




























 

Request for City 
Council Action 

Agenda 
Item: 2 
Date: 5/17/2011 

  
 

Subject: Public Hearing – Resolution Adopting Revised District Maps for District 
Elections and Authorizing the Submission to the US Department of 
Justice for Preclearance 

Department: Community Affairs & Legal 

Presented by: Redistricting Committee Members & Staff 

Presentation: Yes 

 
Issue Statement 
 Previously the City Council formed and instructed a Redistricting Committee to 

evaluate the current election districts for the City and to provide the City Council with a 
recommendation for bringing the wards into alignment and ensuring that the new plan 
would comply with provisions of the Voting Rights Act and subsequent court cases. 

 

The Committee held public input sessions in each of the wards as well as an interactive 
live session at City Hall where input was sought via Facebook, Twitter, email, phone 
and in person.  From the sessions public input was documented and used to form a set 
of criteria that the committee adopted before seeking adjustment of the ward maps.  

 

With three different plans to evaluate, the committee gave significant deliberation 
during a live broadcast of their meeting to the three proposals and eventually voted 
unanimously to recommend a single proposal to the Council for adoption. 
 

The plan presented is believed to comply with all known provisions regarding 
redistricting as well as the criteria established by the Committee for the establishment 
of the recommended proposal. 

  

Financial Impact 
 None 
  

Action Needed 
 Open the Public Hearing and hear testimony from the Committee, Staff and the public 

on the proposed plan before considering adoption of the plan. 
  

Recommendation 
 Adopt the Resolution and new Ward District Plan and authorize the filing with 

appropriate authorities. 
  

Approved:  City Manager  City Attorney 
 
Attachments: 

A Proposed Resolution  
B Proposed Ward Realignment Plan & Statistics  

  



 

Staff Report 
Agenda 

Item: 2 
  

  
 

 

Consideration of Redistricting Plan for the City 
 

Introduction 
After each Census, the City is compelled to review the population of the wards and to 
determine if the deviation from an ideal ward size is significant. Such a review was 
undertaken when the redistricting data was released from the US Census Bureau and the 
Jacksonville wards were found to be significantly out of alignment from the ideal ward size. 
 
At your January 4, 2011 workshop, you instructed staff to develop a committee to 
recommend realignment of the City‟s wards and to receive public input before doing so. 
Staff was assigned by the Council and the concept presented for study, input and 
realignment activities was endorsed. 
 
The Committee Meets 
The Redistricting Committee was formed March 22 with five members and two alternate 
members. One alternate member declined to serve.  After an organizational session during 
which a thorough evaluation of the law, court cases and other matters related to 
redistricting was presented, the committee considered a plan for receiving public input. The 
Committee‟s first meeting had been held with live television on the Jacksonville-Onslow 
Government Channel and the committee elected that all meetings be presented live.  
 
Additionally the committee established a public comment period at each of their meetings 
and ordered that minutes and accounts of their sessions be provided as soon as possible to 
the public. The committee decided to hold a public input session in each ward and to hold 
a live interactive public input session as the final public session. 
 
Public Input Sessions 
The Committee held sessions at the Northwoods Recreation Center for Ward Three, at the 
Bell Fork Elementary School for Ward Four, at Jacksonville Commons Recreation Center for 
Ward Two and at Kerr Street Recreation Center for Ward One in that order. During the 
sessions, input was received from a variety of residents and interested parties. Public input 
was documented with recordings of the sessions and via paper input received both at the 
sessions and subsequently through other means.  
 
During the evening time public input session held at City Hall, the event was broadcast live 
and input was solicited via Facebook, Twitter, email and from those in attendance. Past 
issues presented at other public input sessions was discussed and debated by the 
committee and those in attendance. The event was recorded and played back on the 
Jacksonville-Onslow Government Television Channel several times. 
  



 
 
Redistricting Public Input Sessions 

Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4 City Wide 

6:30-8PM 
Tues, April 26 

4:30-6PM 
Tues, April 26 

4:30-6PM 
Thur, April 21 

6:30-8PM 
Thur, April 21 

6:30-8PM 
Thur, April 28 

Kerr St Rec Ctr Commons Rec Nthwds Rec Ctr Bell Fork School City Hall & G10 

 
 
Public Educational Materials 
Staff prepared informational material that was printed, posted to the City‟s website and at 
a newly created City Redistricting Facebook page. Efforts were made to receive public 
comment through each of the methods and from Twitter.  

 
During the public input sessions, comments were also sought about the criteria that should 
be used to create new plans for the wards. Members of the Redistricting Committee made 
presentations at the sessions and engaged with the public about what should be 
considered when the districts were being realigned. 
 
Development and Adoption of Criteria for Realignment of the Wards 
The committee was provided written documentation of the public input sessions at their 
third meeting when they were deliberating criteria for the realignment process. After 
spirited debate, the committee unanimously adopted a set of criteria that would be used 
for the development of plans for compliance. The committee instructed staff to prepare 
three plans for consideration. 
 
Adopted Criteria 

1. That each district shall contain as nearly as possible the same population within a 
specified percentage below the „ten percent rule.‟ 

2. That the plan shall satisfy the non-retrogressive standard of Section Five of the 
Voting Rights Act. 

Flyers such as this one were 
created and distributed at City 
Hall and within special 
neighborhoods. They were also 
used as an educational document 
for the Public Input Sessions 



3. That the plan shall not subordinate traditional directing criteria to race beyond the 
extent necessary to avoid Section Two Liability. 

4. That the plan shall attempt to keep together neighborhoods, areas of common 
interests and use notable geographical boundaries where possible. 

5. That the plan shall attempt to avoid dividing Census blocks. 
6. That the plan recognizes the incumbents were selected by the voters as their 

representatives, and that the plan will seek to avoid contests between incumbents. 
This criterion would only be followed after all other criteria had been satisfied. 

7. That the plan account for growth of the City and allow reasonable expansion of the 
wards to accommodate growth with a concern that the wards will be able to grow 
proportionally. 

8. That the plan keeps current wards and compositions known to the people of 
Jacksonville as nearly as possible, and that divisions be logical and easily 
understood. 

 
The Concept of Retrogression 
The Justice Department will review any plan change to determine whether the change 
makes it less likely that Blacks will be able to elect candidates of their choice. This standard 
is known as “retrogression.” The question, in effect, is whether the change makes things 
worse for minorities. 
 
Jacksonville has two wards that were constructed to advance the election of Black 
candidates. Therefore, every subsequent review must ensure that no fewer than two Black 
candidates are provided a system as nearly equal to the one before it to ensure election of 
a Black candidate. 
 
Construction of the Minority Wards 
The system to construct the minority wards depends on the concept that persons aboard 
the bases are less likely to vote in municipal elections. Therefore, the construction of the 
minority wards seeks to aggregate minority intensive areas off base while the balance of 
the ward‟s population is spread on base. Inclusion of too many non-Black intensive areas 
dilutes the ability of Black voters to elect the candidates of their choice. 
 
Items Used in the Development of the Plans 
Staff presented various items to the Committee that were used in the development of the 
plans provided to the Committee. Among them were items that had been requested by the 
Committee and others were used based on the criteria or from guidance from the UNC 
School of Government. 
 

Precinct Lines – While not an adopted criteria, some members of the Committee 
were concerned about the impact on candidates having wards span voting districts. 
In that the voting districts or Precincts are created by the Board of Elections, are not 
created to be equal divisions of the City and can change at any time during the 
decade that the voting plan of the City of Jacksonville will be in place, creating a 
plan that depended on the voting districts would be unwise. Maps of the precincts 
and how they are aligned were presented to the Committee. It was noted that it has 
been the practice of the Board of Election to group all registered voters aboard the 
bases into one precinct. Given that the bases have nearly one and a half times the 



number of the desired population of an ideal ward, any alignment that would use 
the precinct in which the base was located would be out of alignment. 
 
Minority Intensive Census Blocks – In that two districts must be created to 
provide a near majority of minority voters, staff developed maps that displayed the 
number of blocks where Black residents composed 35% or more of that Census 
block. The area covered by these blocks was less than in 2000, and minority 
majority areas were more difficult to find during the 2010 review of Census blocks 
than in 2000 and 1990. 

 

 
Blocks with 35% or more Black residents 

 
Historical Black Voter Turnout – The addresses of Black voters in the 2005, 
2007 and 2009 municipal elections were compiled from voter records at the Onslow 
Board of Elections. The 2005 election also featured a school bond referendum and 
the 2009 election was the first election for the City where voters participated in the 
staggered system and were only able to vote for one minority ward, one majority 
ward and the two at large seats. 
 
The list was geocoded to maps and the plans depended heavily on reviewing areas 
where minority voters were aggregated. While some were in the Census blocks with 
35% or more Black residents, many were not. In creating the map, efforts were to 
include areas where possible that increased the likelihood of Black voters being in a 
minority ward.  

 



 
Addresses plotted of Black Voters during the 2005 (bright Green), 2007 
(Marine Green) and 2009 (red) Municipal Elections 

 
Issues Affecting Development of the Plan 
As indicated, the number of minority intensive areas within the City has decreased during 
the last decade. The number of Census blocks – the lowest unit of enumeration for the 
Census Bureau – more than doubled within the City with the 2010 Census compared to the 
2000 Census. The blocks with minority intensive areas did increase, but not at the same 
rate as the doubling of the number of blocks. Census blocks with 35% or more Black 
residents increased from 100 to 116, but the area covered by the blocks was significantly 
less, and more dispersed than in 2000. 
 
Overall Blacks were less populous in Jacksonville for the 2010 Census than were found in 
the 2000 Census. The Black only population dropped from 24% to 20% in the 2010 
Census. In that the off base Black population is a key aggregate in the formula to devise 
the minority wards, the off base Black population increased from 2000 for the 2010 
Census, but in relation to the other growth of the City, the percentage of Black population 
off base decreased from 30% to 26%. 
 
In 1980, Jacksonville was designated as the most racially diverse Metropolitan Statistical 
Area in the United States. The demonstration of diversity of residents continues to increase 
and the difficulty in locating Minority Intensive Blocks has increased. 
  



 
Blocks with Black Residents 2010 

  
2000 

 Blocks Without Any Blacks 697 56% 
 

198 38% 

Blocks with 1-34% 424 34% 
 

220 42% 

Blocks with 35-59%  76 6% 
 

51 10% 

Blocks with Greater than 60%  40 3% 
 

49 9% 

Total Blocks within City 1,237 
  

518 
       

35% and Greater 116 
  

100 
       

Total Population 70,145 
  

66,715 
 Black Only Population 14,055 20% 

 
15,987 24% 

Off Base Black Population 10,853 26%  9,995 30% 
 

Three plans were presented to the Committee May 9, 2011. During the session, the 
differences in each plan were discussed. The Committee had significant, spirited and 
thorough discussion on the different plans. Maps of historical Black voter turnout, precincts, 
Census blocks with 35% or more Black residents and markers representing the residences 
of incumbents were provided to the Committee in large and hand-sized formats. 
 
The Committee was informed about the need to split Census Blocks, which was not 
preferred, but which was done in the plan created after the 2000 Census. In this case, 
Census Blocks with disparate populations were divided along known racial lines, or were 
divided to create bridges for areas of the ward. Committee members reviewed each split 
block and did not object to the division of the blocks. The Committee also reviewed the 
division of some neighborhoods and agreed that the divisions were not only necessary for 
the plan to work, but were logical divisions of sub-units of the neighborhood. 
 
A spirited conversation ensued about the various options. During the session, the 
committee reassigned blocks to different wards using a redistricting program that was in 
the room. Committee members were able to see real-time changes in the statistics of the 
wards including the potential effect on Black voters as they made their changes. After a 
significant review, the Committee unanimously elected to approve Plan “A” as presented 
agreeing that the plan was the best option available to meet the criteria adopted by the 
Committee.  
 
Future Growth of the City 
The Committee was concerned about future growth of the City and how future annexations 
were to be assigned to wards. It was agreed that future annexations should not be 
assigned to wards One and Four as any future expansion off base would likely dilute Black 
voters within the wards. 
 
Therefore, the Committee agreed to a guide that would be created from the extension of 
Henderson Drive as a dividing line between areas that would be assigned to wards Two or 
Three. Areas to the West of the line would be assigned to Ward Three, and areas east of 
the line would be assigned to Ward Two. Areas along US Seventeen south would be 
included in annexations that are assigned to Ward Two. The City has an adopted Corridor 
plan that details the planned extension of Henderson Drive to Ramsey Road.  
  



 
 
 
Areas to the West of the Blue line 
created by the extension of Henderson 
Drive would go to Ward Two (Blue) and 
areas east of the line would go to Ward 
Two (Green). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Financial Analysis: 
Not applicable. 
 
Procedural History 
 

 January 4, 2011 – City Council Workshop on Redistricting and instructions given 

 March 3, 2011 – Census data released for North Carolina 

 March 22, 2011 – Jacksonville Redistricting Committee formed by resolution of City 
Council and members named. 

 April 13, April 19, May 3 and May 9, 2011 – Redistricting Committee meets 

 April 21, 26 and 28 – Redistricting Committee holds Public Input Sessions 

Stakeholders 
 

 Citizens of Jacksonville 
 

Options 
 
Approve Resolution RECOMMENDED by Redistricting Committee. 

Pros: The redistricting plan has been well reviewed by a Citizens committee and 
constructed after significant efforts were made to receive public comment. It was 
developed after criteria that ensure compliance with the Voting Rights Act and State law is 
considered. 

Cons: If Council disagrees with the plan after the public hearing, instructions should 
be given on modifications and other actions that should be taken. Any delay will likely 
cause City elections to be delayed until 2012. 

 
Deny the Resolution and instruct the Committee to devise another plan: 

Pros: The Council believes after the public hearing that the plan does not serve the 
best interest of the City of Jacksonville. 

Cons: The action will likely delay the City election.  



RESOLUTION (2010 - X) 

 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING REVISED DISTRICT MAPS FOR DISTRICT ELECTIONS AND 

AUTHORIZING THE SUBMISSION TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

FOR PRECLEARANCDE. 

 

WHEREAS, the Jacksonville City Council includes four members elected from wards; and 

WHEREAS, those wards are subject to the constitutional and statutory requirement of one-

person-one-vote; and 

WHEREAS, the Council has recently received and reviewed the population of the wards as 

determined by the 2010 Federal Census; and 

WHEREAS, the Council has determined that the population of the wards is out of balance 

and that the boundaries of the wards need to be altered to provide equal representation; and 

WHEREAS, the Council is authorized and required by North Carolina General Statutes 

160A-23(b) to revise its ward boundaries to correct population imbalances shown by a Federal 

census; and 

WHEREAS, the Council has discussed redistricting at public sessions held on January 4, 

2010 during which an extensive discussion on redistricting issues was presented; and 

WHEREAS, the Council appointed a Redistricting Committee consisting of five Citizens and 

one alternative member to consider redistricting plans and propose a plan to the Council; and 

WHEREAS, the Committee held public input sessions in each of the wards April 21 and 26, 

2010 and a live, televised and web streamed public input session where input was solicited via 

Facebook, Twitter, Email, Phone and in person April 28, 2010 during which various alternatives and 

changes in the City’s election and ward system were presented and discussed in open forums, and; 

WHEREAS, the Committee held public meetings, transmitted live over the Jacksonville-

Onslow Government Channel and streamed to the web to complete its work, using each as a 

committee and public education opportunity and that the Committee through its assigned staff, 

published materials that were useful in understanding the process and the unique demographics of 

our community, and; 

WHEREAS, the Committee developed criteria for drawing new election plans and gave 

guidance and instructions on how the plans were to be constructed, and; 

WHEREAS, the Committee has completed its work and presented a redistricting plan to the 

Council and made the plan available to the public through various means including a display at City 

Hall, a presentation on the Web and on the City’s Facebook Redistricting Page; and 

WHEREAS, the Council conducted a public hearing on May 17, 2011 on the proposed 

redistricting plan; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Jacksonville City Council as follows: 

1. The boundaries of the four wards for election of the Jacksonville City Council are 

altered to follow the lines depicted on the attached map entitled Committee Recommended 

Proposal and previously designated as Proposal A.  

2. A listing of the Census Blocks is provided. 

  



 

3. The attached map has been prepared from United States Census Bureau data and the 

boundaries have been drawn to follow census block lines as much as possible.  Should any question 

arise concerning the boundaries of the wards, the boundaries will be determined by reference to 

precinct and block data from the Census Bureau and by following census block lines as depicted in 

the official map provided at this public hearing. 

4. The new ward boundaries shall be used for the next election of the Jacksonville City 

Council and for each subsequent election until the boundaries are altered according to law. 

5. Copies of the maps shall be provided to the Onslow County Board of Elections with 

the request that the board notify residents of Jacksonville of changes in the wards in which they vote. 

6. The new ward lines shall be submitted to the United States Justice Department for 

preclearance under Section 5 of the federal Voting Rights Act, and the new boundaries shall take 

effect upon such preclearance. 

7. That after approval from the United States Justice Department, that any subsequent 

annexations by the City, be assigned to wards Two or Three based on a division between the two 

created by the extension of Henderson Drive as codified in the Approved Collector Street Plan. All 

annexations to the west of that line including areas along US Seventeen South should be assigned to 

Ward Three and areas east of the line should be assigned to Ward Two.  

Adopted by the Jacksonville City Council in regular session, May 17, 2011. 

 

              

Sammy Phillips, Mayor 

 

Attest: 

 

_____________________________ 

Carmen K. Miracle, City Clerk 

 

Attachment 
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