 52 * 4,296 166 4,109 0 12 9
100.00% 3.86% 95.65% 0.00% 0.28% 0.21%
Charlotte Pct. 53 * 4,582 3,036 1,358 44 122 22
100.00% 66.26% 29.64% 0.96% 2.66% 0.48%
Charlotte Pct. 54 * 2,049 8 2,037 1 3 0
100.00% 0.39% 99.41% 0.05% 0.15% 0.00%
Charlotte Pct. 55 * 2,674 9 2,657 5 2 1
100.00% 0.34% 99.36% 0.19% 0.07% 0.04%
Charlotte Pct. 56 * ' 5,848 54 5,772 3 13 6
100.00% 0.92% 98.70% 0.05% 0.22% 0.10%
Charlotte Pct. 60 3,226 712 2,446 3 37 28
100.00% 22.07% 75.82% 0.09% 1.15% 0.87%
Charlotte Pct. 61 * 4,067 3,386 573 12 92 4
100.00% 83.26% 14.09% 0.30% 2.26% 0.10%
otte Pct. 63 * 5,113 4,100 843 16 135 19
100.00% 80.19% 16.49% 0.31% 2.64% 0.37%
Charlotte Pct. 77 *

Tract 0038.04
Block Group 2 1,263 127 1,133 0 1 "2
100.00% 10.06% 89.71% 0.00% 0.08% 0.16%
Total Tract 0038.04 1,263 127 1,133 0 1 2
100.00% 10.06% 89.71% 0.00% 0.08% 0.16%

Tract 0058.06

Block Group 1
Block 101 486 163 300 3 15 5
100.00% 33.54% 61.73% 0.62% 3.09% - 1.03%
Block 102 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 103 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 104 o 0 0 0 0 0
Elock 105 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 106A 202 5 197 0 0 0

100.00% 2.48% 97.52% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 12 Time: 11:19
Total Populations, All Ages Pa
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Block 107 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 108A 77 70 ‘o6 1 0 0
100.00% 90.91% 7.79% 1.30% 0.00% 0.00%
Block 109 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 110 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 111A 1 1 0 0 0 0
100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Block 124A 2 0 2 0 0 0
100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Block 125 42 0 42 0 0 0
100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Block 126 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 127 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 128A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 128B 0 0 0 0 0
Block 129 27 0 27 0 0
100.00¢% 0.00% 100.00¢% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Block 130 3 0 3 0 0 0
100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Water block 199 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water block 199 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Block Group 1 840 239 577 4 15 5
100.00% 28.45% 68.69% 0.48% 1.79% 0.60%
Total Tract 0058.06 840 239 577 4 15 5
100.00% 28.45% 68.69% 0.48% 1.79% 0.60%

Tract 0059.03

Block Group 3

Block 301 740 56 683 1 0 0
100.00% 7.57% 92.30% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00%

Block 302 134 7 127 0 0 0
100.00% 5.22% 94.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Block 303 118 0 118 0 0 0
i 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Block 304 76 0 76 0 0 0
100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 12 Time: 11:19 a.m.
; Total Populations, All Ages Page: 7
. type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other

.Block 343 0 0 0 0 0 0
Block 386 120 7 108 0 5 0
' 100.00% 5.83% 90.00% 0.00% 4.17% 0.00%
Block 387 169 3 165 1 0 0
100.00% 1.78% 97.63% 0.59% 0.00% 0.00%
Total Block Group 3 1,357 73 1,277 2 5 0
! ' 100.00% 5.38% 94.10% 0.15% 0.37% 0.00%
Total Tract 0059.03 1,357 73 1,277 2 5 0
100.00% 5.38% 94.10% 0.15% 0.37% 0.00%

Total Charlotte Pct. 77 * 3,460 439 2,987 6 21 7
100.00% 12.69% 86.33% 0.17% 0.61% 0.20%
Charlotte Pct. 78 * 5,335 2,534 2,682 47 42 30
100.00% 47.50% 50.27% 0.88% 0.79% 0.56%
Charlotte Pct. 81 * 4,372 3,478 831 19 30 14
100.00% 79.55% 19.01% 0.43% 0.69% 0.32%
Charlotte Pct. 82 * 6,053 1,647 4,263 16 87 40
100.00% 27.21% 70.43% 0.26% 1.44% 0.66%
otte Pct. 84 * 7,719 5,938 1,487 33 197 64
100.00% 76.93% 19.26% 0.43% 2.55% 0.83%
Charlotte Pct. 97 * 5,917 4,066 1,664 13 150 24
100.00% 68.72% 28.12% 0.22% 2.54% 0.41%
Charlotte Pct. 98 * 5,384 2,756 2,421 40 123 44
100.00% 51.19% 44.97% 0.74% 2.28% 0.82%
COR * 3,706 3,041 626 10 27 2
100.00% 82.06% 16.89% 0.27% 0.73% 0.05%
co2 * 10,599 8,831 1,463 30 251 24
100.00% 83.32% 13.80% 0.28% 2.37% 0.23%
DAV * 4,280 3,529 669 21 54 7
100.00% 82.45% 15.63% 0.49% 1.26% 0.16%
HUN -+ 5,069 4,305 725 22 15 2
100.00% 84.93% 14.30% 0.43% 0.30% 0.04%
LC2 3,357 1,252 2,098 3 4 0
. 100.00% 37.30% 62.50% 0.09% 0.12% 0.00%
LC1 - South 843 732 103 5 1 2
100.00% 86.83% 12.22% 0.59% 0.12% 0.24%
MCl 6,429 5,344 905 23 134 23
100.00% 83.12% 14.08% 0.36% 2.08% 0.36%
MC2 : 4,702 3,902 664 64 51 21
‘ ’ 100.00% 82.99% 14.12% 1.36% 1.08% 0.45%
Charlotte Pct. 16 Part : 1,009 S 993 7 0 4
100.00% 0.50% 98.41% 0.69% 0.00% 0.40%
MC1l part . 924 599 324 1 0 0
100.00% 64.83% 35.06% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00%

XMC2 Noncontiguous 0 0 0 0 0 0



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Units Assigned to a District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A District 12 Time: 11:19 a.
Total Populations, All Ages Page
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Charlotte Pct. 104 4,877 1,666 3,042 11 141 17
' 100.00% 34.16% 62.37% 0.23% 2.89% 0.35%
Charlotte Pct. 105 5,093 4,146 672 19 243 13
100.00% 81.41% 13.19% 0.37% 4.77% 0.26%
Total Mecklenburg County 269,135 141,561 120,555 . 1,179 4,571 1,269
100.00% 52.60% 44.79% 0.44% 1.70% 0.47%
Rowan County 110,605 91,851 17,773 262 444 275
100.00% 83.04% 16.07% 0.24% 0.40% 0.25%
Total 552,467 346,337 196,549 1,889 5,738 1,954
100.00% 62.69% 35.58% 0.34% 1.04% 0.35%




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a.m.
. Page: 1
) type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit ) Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other

"District 1
Ahoskie town 4,345 2,139 2,146 34 24 2
Askewville town 136 136 0 0 0 0
Aulander town 1,078 585 489 0 4 0
Aurora town 570 364 205 0 0 1
Ayden town 4,590 2,174 2,404 6 5 1
Battleboro town 270 89 181 0 0 0
Beargrass town | . 56 56 0 0 0 0
Bethel town 1,746 711 1,032 0 0 3
Black Creek town 486 453 32 0 1 0
Chocowinity town _ 615 497 118 0 0 0
Cofield village 407 41 363 13 0 0
Colerain town 108 95 11 1 1 0
Como town 66 64 2 0 0 0
Conetoe town 229 109 120 0 0 0
Conway town 720 486 234 0 - 0 0
Cove City town 408 215 193 0 0 0
Dover town 451 257 194 0 0 0
Elm City town 1,512 821 685 1 1 4
ield town 3,082 804 2,271 2 4 1
ka town 270 198 69 0 0 3
etts town 140 105 35 0 0 0
alkland town 66 54 12 0 0 0
Fountain town 433 266 162 0 0 5
Fremont town : 1,630 771 854 3 0 2
Garysburg town 995 30 962 2 0 1
Gaston town 843 767 74 2 0 0
Gatesville town 181 169 8 0 2 2
Goldsboro city 24,807 9,017 15,503 51 176 60
Greenville city 19,022 5,720 13,057 50 108 87
Grifton town 1,973 1,232 725 3 9 4
Grimesland town 356 258 98 0 0 0
Halifax town 298 217 80 1l 0 0
Hamilton town 402 251 151 0 0 0
Harrellsville town S4 48 6 0 0 0
Hassell town 89 30 59 0 0 0
Henderson city 15,361 7,235 8,044 19 30 33
Hobgood town 430 233 197 0 0 0
Hookerton town 390 226 164 0 0 0
Jackson town 478 284 194 0 0 0
Jamesville town 431 290 141 0 0 0
Kelford town 190 92 98 0 0 0
Kinston city 16,026 2,788 13,163 18 42 15
Kittrell town 222 170 52 0 0 0
La Grange town 2,805 1,198 1,594 1 7 5
Lasker town ' 97 96 1 0 0 0
Leggett town 100 61 39 0 0 0
ton Woodville town 787 256 528 3 0 0



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 .
Pa
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS .
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Littleton town 683 410 273 0 0 0
Macclesfield town 403 398 S 0 0 0
Macon town 123 103 3 ‘ 2 0 15
Maysville town 824 450 368 1 1 4
Middleburg town 72 36 36 0 0 0
Murfreesboro town 2,460 1,517 871 7 59 6
New Bern city 13,921 7,102 6,720 43 33 23
Norlina town 901 630 263 2 0 6
Oak City town 384 201 178 2 2 1
Oxford city 7,750 3,464 4,248 8 16 14
Parmele town 229 38 190 1 0 0
Pinetops town 1,458 672 785 0 1l 0
Plymouth town 4,272 1,805 2,437 0 22 8
Pollocksville town 271 211 58 0 0 2
Powellsville town 95 45 50 0 0 0
Princeville town 1,357 28 1,329 0 0 0
Rich Square town 990 510 464 7 5 4
Roanoke Rapids city 15,722 12,849 2,719 41 100 13
Robersonville town 1,911 850 1,044 5 12 0
Rocky Mount city 16,875 2,543 14,291 22 11 8
Roper town 609 170 439 0 0
Roxboro city 7,219 4,066 3,089 37 12
Roxobel town 218 148 70 0 0
Saratoga town 301 286 12 0 3
Scotland Neck town 2,571 1,091 1,475 1 0 4
Seaboard town 617 173 443 1 0 0
Severn town 213 125 88 0 0 0
Sharpsburg town 425 54 369 0 0 2
Snow Hill town 1,285 593 679 8 1 4
Speed town 64 42 22 0 0 0
Stantonsburg town 734 489 245 0 0 0
Stovall town 358 185 173 0 0 0
Tarboro town 10,991 7,442 3,474 14 45 16
Trenton town 186 126 60 0 0 0
Trent Woods town 299 299 0 0 0 0
Walstonburg town 146 133 12 0 1 0
Warrenton town 841 560 275 0 1 5
Washington city 9,073 4,863 4,158 5 21 26
Weldon town 1,390 606 779 0 4 1
Whitakers town 464 182 281 0 1 0
Williamston town 5,399 2,564 2,820 4 9 2
Wilson city 26,127 9,163 16,772 31 62 99
Windsor town 2,026 1,321 695 3 7 0
Winton town 741 193 505 40 0 3
Woodland town - 717 422 293 2 0 0
No Place Code 286,204 151,014 131,001 2,937 360 894
Total District 1 ‘ 539,670 262,330 271,301 3,434 1,203 1,404




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a.m.
: Page: 3
type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS )
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
District 2

‘Angier town 1,967 1,417 531 5 10 4
Bailey town 553 469 76 0 0 8
Battleboro town 145 137 8 0 0 0
Benson town 2,787 1,843 897 6 8 33
Broadway town 939 868 . 71 0 0 0
Bunn town 353 230 © 116 6 1 0
Castalia town 233 139 94 0 0 0
Centerville town i 74 73 1 ] 0 ]
Clayton town ' 4,655 3,460 1,142 8 11 34
Clinton city ) 7,313 3,945 3,289 39 15 25
Coats town 1,492 1,272 195 11 1 13
Creedmoor city 1,474 1,023 434 2 13 2
Dortches town 769 570 198 1 0 0
Dunn city 8,104 4,554 3,424 59 39 28
Erwin town 3,995 3,498 452 21 6 18
Four Oaks town 1,280 1,090 173 3 6 8
Franklinton town 1,577 897 671 2 6 1
Garner town 3,008 2,186 776 13 27 6
Kenly town 1,549 932 601 11 4 1
Knightdale town 1,848 1,656 170 0 12 10
ington town 2,020 1,178 795 15 2 30
sburg town - 3,013 1,896 1,097 4 15 1
ama town 889 814 71 0 3 1
Micro town 305 289 16 0 0 0
Middlesex town 696 . 491 184 1 0 20
Nashville town 3,595 2,043 1,540 8 2 2
Newton Grove town 481 356 114 0 0 11
Pine Level town 1,183 1,123 5% 1 0 0
Princeton town 1,147 806 334 4 0 3
Raleigh city 107,522 57,329 46,698 356 2,569 573
Red Oak town 191 169 20 2 0 0
Rocky Mount city 31,698 21,559 9,798 99 181 61
Rolesville town 551 510 39 0 1 1
Sanford city 14,474 9,153 S, 045 85 82 109
Selma town 4,578 2,642 1,908 7 3 18
Sharpsburg town 903 731 170 0 1 1
Sims town 118 101 17 0 0 0
Smithfield town 7,018 4,213 2,654 11 45 95
Spring Hope town 1,151 666 476 4 0 5
Stem town 245 236 6 0 2 1
Turkey town 155 125 28 2 0 0
Wake Forest town 5,552 4,142 1,341 9 48 12
Wendell town 2,803 2,474 315 2 9 3
Whitakers town 381 222 159 0 0 0
Wilson city 10,782 10,154 554 9 51 14
Youngsville town ' 398 277 115 0 0 6
Zebulon town ' 3,173 1,847 1,307 1 0 18
ace Code 295,138 226,452 64,095 1,434 987 2,169



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a.m.
Pa

Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Total District 2 544,275 382,257 152,274 2,241 4,160 3,345
District 3
Alliance town 478 418 54 2 4 0
Arapahoe town 393 373 19 1 0 0
Atlantic Beach town 1,938 1,878 25 10 21 4
Ayden town 150 150 0 0 0 0
Bath town 132 120 12 0 0 0
Bayboro town 711 378 331 0 1 1l
Beaufort town 3,808 2,852 908 18 14 16
Belhaven town 2,183 768 1,410 3 2 0
Bridgeton town 453 433 16 3 1 0
Cape Carteret town 889 882 0 2 5 0
Cedar Point town 628 625 0 1 2 0
Columbia town 724 240 481 2 1 0
Creswell town 361 193 168 0 0 0
Edenton town 5,164 2,214 2,924 6 16 4
Elizabeth City city 14,237 6,685 7,430 23 69 - 30 -
Emerald Isle town 2,416 2,395 7 7 -5 . 2
Farmville town 4,388 2,341 2,024 "6 14 -
Fremont town 0 0 0 0 0 i
Goldsboro city 14,836 10,904 3,353 75 336 1
Greenville city 25,633 22,977 2,139 55 410 52
Havelock city 12,359 9,483 2,094 99 399 284
Hertford town 2,096 1,059 1,032 0 5 0
Holly Ridge town 714 609 80 7 18 0
Indian Beach town 141 136 0 0 5 0
Jacksonville city 29,196 19,650 7.878 139 880 649
Kill Devil Hills town 4,081 3,996 21 11 31 22
Kinston city 8,899 7,555 1,255 16 62 11
Kitty Hawk town 1,937 1,915 2 3 11 6
Manteo town 968 853 112 0 2 1
Mesic town 305 93 211 0 0 1
Minnesott Beach town 242 240 2 0 0 0
Morehead City town 6,046 4,877 1,066 35 52 16
Mount Olive town 4,545 2,120 2,404 5 10 6
Nags Head town 1,804 1,739 48 0 14 3
New Bern city 3,442 2,552 843 10 28 9
Newport town 2,417 2,008 319 18 41 31
Oriental town 748 649 98 0 1 0
Pantego town 145 127 17 1 0 0
Pikeville town 534 521 11 0 1 1
Pine Knoll Shores town 1,302 1,293 0 1 7 1
Pink Hill town . 537 398 135 1 1 2
Richlands town 851 623 223 1 1 3
River Bend town 2,371 2,252 96 2 13 8
Seven Springs town 129 120 9 0 0



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

lan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a.m.
: Page: S5
e: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census ' Total Total - Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other

Simpson village 285 103 179 0 0 3
Southern Shores town 1,345 1,340 0 2 1 2
Stonewall town 211 172 38 1 0 0
Surf City town 216 213 2 1 0 0
Swansboro town 1,165 1,103 38 7 15 2
Trent Woods town 2,067 2,061 0 1 S 0
Vanceboro town 946 736 204 4 0 2
Vandemere town , 260 138 122 0 0 0
Walnut Creek village i 623 616 3 0 4 0
Washington city : 2 2 0 0 0 0
Washington Park town 362 358 4 0 0 0
Winfall town 408 271 131 3 3 0
Winterville town 2,816 1,622 1,175 8 10 1
No Place Code 361,812 287,609 65,452 1,455 2,942 4,354
Total District 3 537,849 418,038 106,605 2,045 5,463 5,698

District 4
Apex town 4,873 3,927 865 15 33 33
Carrboro town 11,553 9,066 1,930 39 427 91
town 43,013 38,586 2,371 120 1,676 262
el Hill town 38,719 31,875 4,853 123 1,684 184
ham city 136,056 70,186 62,375 334 2,646 515
Fuquay-Varina town 4,460 3,352 1,047 17 10 34
Garner town 11,956 9,979 1,857 26 67 27
Goldston town 290 271 17 1 1 0
Hillsborough town 4,161 2,529 1,600 7 18 7
Holly Springs town 786 197 589 0 0 0
Mebane city 460 390 €5 1 0 4
Morrisville town 946 834 106 0 4 2
Pittsboro town 1,436 1,001 412 7 6 10
Raleigh city 98,211 84,903 10,127 225 2,515 442
No Place Code 189,608 159,848 26,882 529 1,592 757
Total District 4 546,528 416,944 115,096 1,444 10,679 2,368

District S
Alamance village 125 125 0 0 . 0 0
Burlington city 39,043 29,782 8,846 76 293 46
Clemmons village 5,836 5,616 143 4 70 3
Cooleemee town 899 869 12 15 0 3
Danbury town 58 54 4 0 0 0
Dobson town 1,016 946 43 1 1 25
Eden city 15,202 12,282 2,827 26 47 20
Elon College town . 4,076 3,661 382 4 22 7
Gibsonville town ' 1,450 1,293 148 2 6 1

am city 10,109 8,356 1,660 29 40 24



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 am,
Pa

Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Greensboro city 0 0 0 0 0 0
Haw River town ' 1,642 1,565 69 2 5 1
High Point city 4 4 0 0 0 0
Kernersville town 10,690 9,927 604 20 63 76
King city ‘ 4,025 3,967 22 8 24 4
Madison town 2,004 1,455 538 0 8 3
Mayodan town 2,319 2,086 217 3 12 1
Mebane city 4,101 3,253 812 3 24 9
Milton town 172 97 73 0 2 0
Mocksville town 3,383 2,674 687 12 9 1
Mount Airy city 7,155 6,468 638 9 11 29
Pilot Mountain town 1,164 1,029 130 1 0 4
Reidsville city 11,960 7,232 4,643 15 40 30
Rural Hall town 1,639 1,416 214 5 4 0
Stokesdale town 2,080 1,878 169 4 1 28
Stoneville town 1,081 838 228 1 0 14
Walkertown town 1,082 996 69 0 4
Walnut Cove town 1,050 783 259 2 3
Winston-Salem city 84,834 69,583 13,888 187 949
Yanceyville town 1,611 788 811 1l 4
No Place Code 323,312 284,192 36,654 708 772
Total District 5 543,122 463,215 74,790 1,138 2,414
District 6
Aberdeen town 2,700 2,255 400 17 25 3
Archdale city 6,610 6,439 82 19 63 7
Asheboro city 16,292 13,868 2,141 47 112 124
Cameron town 213 125 86 1 1 0
Carthage town 968 770 191 6 0 1
Denton town 1,292 1,292 0 0 0 0
Foxfire village 331 329 0 0 2 0
Franklinville town 617 580 12 2 0 23
Gibsonville town 1,956 1,467 478 8 3 0
Greensboro city 183,457 117,185 62,292 852 2,633 493
High Point city 69,129 47,095 20,874 373 647 140
Jamestown town 2,343 2,079 203 1 s7 4
Lexington city 0 0 0 0 0 0
Liberty town 1,908 1,367 524 S 4 8
Pinebluff town 876 823 31 11 9 2
Pinehurst town 5,077 4,969 89 1l 14 4
Ramseur town 1,176 1,111 46 2 9 8
Randleman city 2,569 2,467 ' 76 20 S 1
Robbins city 953 844 45 0 0 64
Seagrove town 213 211 0 2 0 0
Siler City town ' 4,792 3,391 1,279 13 8 101
Southern Pines town 8,911 5,879 2,967 40 18 7
Staley town 193 189 3 0 0




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Zalan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a.m.
5 Page: 7
n t : CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS :

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
. Taylortown town 490 24 464 1 1 0
Thomasville city 15,159 11,150 3,877 71 26 35
Vass town 633 549 71 13 0 0
Whispering Pines village 1,228 1,223 0 1 4 0
No Place Code 217,147 199,062 16,141 950 581 413
Total District 6 547,233 426,743 112,372 2,456 4,222 1,439

District 7
Atkinson town 245 214 31 0 0 0
Autryville town 154 154 0 0 0 0
Bald Head Island village 78 78 0 0 0 0
Belville town 51 37 14 0 0 0
Beulaville town 896 718 176 0 0 2
Bladenboro town 1,769 1,473 292 0 1 3
Boiling Spring Lakes city 1,650 1,600 31 12 5 2
Bolivia town 119 119 0 0 0 0
Bolton town 427 168 245 14 0 0
Brunswick town 284 96 188 0 0 0
urgaw town 1,780 1,114 €40 ) 6 15
abash town 1,040 1,032 8 0 0 0
so town 451 350 91 7 0 3
arolina Beach town 3,493 3,431 33 19 4 6
Caswell Beach town 126 125 0 0 0 1
Cerro Gordo town 157 123 33 1 0 0
Chadbourn town 1,943 1,082 822 kY| ) 0
Clarkton town 737 544 184 6 0 3
Clinton city 891 694 171 21 3 2
Dublin town 228 217 9 2 0 0
East Arcadia town 458 10 447 1 0 0
Elizabethtown town : 3,381 1,593 1,758 12 11 7
Fair Bluff town 1,004 425 575 3 0 1l
Fairmont town 2,367 849 1,346 169 1 2
Faison town 555 393 105 0 5 52
Falcon town 163 163 0 0 0 0
Place 0910 44,276 31,722 10,352 753 785 664
Garland town 731 430 289 4 0 8
Godwin town 64 48 16 0 0 0
Greenevers town 390 15 371 0 0 4
Harrells town 182 109 64 3 0 6
Holden Beach town 626 626 0 0 0 0
Hope Mills town 8,184 7,282 610 140 73 79
Kenansville town 835 530 303 0 2 0
Kure Beach town 619 617 0 1 1 0
Lake Waccamaw town 954 762 164 27 0 1l
Leland town ' 1,752 1,594 154 3 1 0
Linden town 133 130 1 1 0 1
Beach town 3,795 3,769 2 ' 20 1 3



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a_m.
Pa

Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/Pl QOther
Lumberton city 18,477 10,527 5,634 2,168 115 33
McDonald town ' 52 34 1 13 0 4
Magnolia town 744 370 368 6 ‘ 0 0
Marietta town 169 58 104 6 1 0
Navassa town 445 34 409 2 0 0
Ocean Isle Beach town 523 521 1 0 1 0
Orrum town 97 54 43 0 0 0
Pembroke town 2,241 265 74 1,894 3 5
Proctorville town 128 77 35 8 0 8
Raynham town 71 33 11 27 0 0
Red Springs town 58 54 0 4 0 0
Roseboro town 1,383 675 696 9 1 2
Rose Hill town 1,273 903 367 3 0 0
Rowland town 915 346 539 30 0 0
St. Helena village 285 239 46 0 0 0
Salemburg town 358 349 4 1 1 3
Sandy Creek town 174 174 0 0 0 0
Shallotte town 963 914 40 5 3 1
Southport city 2,325 1,708 612 1 1 3
Stedman town 555 472 78 1 1 3
Sunset Beach town 311 311 0 0 0 0
Surf City town 627 611 1 6 S
Tabor City town 2,308 1,584 713 11 0
Tar Heel town 97 97 0 0 0
Teachey town 242 103 139 0 0 0
Topsail Beach town 346 344 1 1 0 0
Varnamtown town 398 397 0 1 0 0
Wade town ' 223 186 33 2 2 0
Wallace town 2,847 2,097 731 10 4 S
Warsaw town 2,838 1,276 1,509 14 12 27
Watha town 52 52 0 0 0 0
White Lake town 377 364 S 4 4 0
Whiteville city 4,962 3,215 1,679 38 19 11
Wilmington city 55,263 35,929 18,686 167 315 166
Wrightsville Beach town 2,937 2,921 ) 2 8 1
Yaupon Beach town 723 713 4 1l 3 2
No Place Code 351,982 234,564 79,468 34,541 1,371 2,038
Total District 7 544,757 367,007 131,561 40,234 2,774 3,181
District 8
Albemarle city 14,592 11,900 2,489 24 170 9
Ansonville town 609 120 487 0 2 0
Biscoe town 1,453 781 549 0 0 123
Candor town 712 612 43 11 5 41
Concord city ' 27,137 21,292 5,617 63 149 16
Dobbins Heights town 1,102 143 949 8 1 1l

East Laurinburg town 273 255 7 11 ] .
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DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

lan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a.m.

Page: 9

n type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS
Census ' Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Ellerbe town 1,076 518 537 1 0 20
" Place 0910 30,707 11,547 18,270 188 359 343
Gibson town 524 258 215 51 0 0
Hamlet city 6,062 4,024 1,978 49 7 4
Harrisburg town 1,456 1,396 39 8 11 2
Hoffman town 328 129 193 S 0 1
Indian Trail town 1,885 1,809 52 17 4 3
Kannapolis city 20,652 16,541 4,003 28 44 36
Laurinburg city i 11,636 5,823 5,236 504 48 25
Lilesville town ' 414 227 182 S 0 0
Locust city 1,915 1,866 1 4 2 42
Lumber Bridge town 98 85 2 11 0 0
McFarlan town 84 65 19 0 0 0
Marshville town 1,967 1,180 767 7 7 6
Maxton town 2,273 828 1,282 153 7 3
Monroe city 15,875 9,221 6,416 53 88 97
Morven town 545 147 396 0 0 2
Mount Gilead town 1,234 754 476 4 0 0
Mount Pleasant town 1,016 910 102 4 0 0
New London town 414 385 21 4 0 4
Norman town 65 43 22 0 0 0
ood town 1,545 1,088 437 3 2 15
ro town 581 424 154 2 1 0
rkton town 364 289 62 13 0 0
Peachland town 384 256 127 0 1l 0
Polkton town 662 363 297 2 0 0
Raeford city 3,383 1,927 1,321 104 24 7
Red Springs town 3,736 1,495 1,965 263 12 1
Rennert town 136 12 52 72 0 0
Richfield town 535 456 57 3 19 0
Rockingham city 9,291 6,789 2,334 61 103 4
St. Pauls town 1,992 1,435 440 112 1 4
Spring Lake town 7.480 3,019 3,769 68 324 300
Stallings town 2,092 1,817 236 35 1 3
Stanfield town 447 440 0 0 0 7
Star town 761 73S 18 4 4 0
Troy town 3,339 2,117 1,168 42 3 9
Wadesboro town 3,405 1,926 1,458 12 8 1
Wagram town 461 265 180 16 0 0
Waxhaw town 1,092 827 264 1l 0 0
Weddington town 3,495 3,380 75 Y| 22 4
Wingate town 2,686 2,155 490 3 22 16
No Place Code 351,631 244,101 86,262 12,023 4,069 5,176
Total District 8 545,602 368,175 151,516 14,066 5,520 6,325
District 9

8,394 7,327 829 24 205 9



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 zgum.
Pa
Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS i
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Belwood town 537 499 35 1 1 1
Bessemer City city ‘ 4,680 4,086 570 9 4 11
Boiling Springs town 2,422 2,063 340 6 (3 7
Casar town 328 327 0 1 0 0
Charlotte city 162,705 148,283 10,216 405 3,278 523
Cherryville city 4,381 3,936 389 9 40 7
Cornelius town 308 298 4 1 5 0
Cramerton town 2,371 2,283 67 8 12 1
Dallas town 2,919 2,274 625 13 4 3
Earl town 179 157 22 0 0 0
Fallston town 473 462 11 0 0 0
Gastonia city S4,717 40,486 13,617 103 384 127
Grover town 424 406 15 1 2 0
High Shoals city 263 260 2 1 0 0
Kings Mountain city 8,396 6,720 1,517 16 137 6
Kingstown town 454 7 447 0 0 0
Lattimore town 156 142 12 0 0 2
Lawndale town 542 413 119 0 10 0
Lincolnton city 6,847 5,443 1,308 9 38 49
Lowell city . 2,696 2,473 207 11 0 5
McAdenville town 830 814 7 3 4
Matthews town 10,922 10,359 421 37 96
Mint Hill town 10,561 10,238 216 45 58
Mooresboro city 290 227 63 0 0
Mount Holly city 7,427 6,727 641 19 37 3
Patterson Springs town 680 672 2 S 0 1
Pineville town 2,740 2,588 109 12 15 16
Polkville city 1,511 1,416 93 0 1 1
Ranlo town 1,602 1,495 90 12 2 3
Shelby city 14,662 8,359 6,234 20 34 15
Spencer Mountain town 135 135 0 0 0 0
Stanley town 2,803 2,718 73 2 8 2
Waco town 299 232 67 0 0 0
No Place Code 225,674 204,662 19,096 609 922 386
Total District 9 544,328 478,987 57,464 1,382 5,303 1,193
District 10
Arlington town 488 468 18 0 0 2
Bakersville town 332 331 0 0 1 0
Banner Elk town 927 852 66 0 6 3
Beech Mountain town 232 232 0 0 0 0
Blowing Rock town . 1,195 1,182 9 1 3 0
Boone town 12,896 12,166 586 24 100 20
Boonville town 895 838 51 1 5 0
Brookford town ' 451 446 4 1 0 ]
Cajah’'s Mountain town 2,278 2,200 71 2 1 4
Catawba town 467 378 89 0 0




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

ZBlan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a.m.
; Page: 11
n t : CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS : :

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
.Claremont city 949 930 11 2 6 0
Connelly Springs town 1,303 1,256 19 5 23 0
Conover city 5,122 4,607 439 8 59 9
Crossnore town 227 220 7 0 0 0
Drexel town 1,746 1,676 47 8 13 2
East Bend town 405 390 14 0 1 0
Elkin town 3,782 3,411 355 1 9 6
Elk Park town , 441 440 0 0 1 0
Gamewell town ! 3,357 3,194 144 3 5 11
Glen Alpine town ‘ 536 517 1 0 18 ]
Grandfather village 34 34 0 0 0 0
Granite Falls town 3,236 3,129 88 4 3 12
Harmony town 332 326 4 1 0 1
Hickory city 28,035 22,766 4,827 77 286 79
Hildebran town 774 773 0 1 0 0
Hudson town 2,819 2,810 2 6 0 1
Jefferson town 1,292 1,262 15 5 8 2
Jonesville town 1,547 1,314 222 1 0 10
Lansing town 126 126 0 0 0 0
Lenoir city 13,701 11,463 2,151 25 40 22
Long View town 3,038 2,756 225 16 31 10
Valley town 7 7 0 0 0 0
en town 2,565 2,159 375 5 2 24
oresville town 0 0 0 0 0 0
Morganton city 14,742 12,238 2,260 21 206 17
Newland town 645 635 0 1 0 9
Newton city 9,304 7.770 1,437 13 42 42
North Wilkesboro town 3,383 2,799 573 3 4 4
Rhodhiss town : 528 527 1 0 0 0
Ronda town 337 337 0 0 0 0
Rutherford College town 932 928 0 3 1 0
Sawmills town - 3,920 3,887 1 13 9 10
Seven Devils town 97 93 4 0 0 0
Sparta town 1,951 1,891 43 4 1 12
Spruce Pine town 1,951 1,942 3 0 1 5
Statesville city 17,477 10,976 6,271 36 118 76
Sugar Mountain village 76 76 0 0 0 0
Taylorsville town 1,495 1,280 211 3 0 1
Troutman town 1,419 1,017 395 4 3 0
Valdese town 3,861 3,767 30 6 28 30
West Jefferson town ' 875 862 7 4 2 0
Wilkesboro town 2,538 2,216 283 0 23 16
Yadkinville town 2,505 2,275 191 4 5 30
No Place Code 375,722 357,275 15,597 541 1,249 1,060

Total District 10 539,293 497,450 37,147 853 2,313 1,530

.rict 11



DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

Plan: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A  Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a,
Page

Plan type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS

Census Total Total Total Total Total Total

Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
Alexander Mills town 662 573 83 1 0 5
Andrews town ' 2,544 2,444 S8 23 1 18
Asheville city 61,388 48,509 12,207 le4 373 ¢ 135
Biltmore Forest town 1,312 1,309 0 0 3 0
Black Mountain town 5,361 4,852 440 7 56 6
Bostic town . 290 273 17 0 0 0
Brevard city 5,388 4,552 749 10 61 16
Bryson City town 1,145 1,064 4 64 12 1
Burnsville town 1,453 1,417 33 3 0 0
Canton town 3,763 3,691 69 2 1 0
Clyde town 1,033 983 43 4 2 1
Columbus town 812 785 21 0 1 )
Dillsboro town 84 82 0 2 0 0
Ellenboro town 511 458 52 0 0 1
Fletcher town 2,786 2,709 46 ) 20 6
Forest City town 7,458 5,426 1,980 11 29 12
Franklin town 2,791 2,659 94 12 19 7
Hayesville town 251 251 0 0 0 0
Hazelwood town 1,632 1,588 22 13 6 3
Hendersonville city 7,284 5,760 1,430 19 49 26
Highlands town 944 942 0 0 2 0
Hot Springs town 476 472 0 0 1
Lake Lure town 675 655 17 3 0
Laurel Park town 1,252 1,244 1 3 3 1
Maggie Valley town 160 159 0 1 0 0
Marion city 4,765 4,167 554 13 25 6
Marshall town 774 769 2 2 1 0
Mars Hill town 1,611 1,515 82 3 6 5
Montreat town 592 549 29 2 11 1
Murphy town 1,573 1,453 81 21 14 4
0ld Fort town 457 377 79 0 1 0
Robbinsville town 651 627 0 22 2 0
Rosman town 229 228 0 1 0 0
Ruth town 312 295 12 4 1 0
Rutherfordton town 3,552 3,077 461 2 7 5
Saluda city 450 442 8 0 0 0
Santeetlah town 4 4 0 0 0 0
Spindale town 3,605 2,712 870 6 13 4
Sylva town 1,635 1,550 62 18 3 2
Tryon town 1,680 1,269 406 2 0 3
Waynesville town 6,737 6,394 278 37 18 10
Weaverville town 2,001 1,951 40 9 0 1
Webster town 410 396 2 2 7 3
Woodfin town 2,736 2,718 10 3 3 2
No Place Code 393,394 376,035 8,755 6,880 1,068 656
Total District 11 538,623 499,385 29,097 7,374 1,819 948




DB: NORTH CAROLINA Place Population by District Date: 5/19/98

: 98 CONGRESSIONAL PLAN A Total Populations, All Ages Time: 11:45 a.m.
‘ ‘ Page: 13
type: CONGRESSIONAL WITH 97 HOME SEATS .
Census Total Total Total Total Total Total
Unit Pop. White Black Am. Ind. Asian/PI Other
District 12

Charlotte city 232,929 111,196 115,597 1,019 3,929 1,188
China Grove town 2,575 2,305 248 4 14 4
Cleveland town 520 ’ 347 173 0 0 0
Cornelius town 2,252 1,701 521 8 21 1
Davidson town 3,638 3,117 451 14 49 7
East Spencer town 1,994 317 1,675 0 0 2
Faith town ) 505 504 0 0 1 0
Granite Quarry town ! 1,505 1,369 - 117 2 17 0
Huntersville town ' 3,006 2,545 439 - 11 10 1
Kannapolis city 8,447 7,025 1,327 9 26 60
Landis town 2,330 2,266 54 3 6 1
Lexington city 16,581 11,305 4,916 71 244 45
Mooresville town 8,223 6,101 2,054 20 28 20
Rockwell town 1,476 1,457 14 0 S 0
Salisbury city 21,445 13,510 7,708 40 148 39
Spencer town 3,123 2,410 686 13 8 6
Statesville city 0 0 0o 0 0 0
Troutman town 74 74 0 0 0 0
Walkertown town 113 113 0 0 0 0
Wipnston-Salem city 58,588 15,695 42,429 138 148 178
ace Code 177,847 158,683 17,182 520 1,065 397
District 12 547,171 342,040 195,591 1,872 5,719 1,949



Units with Differing Assigments between Plans

Within State (37)
‘ Census 97 98

Unit HOUSE/SENATE CONGRESSIONA
PLAN L PLAN

" Alamance County
No Am. Ind. Res. code
Alamance County

No Place Code

Albright * j
Burlington #9 * '
Coble *

South Graham *

Melville #3 +

North Newlin *

South Newlin *

Patterson *

North Thompson *

South Thompson *

AN
uouvuuuutunnunv

eghany County
Ind. Res. code
MCD/CCD ___
No Place Code
Alleghany County 5 10
Ashe County
No Am. Ind. Res. code
MCD/CCD ___
No Place Code
Ashe County 5 10
Davidson County
No Am. Ind. Res. code
Davidson County

No Place Code
botts Creek * 12 6
on * 6 12



Units with Differing Assigments between Plans
Within State (37)

. Census 97 98
Unit HOUSE/SENATE - CONGRESSIONA
PLAN L PLAN

Southmont * 6 12
Lexington No. 1 * 6 12 .
Lexington No. 2 * 6 12 '
Ward No. 6 * 6 12
Welcome * 6 12
Thomasville No. 1 * 12 6
Thomasville No. 2 * 12 6
Thomasville No. 3 * 12 6
Thomasville No. 8 * 12 6
Forsyth County
No Am. Ind. Res. code
Forsyth County
No Place Code
Broadbay #1 * 5 12
Middlefork #2 * 5 12
Middlefork #3 + 5 12
Covenant Presbyterian Church S 12
Philo Middle School * 5 12
Guilford County
No Am. Ind. Res. code
Guilford County
No Place Code
GB-01 * 12 6
GB-02 * 12 6
GB-03 ~ 12 6
GB-04 * 12 6
GB-05 * 12 6
GB-06 * 12 6
GB-07 * 12 6
GB-08 * 12 6
GB-09 * 12 6
GB-15 * 12 6
GB-18 * 12 6
GB-19 ~ 12 6
GB-24A * 12 6
GB-25 * ) 12 6
GB-26A * 12 6
GB-29 * 12 6
GB-30 ~* 12 6




Units with Differing Assigments between Plans

' Within State (37)
. Census 97 | 98

Unit HOUSE‘/ SENATE CONGRESSIONA
PLAN L PLAN
,GB-33 * 12 6
GB-36 * 12 6
GB-42 +* 12 6
GB-44 * 12 6
GB-45 * 12 6
HP-01 * 12 6
HP-02 * 12 6
HpP-03 +* 12 6
HP-05 + 12 6
HP-06 * 12 6
HP-07 + 12 6
HP-10 + 12 6
HP-11 * 12 6
HP-12 * 12 6
HP-13 * 12 6
HP-15 * 12 6
HP-19 * 12 6
HP-22 * 12 6
Bruce * 6 S
North Center Grove * 6 5
outh Center Grove * 6 5
estown-1 * 12 6
estown-2 * 12 6
orth Madison * 6 5
South Madison * 6 5
North Monroe * 6 5
South Monroe * 6 5
Oak Ridge * 6 5
Stokesdale * 6 5
North Sumner * 12 6
North Washington * 6 )
South Washington * 6 5
GB-24B * 12 6
GB-26B * 12 6
Iredell County
No Am. Ind. Res. code
Iredell County
No Place Code
Statesville #3 * 12 10
Statesville #6 * 12 10
Lincoln County ' 10 9

.klenburg County



Units with Differing Assigments between Plans
Within State (37)

Census 97 98
Unit HOUSE/SENATE CONGRESSIONA
PLAN L PLAN

No Am. Ind. Res. code
Mecklenburg County

No Place Code

Charlotte Pct. S * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 6 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 7 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 10 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 21 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 33 +* 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 34 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 35 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 37 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 38 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 45 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 51 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 63 * 9 12
Charlotte Pct. 84 * 9 12
Rowan County

No Am. Ind. Res. code

Rowan County

No Place Code

Bradshaw * 6 12
Enochville * 6 12
Blackwelder Park * 6 12
Bostian School * 6 12
N. China Grove * 6 12
S. China Grove * 6 12
East Kannapolis * 6 12
West Kannapolis * 6 12
East Landis +* 6 12
West Landis * 6 12
Barnhardt Mill +* 6 12
Rockwell * 6 12
Bostian Crossroads * 6 12
Faith 6 12
Faith Noncontiguous 6 12
Locke * 6 12
Sumner * 6 12
Morgan I * 6 12
Morgan II * 6 12
Mt. Ulla * 6 12
Gold Knob * 6 12




Units with Differing Assigments between Plans

Within State (37)
‘ Census - 97 | 98

Unit HOUSE/SENATE CONGRESSIONA
PLAN L_PLAN
Granite Quarry * 6 12
Hatters Shop * 6 12
Milford Hills * 6 12
Trading Ford 6 12
West Ward II * 6 12
Trading Ford Noncontiguous A 6 12
Steele * 6 12
,f'

Surry County '
No Am. Ind. Res. code
Surry County
No Place Code
Bryan * s 10
Elkin 1 5 10
Elkin 2 * 5 10
Elkin 3 s 10

rsh * 5 10



LEGISLATIVE

?“ | MAY 19199

b‘. Q&&;LEML ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA DRAFTING

' SESSION 1997 i
R : "
. ?Q . HOUSE DRH4174-RN(4.19)
Short Title: Congressional Redistricting. (Public)
Sponsors: House Committee on Congressional Redistricting.

Referred to:

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT TO DIVIDE NORTH CAROLINA INTO TWELVE CONGRESSIONAL
DISTRICTS.
The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:
Section 1. (a) G.S. 163-201(a) reads as rewritten:

"(a) For the purpose of nominating and electing members of the House of
Representatives of the Congress of the United States in 1998 and every two years
thereafter, the State of North Carolina shall be divided into 12 districts as follows:

District 1: Beaufort County: Chocowinity township, Richland township,
Washington township: the remainder not in District 3; Bertie County, Craven County:
Epworth *, Cove City *, Dover *, Fort Barnwell *, First Ward *, Second Ward *,
Third Ward *, Fourth Ward *, Fifth Ward *, Clarks *, Country Club *, Rhems *: the
remainder not in District 3; Jasper *; Edgecombe County, Gates County, Granville
County: Antioch *, Corinth *, Oak Hill *, Credle *, East Oxford *, South Oxford *,
West Oxford Elementary *, Salem *, Sassafras Fork *, Walnut Grove *; Greene
County, Halifax County, Hertford County, Jones County: Beaver Creek *,
Chinquapin *, Cypress Creek *, Pollocksville *, Trenton *, White Oak *; Lenoir
County: Contentnea *, Institute *, Kinston #1 *, Kinston #2 *, Kinston #6 *,
Kinston #7 *, Kinston #8 *, Kinston #9 *, Moseley Hall *, Sandhill *, Vance *;
Martin County, Northampton County, Person County: Allensville, Cunningham-Chub
Lake, Holloway, Roxboro City # 4, Woodsdale, Roxboro City # 1, Roxboro City #
1A, Roxboro City # 2, Roxboro City # 3; Pitt County: Ayden East *, Belvoir *,
Bethel *, Carolina *, Falkland *, Fountain *, Grifton *, Grimesland *, Pactolus ¥,
Greenville #1 *, Greenville #2, Greenville #3 *, Greenville #4 *, Greenville #5
25 *, Greenville #6 *, Greenville #13 *, Greenville #2 Noncontiguous; Vance County,
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Warren County, Washington County: Lees Mill *, Plymouth #1 *, Plymouth #2 *,
Plymouth #3 *; Wayne County: Goldsboro #1 *, Goldsboro #2 *, Goldsboro #3 *,
Goldsboro #5 *, Eureka *, Fremont *, Saulston *, Pinewood *; Wilson County:
Black Creek *, Gardners *, Saratoga *, Stantonsburg *, Toisnot *, Wilson A *,
Wilson B *, Wilson C *, Wilson E *, Wilson F *, Wilson G *, Wilson H *, Wilson I *,
Wilson M *, Wilson N *, Wilson Q *. ’

District 2: Franklin County, Granville County: Brassfield *, Butner *, Creedmoor
*, Tally Ho *; Harnett County, Johnston County, Lee County, Nash County, Sampson
County: Kitty Fork *, Keener *, Herring *, Newton Grove *, Northeast Clinton *,
Central Clinton *, East Clinton *, West Clinton *, Giddensville *, Turkey *,
Westbrook *; Wake County: Raleigh 01-01 *, Raleigh 01-02 *, Raleigh 01-03 *,
Raleigh 01-05 *, Raleigh 01-06 *, Raleigh 01-07 *, Raleigh 01-09 *, Raleigh 01-10 *,
Raleigh 01-12 *, Raleigh 01-13 *, Raleigh 01-14 *, Raleigh 01-18 *, Raleigh 01-19 *,
Raleigh 01-20 *, Raleigh 01-21 *, Raleigh 01-22 *, Raleigh 01-23 *, Raleigh 01-26 *,
Raleigh 01-27 *, Raleigh 01-28 *, Raleigh 01-31 *, Raleigh 01-34 *, Raleigh 01-35 *,
Raleigh 01-38 *, Raleigh 01-40 *, Raleigh 01-46 *, Bartons Creek #2 *, Little River
#1 *, Little River #2 *, Marks Creek #1 *, Marks Creek #2 *, Raleigh 01-27 Part,
Neuse #1 *, Neuse #2 *, New Light #1 * New Light #2 *, St. Marys #1 *, St.
Marys #2 *, St. Matthews #1 *, St. Matthews #2 *, St. Matthews #3 *, St.
Matthews #4 *, Wake Forest #1 *, Wake Forest #2 *; Wilson County: Cross Roads
*, Old Fields *, Spring Hill *, Taylors *, Wilson D *, Wilson J *, Wilson K *, Wilson
L *, Wilson P *.

District 3: Beaufort County: Bath township, Long Acre township, Pantego
township, Washington township: Tract 9905: Block Group S: Block 522A, Block
528A; Camden County, Carteret County: Carteret County; Chowan County, Craven
County: Ernul *, Vanceboro *, Bridgeton *, Truitt *, Harlowe *, Croatan *, Havelock
*, Grantham *, Sixth Ward *, Rhems *: Tract 9604: Block Group 7: Block 701, Block
702, Block 704; River Bend *, Trent Woods *, Woodrow *; Currituck County; Dare
County; Hyde County; Jones County: Tuckahoe *; Lenoir County: Falling Creek *,
Kinston #3 *, Kinston #4 *, Kinston #5 *, Neuse *, Pink Hill #1 *, Pink Hill #2
*, Southwest *, Trent #1 *, Trent #2 *, Woodlington *; Onslow County, Pamlico
County; Pasquotank County, Perquimans County, Pitt County: Arthur *, Ayden West
*, Chicod *, Farmville West *, Farmville East *, Simpson *, Swift Creek *,
Winterville West *, Winterville East *, Greenville #7 *, Greenville #8 *, Greenville
#9 *, Greenville #10 *, Greenville #11 *, Greenville #12 *; Tyrrell County,
Washington County: Scuppernong *, Skinnersville *; Wayne County: Brogden *, Mt.
Olive *, Buck Swamp *, Fork *, Grantham *, Great Swamp *, Goldsboro #4 ¥*,
Indian Springs *, White Hall *, New Hope *, Pikeville *, Stoney Creek *.

District 4: Chatham County: Albright *, Bynum *, East Mann’s Chapel *, West
Mann’s Chapel *, Bennett *, Bonlee *, Harpers Crossroads *, Cape Fear *, East
Pittsboro *, West Pittsboro *, Goldston *, Hadley *, Haw River *, Hickory Mountain
*, New Hope *, Oakland *, East Williams *, West Williams *; Durham County,
Orange County, Person County: Bushy Fork, Flat River, Mt. Tirzah, Olive Hill,
Hurdle Mills; Wake County: Raleigh 01-04 *, Raleigh 01-11 *, Raleigh 01-15 *,

Page 2 * House DRH4174
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Raleigh 01-16 *, Raleigh 01-17 *, Raleigh 01-29 *, Raleigh 01-30 *, Raleigh 01-32 *,
Raleigh 01-33 *, Raleigh 01-36 *, Raleigh 01-37 *, Raleigh 01-39 *, Raleigh 01-41 *,
Raleigh 01-42 * Raleigh 01-43 *, Raleigh 01-44 *, Raleigh 01-45 *, Bartons Creek #1
* Buckhorn *, Cary #1 *, Cary #2 *, Cary #3 *, Cary #4 *, Cary #5 *, Cary #6
*, Cary #7 *, Cary #8 *, Cary #9 *, Cary #10 *, Cedar Fork *, Holly Springs *,
House Creek #1 *, House Creek #2 *, House Creek #3 *, House Creek #4 *,
House Creek #5 *, House Creek #6 *, Leesville #1 *, Leesville #2 * Leesville #3
* Meredith *, Middle Creek #1 *, Middle Creek #2 *, Panther Branch *, St. Marys
#3 *, St. Marys #4 *, St. Marys #5 *, St. Marys #6 *, St. Marys # 7, Swift Creek
#1 *, Swift Creek #2 *, Swift Creek #3 *, Swift Creek #4 *, White Qak #1 *,
White Oak #2 *, .

District 5: Alamance County, Caswell County, Davie County: Davie County;
Forsyth County: Abbotts Creek #1 * Abbotts Creek #2 * Abbotts Creek #3 *,
Belews Creek *, Bethania #1 *, Bethania #2 * Bethania #3 *, Clemmonsville #1
* Clemmonsville #2 *, Clemmonsville #3 *, Kernersville #1 *, Kernersville #2 *,
Kemersville #3 *, Kernersville #4 *, Lewisville #1 *, Lewisville #2 * I ewisville
#3 * OIld Richmond *, Old Town #2 * Old Town #3 * Salem Chapel #1 *,

m Chapel * h Fork * uth Fork * Vienn * Vienn
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1 * Vienn * more Bapti hurch *, Beth Moravi hurch *, Bibl
2 Weslevan h * Bish McGuinn *  Bolton Swimmin nter * ‘

3 uglas Recreation *, Brunson Elemen hool * lvary Bapti hurch
4 * Christ Moravian Church * Country Club Fire St, *, First Christian Church *,
5 mp, * k h x Ch I h_* n mmuni nter *

9 * rch * 1 rk reation Center * ) i 1
10 * W rest Elem hool * uth rk_El hool *

11 ne’ rch * hool *, Trini i hodi rch *
12 r Elemen hool * ilford unty; B * North Center ve *
13 nter Grove * Madison * h_Madison *, North nroe * h
14 * k * k. * North Washington * h _Washington *
15 kingh k k ; n *
16 * * Eldora * nklin * ng Hill * n * n
17 Ai * n 4 * * Moun * nt Ai * n
18 Ai * i * Pil * Pilot 2 *, Rockford * Is * Siloam *

19 Stewarts Creek 1 *, Stewarts Creek 2 *, North Westfield *, South Westfield *,
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k * h * n * 11 ve * Li * nton

* * Silv ley *, Healin i * kson Hill *,  Silv ill_*
m * Thomasville No, 2 * Thomasville N * _Thomasvill 4 *
masvill * masvill * masvi * Thomasvill *

1 *. 3 . * * * *

4 * -15 *, GB-16 * B- * GB-18 *, GB-19 * -20 *, GB-21 * GB-22 *
-23 * -24A * GB- B-26A *, GB-2 B-28 * GB-29 * -30 *

GB-31 *, GB-32 * GB-33 * QE'34ﬁ GB-35A * QB-3§ * GB-37A *, GB-38 *

GB-39 *, gzg 40A *, gzg 1A . GB-42 * GB-43 * GB-44 * GB-45 * HP-01 * HP-

2 * - * HP- -07 * * HP- -10 *, HP-

11 * . H]_’ 12 * HP-13 * HP-14 * HP-15 * HP-16 * HP-17 * HP-18 "‘. HP-19 *, HP-

-22 * - -2 *D iver * ntress-1 *

mner * mner * -24B *, GB-26B * - * - * GB-
B_ * B * B.4 * IB_ * B_24 * - *® - *®.
nty; 1 n .

District 7: Bladen County; Brunswick County; Columbus County; Cumberland
County: Beaver Dam *, Black River *, Linden *, Long Hill *, Cedar Creek *, Judson
*, Stedman *, Cross Creek #1 *, Cross Creek #3 *, Cross Creek #4 *, Cross Creek
#7 *, Cross Creek #8 *, Cross Creek #10 *, Cross Creek #11 *, Cross Creek #12
*, Cross Creek #14 * Cross Creek #15 *, Cross Creek #18 *, Cross Creek #20 *,
Cross Creek #22 *, Cross Creek #23 *, Cross Creek #24 *, Cross Creek #2 *,
Eastover *, Vander *, Wade *, Alderman *, Sherwood *, Pearces Mill #2 *, Pearces
Mill #3 *, Pearces Mill #4 *, Cumberland #1 *, Cumberland #2 *, Hope Mills #1
*, Hope Mills #2 *, Montclair *, Seventy First #2 *, Seventy First #3 *; Duplin
County, New Hanover County, Pender County, Robeson County: Alfordsville *, Back
Swamp *, Britts *, Burnt Swamp *, Fairmont #1 *, Fairmont #2 *, Gaddys *, East
Howellsville *, West Howellsville *, Lumberton #1 *, Lumberton #2 *, Lumberton
#3 *, Lumberton #4 * Lumberton #5 *, Lumberton #6 *, Lumberton #7 *,
Lumberton #8 *, Orrum *, North Pembroke *, South Pembroke *, Philadelphus *,
Raft Swamp *, Rowland *, Saddletree *, Smiths *, Smyrna *, Sterlings *, Thompson
*, Union *, Whitehouse *, Wishart *; Sampson County: Clement *, Harrells *,
Salemburg *, Ingold *, Autryville *, Roseboro *, Mingo *, Plainview *, Southwest
Clinton *, Rowan *, Garland *, Lakewood *.

District 8: Anson County, Cabarrus County, Cumberland County: Westarea *,
Cross Creek #5 *, Cross Creek #6 *, Cross Creek #9 *, Cross Creek #13 *, Cross
Creek #16 *, Cross Creek #17 *, Cross Creek #19 *, Cross Creek #21,
Manchester *, Spring Lake *, Beaver Lake *, Brentwood *, Cottonade *, Morganton
Road #1 *, Morganton Road #2 *, Seventy First #1 *; Hoke County, Montgomery
County; Richmond County, Robeson County: Lumber Bridge *, Maxton *, Parkton *,

House DRH4174 Page §
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Red Springs #1 *, Red Springs #2 *, Rennert *, Shannon *, North St. Pauls *,
South St. Pauls *; Scotland County, Stanly County; Union County. ‘

Bistrret-ty 8 Y Il = ’

VOO WMAEWNDR=

41 * CC

K * 1* 1EM * ILC1 - North, MA1 * MA?2 * MAS3 * MA4 * Charlott
42 2 1 * MH2 * * OAK 1% PC2* P * R2, P
43 Charl P 2, Charl 100 *
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vill * i * Turnersburg *, Union Grove *: Mitchell n
nty; * Elkin 1 * Flkin 2 * Flkin 3 * Marsh *{ W nty;
District 11: Buncombe County, Cherokee County; Clay County; Graham County;
Haywood County; Henderson County, Jackson County; McDowell County; Macon
County; Madison County; Polk County; Rutherford County; Swain County;
Transylvania County; Yancey County.

House DRH4174 ‘ Page 7
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11 )¢ ; Broad h 2 * Middlefork * Middlefork
12 * Ashl idd] hool * r High School * venant Pr ri hurch *

23 *, Charl x 4 * Char P * Charl *
24 Charlotte Pct, 17 *, Charlotte Pct, 21 *, Charlotte Pct, 22 *, Charlotte Pct, 23 *,
25 Charlotte Pct, 24 *, Charlotte Pct, 25 *, Charlotte Pct. 26 *, Charlotte Pct, 27 *,
26 Charlotte Pct 28 *. Charlotte Pct, 29 *, Charlotte Pct. 30 *, Charlotte Pct. 31 *,
27 Charlotte Pct. 33 *, Charlotte Pct, 34 *, Charlotte Pct, 35 *, Charlotte Pct, 37 *,
28 Charlotte Pct, 38 * Charlotte Pct, 39 *, Charlotte Pct, 40 *, Charlotte Pct, 41 *,
29 Char 42 * 1 Pct, 43 * X Pct. 44 * Charl 45 *
30 Charlg Pct, 46 * 1 P * Charl P 2 * Charl *
31 r 4 * Ch * *

37 lock 343, Block lock 387; Charlotte P * Charl *

38 Charl 2% 1 4 * Charl * rlotte P * R

39 * 2 * * * 1- h rl P

40 XMC2 Nonconti rl Pet, 1 harlotte Pct, 105; Rowan
. 41 County,"

42 (b) The new plan adopted by subsection (a) of this section is an Interim

43 Plan effective for the 1998 election only. G.S. 163-201(a) as it existed prior to the
44 enactment of this section is effective for the election in 2000.

Page 8 House DRH4174
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. 1 Section 2. This act is effective when it becomes law.

|
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NORTH CAROLINA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE MEETING NOTICE

You are hereby notified that the Committee on CONGRESSIONAL
REDISTRICTING will meet as follows:

DAY & DATE: Wednesday, September 23, 1998
TIME: Immediately following Session

LOCATION: Chamber Desk (Seat 28)

The following bills will be considered (Bill # & Short Title):
HB 599 - CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING - 4
HB 1398 - CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING/FMIV

Respectfully,

Representative W. Edwin McMahan
Chairman

I hereby certify this notice was filed by the committee clerk at the following offices at
2:00 p.m. on September 18, 1998.

___Principal Clerk
___Reading Clerk - House Chamber

Sharon Cram (Committee Clerk)



MINUTES
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING

September 23, 1998
S:25 p.m.

W. Edwin McMahan, Chairman

Members Present

Gene Arnold Robert Grady
Walter Church, Sr. Lyons Gray

Jim Crawford Mary McAllister
Don Davis Richard Morgan

The House Committee on Congressional Redistricting met at 5:25 p.m. on
September 23, 1998 in the House Chamber, Seat 28 with Chairman Edwin McMahan
presiding.

Chairman McMahan: The meeting will come to order. We are here today to
discuss House Bill 599, entitled Congressional Redistricting-4, and House Bill 1398,
entitled Congressional Redistricting/FMIV. s there any discussion. Do I hear a motion
to postpone indefinitely House Bill 599.

. Representative Morgan: I move that we postpone indefinitely House Bill 599.

Representative Davis: Second

Chairman McMahan: All in favor raise your right hand. All opposed. House
Bill 599 will be postponed indefinitely. Do I hear a motion to postpone indefinitely
House Bill 1398.

Representative Lyons Gray: I move that we postpone indefinitely House Bill
1398.

Representative Davis: Second.



House Congressional Redistricting Committee
Minutes 9-23-98

Chairman McMahan: All in favor raise your right hand. All opposed. House
Bill 1398 will be postponed indefinitely. The meeting is adjourned.

The meeting was adjpurned at 5:35 p.m.

LK)

W. Edwin McMahan, Chairman

o\%«Q\O\J\(N\/ Cramo

Sharon Cram, Committee Clerk



1998 COMMITTEE REPORT
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The following report(s) from standing committee(s) is/are presented:

By Representative(s) McMahan for the Committee on CONGRESSIONAL
REDISTRICTING.

[ Committee Substitute for
H.B. 599 A BILL TO BE ENTITLED AN ACT TO DIVIDE NORTH CAROLINA INTO

O oo oooa o

X

a o

TWELVE CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS, IMPLEMENTING SHAW COMPLIANCE
PLAN C.

With a favorable report.

With a favorable report and recommendation that the bill be re-referred to the Committee on
(O Appropriations [} Finance ]

With a favorable report, as amended.

With a favorable report, as amended, and recommendation that the bill be re-referred to the
Committee on (] Appropriations [} Finance [

With a favorable report as to committee substitute bill (# ), [J which changes the title,
unfavorable as to original bill (Committee Substitute Bill # ), (and recommendation

that the committee substitute bill # ) be re-referred to the Committee on D

With a favorable report as to House committee substitute bill (# ), [J which changes
the title, unfavorable as to Senate committee substitute bill.

And having received a unanimous vote in committee, is placed on the Consent Calendar.
(PUBLIC BILLS ONLY)

With an unfavorable report.

With recommendation that the House concur.

With recommendation that the House do not concur.

With recommendation that the House do not concur; request conferees.

With recommendation that the House concur; committee believes bill to be material.
With an unfavorable report, with a Minority Report attached.

Without prejudice.

With an indefinite postponement report.

With an indefinite postponement report, with a Minority Report attached.

With recommendation that it be adopted. (HOUSE RESOLUTION ONLY)
' 3/25/98
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 1997

HOUSE BILL 599

Short Title: Congressional Redistricting. - (Public)

Sponsors: Representative Wood.

Referred to: Congressional Redistricting.

March 25, 1997

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT TO DIVIDE NORTH CAROLINA INTO TWELVE CONGRESSIONAL
DISTRICTS, IMPLEMENTING SHAW COMPLIANCE PLAN C.
The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts: '
Section 1, That part of Section 1 of Chapter 6 of the Session Laws of the
1991 Extra Session which rewrote G.S. 163-201(a) is repealed.
Section 2. G.S. 163-201(a) reads as rewritten:
"(a) For the purpose of nominating and electing members of the House of
Representatives of the Congress of the United States in 3982 1998 and every two

years thereafter, the State of North Carolina shall be divided into ++ 12 districts as
follows: :




1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA SESSION 1997

District 1: Bertie County, Chowan County. Edgecombe County, Franklin Count

Gates County, Greene County, Halifax County. Hertford County. Lenoir County:
Contentnea *, Falling Creek *, Institute *, Kinston #1 *. Kinston #2 * Kinston #3
* Kinston #4 * Kinston #5 *, Kinston #6 *, Kinston #7 *, Kinston #8 * Kinston

#9 * Moseley Hall *, Vance *; Martin County, Nash County: Castalia * Griffins *,
Mannings #1 *. Mannings #2 *. No. Whitakers #1 *. No. Whitakers #2 *. Red

Oak * Rocky Mount #1 * Rocky Mount #2 * Rocky Mount #3 * Rocky Mount
#4 *, Rocky Mount #6 *, Stony Creek #1. Stony Creek Noncontiguous A, Stony
Creek Noncontiguous B. Battleboro *: Northampton County. Pasquotank County,

Perquimans County, Pitt County: Belvoir *. Bethel *, Carolina *. Falkland *,
Greenville #1 * Greenville #2. Greenville #3 * Greenville #4 *_ Greenville #5

¥ Greenville #6 *, Greenville #12 * Greenville #13 *.  Greenville #2
Noncontiguous; Vance County., Warren County. Washington Couanty, Wilson County:
Gardners *, Saratoga *, Stantonsburg *. Toisnot *, Wilson A * Wilson B *, Wilson C
* Wilson D *, Wilson E *, Wilson F * Wilson G * Wilson H * Wilson I *, Wilson
M * Wilson N * Wilson Q *.

District 2: Cumberland County; Westarea *, Cross Creek #1 *, Cross Creek #3 *.
Cross Creek #4 * Cross Creek #35 *, Cross Creek #7 *, Cross Creek #8 *. Cross
Creek #13 * Cross Creek #16 *, Cross Creek #17 * Cross Creek #19 * Cross
Creek #21. Cross Creek #2 * Manchester *. Spring Lake * Beaver Lake *.
Brentwood *, Cottonade *, Montclair *, Morganton Road #1 *. Morganton Road #?2
*, Seventy First #1 *: Durham County: Bragtown School *, Brogden Junior H.S. *,

Burton School *, C.C. Spaulding School *, Club Blvd. School *, Durham Co. Main

Page 2 House Bill 599
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA ' SESSION 1997

Library *, Durham High School * Fire Station #6 *, Forest Hills Club House *,

Holloway Street School *, Holton Junior High School * Hope Valley School *,
Lakewood School *, Moose Lodge *. Morehead School *, North Durham School

Building *, Pearson School *, Pearsontown School *. R.N. Harris *, Rogers-Herr
Junior H.S. *, Shephard Junior H.S. * Watts Street School *. Weaver Street
Community Center * White Rock Baptist Church *, Y.E. Smith School *, Campus
Precinct *, Bethesda Ruritan Club *, Nelson Community Center *; Harnett County,

Hoke County, Robeson County: Alfordsville *, Back Swamp *, Burnt Swamp *,
Fairmont #1 * Fairmont #2 * Gaddys * Lumber Bridge *. Lumberton #35 *,

Lumberton #6 *. Lumberton #7 *. Maxton *. Orrum *, Parkton *, North Pembroke
* South Pembroke *. Philadelphus *, Raft Swamp *, Red Springs #1 *. Red Springs

#2 * Rennert * Rowland * Saddletree *, Shannon *, Smiths *, Sterlings *. North
St. Pauls *, Thompson *, Union *, Whitehouse *; Scotland County, Wake County:
Raleigh 01-13 * Raleigh 01-14 * Raleigh 01-19 * Raleigh 01-20 * Raleigh 01-21 *,
Raleigh 01-22 *, Raleigh 01-23 *, Raleigh 01-26 *, Raleigh 01-27 *  Raleigh 01-28 *,
Raleigh 01-34 * Raleigh 01-35 * Raleigh 01-40 *. Buckhorn *, Cedar Fork *, Holly

Springs *, Middle Creek #1 * Middle Creek #2 * St. Marys #2 * Swift Creek #1
* Swift Creek #2 * Swift Creek #4 *, White Oak #1 *, White Qak #2 *.

District 3: Beaufort County‘: Beaufort County; Camden County, Carteret County:
Carteret County; Craven County, Currituck County: Currituck County: Dare County:

Dare County; Duplin County. Hyde County: Hyde County; Jones County, l.enoir
County: Neuse *. Pink Hill #1 * Pink Hill #2 * Sandhill *, Southwest *, Trent #1

* Trent #2 * Woodlington *: Onslow County: Cross Roads *, East Northwoods *.
West Northwoods * Half Moon * New River * Tar Landing *, Catherine Lake *,
Haw Branch *, Gum Branch *, Richlands *, Harris Creek *, Bear Creek *, Hubert *,

Swansboro *, Mills *, Mortons * Northeast *, Camp I ejeune Military Base 9, Camp
Lejeune Military Base 12, Camp ILejeune Military Base 13. VTD Z777: Pamlico
County: Pamlico County; Pitt County: Arthur *, Ayden West *, Avden East *. Chicod

*, Farmville West *, Farmville East *, Fountain *, Grifton *, Grimesland *, Simpson
* Pactolus *, Swift Creek *, Winterville West *, Winterville East *. Greenville #7 *,

Greenvﬂle #8 * QGreenville #9 * Greenville #10 *, Greenvﬂle #11 *: Tyrrell
County, Wayne County

District 4: Durham County: Neal Junior H.S. *, Edison Johnson Communit\}

Center *, Hillandale School *, Homestead Heights Baptist ¥ Cole Mill Church of
Christ *, Carrington Junior H.S. * Eno _Valley School *, Northern H.S. *, DNOE
VALLEY SCHOOL NONCONTIGUOUS *, Mangum School *. Rougemont United
Methodist *, Gorman Ruritan Club *, Oak Grove School *; Johnston County, Nash

County: Bailey *, Coopers *. Drywells *. Ferrells *. Jacksons *. Nashville *. Qak
Level. Oak Level Noncontlguous. Rocky Mount #5 *. Rocky Mount #7 *: Orange
County: Battle Park *. Coker Hills *, Colonial Heights *. Country Club *._ East

Franklin *, Eastside * Estes Hills *, Foxcroft *, Glenwood *. Greenwood *. Lincoln
- ¥, North Carrboro *, Norside *, Patterson *, Ridgefield *, Town Hall *, Weaver Dairy

House Bill 599 | | - " Page3
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA | SESSION 1997

* Westwood *. Eno *. St. Marys *. Caldwell *: Wake County: Raleigh 01-01 *.

Raleigh 01-02 *, Raleigh 01-03 *, Raleigh 01-04 *, Raleigh 01-05 *. Raleigh 01-06 *,
Raleigh 01-07 *, Raleigh 01-09 *, Raleigh 01-10 *, Raleigh 01-11 *, Raleigh 01-12 *,
Raleigh 01-15 * Raleigh 01-16 * Raleigh 01-17 * Raleigh 01-18 *, Raleigh 01-29 *,
Raleigh 01-30 * Raleigh 01-31 * Raleigh 01-32 * Raleigh 01-33 *, Raleigh 01-36 *,
Raleigh 01-37 * Raleigh 01-38 *, Raleigh 01-39 *, Raleigh 01-41 *, Raleigh 01-42 *,

Raleigh 01-43 *, Raleigh 01-44 * Raleigh 01-45 *, Raleigh 01-46 *, Bartons Creek #1
* Bartons Creek #2 * Cary #1 * Cary #2 * Carv #3 * Cary #4 * Cary #5 *,

Cary #6 * Cary #7 * Cary #8 * Cary #9 * Cary #10 * House Creek #1 *,
House Creek #2 *. House Creek #3 *, House Creek #4 *, House Creek #35 *
House Creek #6 * Leesville #1 * Ieesville #2 * Ieesville #3 *, Little River #1
* Little River #2 * Marks Creek #1 * Marks Creek #2 *, Meredith *, Raleigh 01-
27 Part, Neuse #1 * Neuse #2 * New Light #1 * New Light #2 * Panther
Branch *, St. Marys #1 * St. Marys #3 * St. Marys #4 * St. Marys #35 *, St
Marys #6 * St. Marys # 7. St. Matthews #1 * St. Matthews #2 *, St. Matthews
#3 * St. Matthews #4 * Swift Creek #3 * Wake Forest #1 * Wake Forest #2 *;
Wilson County: Black Creek *, Cross Roads *, Old Fields *, Spring Hill *, Taylors *,

Wilson J *. Wilson K *. Wilson L *, Wilson P *.

District 5: Alamance County. Alleghany County: Alleghany County; Caswell

County, Forsyth County: Belews Creek *, Bethania_#1 * Bethania #2 *, Bethania
#3 * Kernersville #2 * Iewisville #1 * ILewisville #2 * Iewisville #3 * Old
Richmond *, Old Town #2 * Old Town #3 * Salem Chapel #1 *, Salem Chapel
#2 * South Fork #3 *, Vienna #1 * Vienna #2 * Vienna #3 *, Ardmore Baptist
Church *, Bethabara Moravian Church *. Bible Wesleyan Church *. Bishop
McGuinness *, Bolton Swimming Center *, Brown/Douglas Recreation *. Calvary

Baptist Church *. Christ Moravian Church *, Country Club Fire St. *, Covenant .

Presbyterian Church *. First Christian Church *, Forest Hill Fire Station *, Forsyth
Tech W. Camp. *, Greek Orthodox Church *, Hanes Community Center *, Jefferson
Elementary School *, T.atham Elementary School *, M. I.. King Recreation Center *,
Memorial Coliseum *, Messiah Moravian Church *. Miller Park Recreation Center *
Mt. _Tabor High School *, New Hope United Methodist Church *. Old Town
Presbyterian Church *. Parkland High School *, Parkvay United Church *, Philo
Middle School * Polo Park Recreation Center *, Reynolds High School Gym *,
Sherwood Forest Elementary School *, South Fork Elem School *. St. Anne’s
Episcopal Church *. Summit School *, Trinity United Methodist Church * Whitaker
Elementary School *; Granville County, Person County, Rockingham County. Stokes
County: Stokes County; Surry County.

District 6: Chatham County, Durham County: E K. Powe School *, Holy Infant

Catholic Church *, Multi-Purpose Building/Duke *. NC School of Science & Math *,
St. Stephens/Parish Hall *. Durham Academv G *  Five QOaks Seventh Da

Adventist Church *, Jordan H.S. *. Parkwood School *: Guilford County: GB-01 *
GB-02 *, GB-03 * GB-04 *. GB-10 *. GB-11 *, GB-12 *. GB-13 *, GB-14 *, GB-15
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*. GB-16 *, GB-17 *, GB-18 *, GB-19 *, GB-20 *, GB-21 * GB-22 * GB-23 *, GB-
27A * GB-28 * GB-31 * GB-32 *, GB-33 * GB-34A *, GB-35A * GB-36 *, GB- -
37A * GB-38 * GB-39 *, GB-40A *, GB-41A * GB-43 * Bruce *. North Center
Grove *, South Center Grove * Clay *, Fentress-1 * Fentress-2 *, Friendship-1_*,
Friendship-2 *. Gibsonville *, Whitsett *, Greene * North Jefferson *, South
Jefferson *, North Madison *. South Madison_.*, North Monroe *, South Monroe *,

Oak Ridge *, Stokesdale *. North Washington *, South Washington *, GB-27B *,
GB-34B *, GB-35B *, GB-37B *, GB-40B *, GB-41B *, GIB-G * GB-24C * GB-27C
* _GB-35C *; Lee County, Montgomery County: Montgomery County; Moore County:
Moore County; Orange County: Orange Grove *, White Cross *, Carr *, Cedar
Grove * Tolars *, Coles Store *, Dogwood Acres * Kings Mill * Lions Club *,
Mason Farm *, Owasa *, St. John * Cheeks *, Efland *, Cameron Park *, Grady
Brown *, Hillsborough *. West Hillsborough *: Randolph County.

District 7: Bladen County: Bladen County: Brunswick County: Brunswick County;
Columbus_County: Columbus County: Cumberland County: Beaver Dam *, Black

River * Linden * Long Hill *, Cedar Creek *, Judson * Stedman *,‘ Cross Creek
#6 * Cross Creek #9 * Cross Creek #10 *, Cross Creek #11 * Cross Creek #12

* Cross Creek #14 * Cross Creek #15 * Cross Creek #18 *. Cross Creek #20 *
Cross Creek #22 * Cross Creek #23 * Cross Creek #24 *_ Eastover *. Vander *

Wade *, Alderman *, Sherwood *, Pearces Mill #2 * Pearces Mill #3 *, Pearces
Mill #4 * Cumberland #1 *, Cumberland #2 * Hope Mills #1 * Hope Mills #?2
*,Seventy First #2 * Seventy First #3 *; New Hanover County, Onslow County:
Jacksonville, Brynn Marr *, Folkstone *, Haws Run *. Holly Ridge *, Sneads Ferry *,
Verona *, Camp Lejeune Military Base 1, Camp Lejeune Military Base 2, Camp
Lejeune Military Base 3, Camp L ejeune Military Base 4, Camp Lejeune Military Base
5. Camp Lejeune Military Base 6, Camp Lejeune Military Base 7, Camp Lejeune
Military Base 8, Camp Lejeune Military Base 10, Camp Lejeune Military Base 11,
Camp_ Lejeune Military Base 14; Pender County, Robeson County: Britts *, East

Howellsville *. West Howellsville *, Lumberton #1 * Lumberton #2 * Lumberton
#3 * Lumberton #4 * Lumberton #8 * Smyrna *, South St. Pauls *. Wishart *;

Sampson County.

District 8: Anson County, Cabarrus County, Mecklenburg County: Charlotte Pct.
Charlotte Pct. 6 *, Charlotte Pct. 14 *. Charlotte Pct. 26 *. Charlotte Pct. 27
Charlotte Pct. 28 * Charlotte Pct. 30 *, Charlotte Pct. 36 *, Charlotte Pct. 42
Charlotte Pct. 54 * Charlotte Pct. 56 *, Charlotte Pct. 60, Charlotte Pct. 62
Charlotte Pct. 63 *, Charlotte Pct. 64 * Charlotte Pct. 65 *, Charlotte Pct. 67
Charlotte Pct. 68 *, Charlotte Pct. 69 *, Charlotte Pct. 70 *, Charlotte Pct. 71
Charlotte Pct. 72 *, Charlotte Pct. 82 *, Charlotte Pct. 83 *, Charlotte Pct. 84 *,
Charlotte Pct. 85 *, Charlotte Pct. 86 *, Charlotte Pct. 87 *, Charlotte Pct. 88 *,
Charlotte Pct. 90 *, Charlotte Pct. 91. Charlotte Pct. 93 *. Charlotte Pct. 94 *.
Charlotte Pct. 95 *, Charlotte Pct. 96 *, CCK *, COR * CO1 *, CO2 *, DAV *
HUN *, MCi, MC2, MC1 part, XMC2 Noncontiguous, MA1 * MA2 * MA3 * MA4

| # [« |e o

* | *| ] *
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* Charlotte Pct. 102, MH1 *, MH2 *. MH3 *, PR1, PR2, PR3, Charlotte Pct, 93 Part,

Charlotte Pct. 100 *, Charlotte Pct. 104, Charlotte Pct. 105; Richmond County, Stanly
County: Stanly County: Union County.

District 9: Cleveland Count aston County, Lincoln County, Mecklenbur
County: Charlotte Pct. 1 *. Charlotte Pct. 2 * Charlotte Pct. 3. Charlotte Pct. 5 *
Charlotte Pct. 7 *, Charlotte Pct. 8 *, Charlotte Pct. 9 *, Charlotte Pct. 10 *, Charlotte

Pct. 11 *. Charlotte Pct. 12 *. Charlotte Pct. 13 * Charlotte Pct. 15 * Charlotte Pct.

17 *_Charlotte Pct. 18 *, Charlotte Pct. 19 * Charlotte Pct. 20 *, Charlotte Pct. 21 *
Charlotte Pct. 22 * Charlotte Pct. 23 * Charlotte Pct. 24 *.  Charlotte Pct. 25 *,

Charlotte Pct. 29 * Charlotte Pct. 31 *, Charlotte Pct. 32 *, Charlotte Pct. 33 *,
Charlotte Pct. 34 *, Charlotte Pct. 35 *, Charlotte Pct. 37 *, Charlotte Pct. 38
Charlotte Pct. 39 *, Charlotte Pct. 40 Charlotte Pct. 41 *. Charlotte Pct. 43
Charlotte Pct. 44 Charlotte Pct. 45 Charlotte Pct. 46 *, Charlotte Pct. 47
Charlotte Pct. 48 Charlotte Pct. 49 Charlotte Pct. S0 Charlotte Pct. 51
Charlotte Pct. 52 Charlotte Pct. 53 Charlotte Pct. 57 Charlotte Pct. S8
Charlotte Pct. 59 Charlotte Pct. 61 Charlotte Pct. 66 Charlotte Pct. 73
Charlotte Pct. 74 Charlotte Pct. 75 *, Charlotte Pct. 76 *, Charlotte Pct. 77
Charlotte Pct. 78 *, Charlotte Pct. 79 *. Charlotte Pct. 80 *, Charlotte Pct. 81
Charlotte Pct. 89 * Charlotte Pct. 92 * Charlotte Pct. 97 * Charlotte Pct. 98 * BER
* Charlotte Pct. 16 Part, OAK. PC1 * PC2 * PVL * SCI1, SC2.
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District 10: Alexander County: Alexander County: Ashe County: Ashe County:

Avery County: Avery County; Burke County, Caldwell County, Catawba County.
Iredell County, Mecklenburg County: Charlotte Pct. 16 *. Charlotte Pct. 55 *, LEM *,
LC1 - North, LC2. L.C1 - South: Mitchell County, Watauga County: Watauga County:
Wilkes County.

District 11: Buncombe County, Cherokee County: Cherokee County; Clay County:
Clay County; Graham County: Graham County: Haywood County: Haywood County;
Henderson County, Jackson County: Jackson County; McDowell County: McDowell
County; Macon County: Macon County; Madison County: Madison County; Polk
County: Polk County; Rutherford County: Rutherfcrd County; Swain County: Swain
County: Transylvania County: Transylvania County; Yancey County.

District 12: Davidson County, Davie County: Davie County: Forsyth County:
Abbotts Creek #1 * Abbotts Creek #2 * Abbotts Creek #3 * Broadbay #1 *,
Broadbay #2 * Clemmonsville #1 * Clemmonsville #2 * Clemmonsville #3 *,
Kernersville #1 * Kernersville #3 * Kernersville #4 * Middlefork #2 *,
Middlefork #3 *, South Fork #2 * Ashley Middle School * Brunson Elementary
School *, Carver High School *, East Winston Library *, Easton Elementary School

*, Forest Pk. Elementary School *, 14th Street Recreation Center *, Happy Hill
Recreation_Center *,. Hill Middle School *, Kennedy Middle School *, Lowrance

Middle School *, Mineral Springs F. St *. Mt. Sinai Church *. St. Andrews United
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Methodist *, Trinity Moravian Church * Winston Lake Family YMCA *: Guilford
County: GB-05 *, GB-06 *, GB-07 *. GB-08 * GB-09 *. GB-24A * GB-25 *. GB-

26A *. GB-29 * GB-30 *. GB-42 * GB-44 *, GB-45 * HP-01 * HP-02 * HP-03 *,
HP-04 *, HP-05 *, HP-06 *, HP-07 *, HP-08 *, HP-09 *, HP-10 *, HP-11 * HP-12 *,
HP-13 * HP-14 * HP-15 *, HP-16 * HP-17 *, HP-18 *, HP-19 * HP-20 *, HP-21 *,
HP-22 * HP-23 * HP-24 * Deep River * Jamestown-1 *, Jamestown-2 *,
Jamestown-3_ *. North Sumner *, South Sumner *, GB-24B * GB-26B *:. Rowan

County. Yadkin County."
Section 3. This act is effective when it becomes law.
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1998 COMMITTEE REPORT
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The following report(s) from standing committee(s) is/are presented:

By Representative(s) McMahan for the Committee on CONGRESSIONAL
REDISTRICTING.

(] Committee Substitute for
H.B. 1398 A BILL TO BE ENTITLED AN ACT TO DIVIDE NORTH CAROLINA INTO

O

0O 0O M OODO0OOO0OO0O Do

TWELVE CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS.

With a favorable report.

With a favorable report and recommendation that the bill be re-referred to the Committee on
([ Appropriations (] Finance (J

With a favorable report, as amended.

With a favorable report, as amended, and recommendation that the bill be re-referred to the
Committee on [] Appropriations [] Finance []

With a favorable report as to committee substitute bill (# ), [J which changes the title,
unfavorable as to original bill (Committee Substitute Bill # ), (and recommendation

that the committee substitute bill # ) be re-referred to the Committee on )

With a favorable report as to House committee substitute bill (# ), (J which changes
the title, unfavorable as to Senate committee substitute bill.

And having received a unanimous vote in committee, is placed on the Consent Calendar.
(PUBLIC BILLS ONLY)

With an unfavorable report.

With recommendation that the House concur.

With recommendation that the House do not concur.

With recommendation that the House do not concur; request conferees.

With recommendaﬁon that the House concur; committee believes bill to be. material.
With an unfavorable report, with a Minority Report attached.

Without prejudice.

With an indefinite postpoﬁement report.

With an indefinite postponement report, with a Minority Report attached.

With recommendation that it be adopted'. (HOUSE RESOLUTION ONLY)
3/25/98
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 1997

HOUSE BILL 1398

Short Title: Congressional Redistricting/FMIV. (Public)

Sponsors: Representatives Fitch; Blue, Michaux, and H. Hunter.

Referred to: Congressional Redistricting.

May 21, 1998

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT TO DIVIDE NORTH CAROLINA INTO TWELVE CONGRESSIONAL
DISTRICTS.
The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:
Section 1. That part of Section 2 of Chapter 11 of the Session Laws of
the 1997 Session which rewrote G.S. 163-201(a) is repealed.
Section 2. G.S. 163-201(a) reads as rewritten:

"(a) For the purpose of nominating and electing members of the House of
Representatives of the Congress of the United States in #9382 1998 and every two
years thereafter, the State of North Carolina shall be divided into 3+ 12 districts as
follows:




1
2
3
"
S
6
7
8
9

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTE. CAROLINA SESSION 1997

Block Group 1: Block 129B Block 130B, Block 131, Block 132 Block 1 Block
134, Block 135, Block 136, Block 137, Block 138, Block 139, Block 140, Block 141
Block 142, Block 143, Block 144, Block 145, Block 146, Block 147, Block 148, Block
149, Block 150, Block 151, Block 152, Block 153, Block 154, Block 155, Block 15
Block 157B, Block 158B. Block 159B, Block 160B, Block 175B, Block 176B, Block
185B. Block 186B. Block 187B. Block 189, Block 190, Block 191, Block 197; Block
Group 2: Tract 9903, Tract 9904; Bertie County, Chowan County, Craven County:
Cove City *, Dover *, Fort Barnwell *, First Ward *, Second Ward *, Third Ward *,

Fourth Ward * Fifth Ward *, Clarks *, Rhems *, Jasper *; Edgecombe County,
ranklin County: Franklinton, Havesvill an Creek, Gold Mine, C Rock

Louisbur n isburg City; n reene County, Halif oun
Hertford County, Lenoir County; Contentnea *, Kinston #1 * Kinston #2 *,
inston *, Kinston *,Kinston *,Sandhill * Vance *; Martin Coun
Nas unty; lia_*, Griffins * nnings #1 * N itaker 1 * N

itakers 2 _* Rock nt - * R Moun 4 * Battleboro *;
Northampton unty, Pa tank unty, Perquiman unty, Pi ounty; hur

* Ayden East * Belvoir *, Bethel *, Carolina *, Falkland *, Farmville West *,
Farmville East *, Fountain *, Grifton *, Greenville #1 *, Greenville #2, Greenville

#3 * Greenvill 4 * Greenville * Greenville #6 *, Greenvill 12 *
Greenville #13 *, Greenville #2 Noncontiguous; Tyrrell County, Vance Count
Warren County, Washington County, Wilson County: Gardners *, Saratoga *, Toisnot
*, Wilson A *, Wilson B * Wilson C * Wilson F * Wilson G *, Wilson H *, Wilson
I *, Wilson N * Wilson Q *,
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District 2: Franklin County: Dunn, Harris, Youngsville, Cyprus Creek, Pilot,

Pearces; Harnett County, Johnston County, Nash County: Bailey *, Coopers *
Drywells *, Ferrells *, Jacksons *. Mannings #2 * Nashville *, Oak Ievel. Oak
Level Noncontiguous, Red Oak *, Rocky Mount #1 * Rocky Mount #2 * Rock
Mou