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I. Introduction
A. Previous Plan (2019-2021)
The history of redistricting disputes in North Carolina is tumultuous, divisive, and far too extensive to recount fully here. In summary, North Carolina’s most recent 13-district plan, which was used in the 2020 elections, was drawn in 2019 by a panel of three judges who struck down a 2017 map, holding that the old map constituted partisan gerrymandering prohibited by the North Carolina Constitution.[footnoteRef:1] The 2017 map was itself drawn to replace the 2011 maps, which were ruled unconstitutional in federal court due to racial gerrymandering.[footnoteRef:2]  [1:  http://www.commoncause.org/north-carolina/wp-content/uploads/sites/22/2019/09/Common-Cause-v.-Lewis-trial-court-decision-9.3.19.pdf]  [2:  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cooper_v._Harris] 
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North Carolina Congressional Map 2019-2021[footnoteRef:3] [3:  North Carolina Senate, Bill S740, 2021-22 Session. https://web.archive.org/web/20220107085434/https://www.ncleg.gov/BillLookUp/2021/S740] 


B. Enacted Plan (2021-)
Following the results of the 2020 Census, North Carolina gained an additional congressional seat, increasing its number of districts from 13 to 14. This necessitated yet another redrawing of the congressional maps, which was completed by the North Carolina State Legislature in late 2021.[footnoteRef:4] This map was subsequently challenged as an illegal partisan gerrymander under North Carolina state law. In January 2022, a three-judge panel of a North Carolina trial court upheld the maps.[footnoteRef:5] At the time of writing, appeal to the (majority-Democratic) North Carolina Supreme Court is expected.[footnoteRef:6] [4:  Steve Doyle, “North Carolina Redistricting Arguments Move up to State Supreme Court; Hearing Scheduled for Groundhog Day,” WGHP FOX8 (WGHP FOX8, January 14, 2022), https://myfox8.com/your-local-election-hq/north-carolina-redistricting-arguments-move-up-to-state-supreme-court-hearing-scheduled-for-groundhog-day/.
]  [5:  NC League of Conservation Voters v. Hall, 21-CV-015426 (N.C. Superior Ct., Wake County)]  [6:  Steve Doyle, “North Carolina Redistricting Maps Can Stand, Court Rules, but Appeals Expected,” WGHP FOX8 (WGHP FOX8, January 14, 2022), https://myfox8.com/news/north-carolina/north-carolina-redistricting-maps-can-stand-court-rules-but-appeals-expected/.] 
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2021 Enacted North Carolina Congressional Map[footnoteRef:7] [7:  North Carolina Senate, Bill S740, 2021-22 Session. https://web.archive.org/web/20220107085434/https://www.ncleg.gov/BillLookUp/2021/S740
] 


C. Relevant Legal Considerations
The history of North Carolina redistricting law is rich. In addition to standard equal population requirements and applicable federal law, the complex history of litigation has developed a substantial body of case law relied upon in contemporary redistricting disputes. The current challenge to the enacted map refers to the North Carolina State Constitution’s Free Elections Clause, Equal Protection Clause, and Free Speech and Free Assembly Clauses. The suit further alleges violation of the Whole County Requirement, which states that “no county shall be divided in the formation of a representative district.”[footnoteRef:8] The WCR was historically satisfied through the creation of multi-member district, a practice that was limited by the U.S. Supreme Court in Thornburg v. Gingles and “functionally struck down” by the state Supreme Court in Stephenson v. Bartlett (2002). The criterion is now satisfied by grouping counties together to minimize county splits.[footnoteRef:9] Plaintiffs also cite a nine-part test developed by the North Carolina Supreme Court in a series of decisions over the past two decades.[footnoteRef:10] The plaintiff’s complaint in NC League of Conservation Voters v. Hall summarizes this aspect of the existing law: [8:  N.C. Const. art. I, § 10, 12, 14, 19. art. II, § 3, 5.]  [9:  Dr. Andy Jackson, “North Carolina's ‘Whole County Provision’ Was No Historical Accident,” John Locke Foundation, December 27, 2021, https://www.johnlocke.org/north-carolinas-whole-county-provision-was-no-historical-accident/.]  [10:  Stephenson v. Bartlett, 357 N.C. 301, 582 S.E.2d 247 (2003) (Stephenson II); Dickson v. Rucho, 367 N.C. 542, 766 S.E.2d 238 (2014) (Dickson I); Dickson v. Rucho, 368 N.C. 481, 781 S.E.2d 404 (2015) (Dickson II)] 

a.  First, “legislative districts required by the VRA shall be formed” before non-VRA districts. 17 b. Second, “[i]n forming new legislative districts, any deviation from the ideal population for a legislative district shall be at or within plus or minus five percent” to ensure “compliance with federal ‘one-person, one-vote’ requirements.” 
c. Third, “in counties having a ... population sufficient to support the formation of one non-VRA legislative district,” “the physical boundaries” of the non-VRA district shall “not cross or traverse the exterior geographic line of” the county. 
d. Fourth, “[w]hen two or more non-VRA legislative districts may be created within a single county,” “single-member non-VRA districts shall be formed within” the county, “shall be compact,” and “shall not traverse” the county’s exterior geographic line. 
e. Fifth, for non-VRA counties that “cannot support at least one legislative district,” or counties “having a non-VRA population pool” that, “if divided into” legislative “districts, would not comply with” one-person, one-vote requirements, the General Assembly should combine or group “the minimum number of whole, contiguous counties necessary to comply with the at or within plus or minus five percent ‘one person, one-vote’ standard.” Moreover, “[w]ithin any such contiguous multicounty grouping, compact districts shall be formed, consistent with the [one-person, one-vote] standard, whose boundary lines do not cross or traverse the ‘exterior’ line of the multi-county grouping.” [T]he resulting interior county lines created by any such groupings may be crossed or traversed in the creation of districts within said multi-county grouping but only to the extent necessary to comply with the at or within plus or minus five percent ‘one-person, one-vote’ standard.” 
f. Sixth, “only the smallest number of counties necessary to comply with the at or within plus or minus five percent ‘one-person, one-vote’ standard shall be combined.” g. Seventh, “communities of interest should be considered in the formation of compact and contiguous [legislative] districts.”
 h. Eighth, ‘multi-member districts shall not be” created “unless it is established that such districts are necessary to advance a compelling governmental interest.”
i. Ninth, “any new redistricting plans . . . shall depart from strict compliance with’ these criteria ‘only to the extent necessary to comply with federal law.”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  NC League of Conservation Voters v. Hall, 21-CV-015426 (N.C. Superior Ct., Wake County)] 


The maps produced for the purposes of this project endeavored to comply with all relevant legal considerations by ignoring partisan data and attempting to keep minority communities whole. Although the legislators who constructed the enacted gerrymanders also claim to have ignored partisan data, I do not have the regional knowledge to draw an intentional gerrymander without directly consulting partisan data, which plaintiffs claim was done by Republican state legislators. Unlike the mapmakers (according to plaintiffs), I did consult racial data in order to assess VRA compliance. North Carolina does not appear to have a sufficiently concentrated minority population to support a majority-minority district at the federal level, I tried to create districts that would perform for black voters.


D. Guiding Principles 
i. Good Government Plan
The Good Government plan sought to maintain communities of interest by avoiding county splits and, as a secondary consideration, to maintain partisan fairness. However, explicitly partisan data was not considered in the production of this map.

ii. Compactness Plan
The Compactness Plan intended to produce districts with natural shapes and to keep counties whole wherever possible. Partisan data was not consulted in the drawing of this map, but this map shows a significant pro-Republican bias when analyzed using PlanScore.


II. Detailed Plan Descriptions
A. Good Government Plan
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: Overview
My proposed good government map maintains equal district populations while only splitting 11 counties and producing a relatively small partisan bias relative to Democrats’ geographic disadvantage in North Carolina.



1st District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 1st District

2nd District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 2nd District
3rd District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 3rd District

4th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 4th District
5th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 5th District



6th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 6th District



7th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 7th District

8th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 8th District

9th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 9th District



10th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 10th District

11th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 11th District

12th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 12th District



13th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 13th District

14th District
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North Carolina Good Government Plan: 14th District

B. Compactness Plan
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: Overview
My proposed compactness plan maintains equal district populations, produces relatively compact districts, and splits only 15 counties.



1st District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 1st District

2nd District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 2nd District
3rd District
[image: ]
North Carolina Compactness Plan: 3rd District

4th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 4th District

5th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 5th District



6th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 6th District



7th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 7th District



8th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 8th District



9th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 9th District



10th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 10th District



11th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 11th District



12th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 12th District



13th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 13th District


14th District
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North Carolina Compactness Plan: 14th District

III. Comparisons Between Good Government, Compactness, and Enacted Plans
In this section, I will highlight some key differences between my two plans and the enacted plans and clarify why certain decisions were made. This analysis is not intended to be exhaustive, which is why I have deviated from the format of offering specific comments for all districts. However, there are certain critical distinctions that are worth discussing in some detail.

Both of my plans and the enacted plan create a Republican-leaning district in the westernmost portion of the state. This is a fairly obvious decision under both good government and compactness criteria, and also serves the partisan interests of the Republican mapmakers who drew the enacted map.

In the northwestern corner of the state, the enacted map combines Ashe, Allegheny, and other counties near the Tennessee border with part of Guilford County. This decision was criticized by the plaintiffs in NC League of Conservation Voters v. Hall as diluting the influence of Guilford County residents, who were majority-minority according to the 2020 Census.[footnoteRef:12] I did not extend the northwestern district all the way to Guilford County in either of my plans, instead opting to draw more compact districts in the northwestern corner of the state. This also avoids the need to create the 12th district in the enacted plan, which is an oddly shaped collar combining parts of my 2nd and 11th districts (Good Government Plan) and 4th and 5th districts (Compactness Plan).  [12:  NC League of Conservation Voters v. Hall, 21-CV-015426 (N.C. Superior Ct., Wake County); U.S. Census Bureau 2020 Census Data] 


As in the enacted plan, both of my plans construct a compact district contained entirely in Mecklenburg County that contains much of urban Charlotte. Such a decision is justified both on good government and partisan criteria. It bears noting that it is impossible to avoid splitting Mecklenburg County due to its population exceeding that of a single congressional district. To the east of Charlotte, my Good Government plan mirrors the enacted plan in creating an east-west district connecting Union County to Moore County. My Compactness plan adopts a north-south configuration to avoid creating a central district like the 7th in both my Good Government and the enacted plan. This enables the drawing of compact 7th and 9th districts along the northern border of my Compactness plan, which has the unfortunate effect of splitting Greensboro and Winston-Salem, which deprives Democrats of a relatively safe seat. 

In the eastern region of the state, my Compactness plan draws a geographically small district centered around Raleigh, as does the Republican-enacted map in an effort to pack Democratic voters. My Good Government plan also draws a Raleigh-based district in Wake County, though it follows the enacted plan in combining the urban core of Raleigh with its northern suburbs rather than southern Wake County.


IV. Conclusion
In the above analysis, I have presented two distinct redistricting plans for North Carolina that prioritize good government, partisan fairness, or compactness. Although the state of redistricting in North Carolina is in flux, these maps (and particularly the Good Government plan) may provide a model for future nonpartisan efforts to draw congressional maps in North Carolina. 


V. Appendix
A. Good Government Plan
	District
	Population
	Deviation
	% Deviation
	% D 20_Pres
	% R 20_Pres

	1
	745671
	0
	0
	44.9%
	55.1%

	2
	745671
	0
	0
	27.9%
	72.1%

	3
	745666
	-5
	-0.0007%
	51.8%
	48.2%

	4
	745670
	-1
	-0.0001%
	39.0%
	61.0%

	5
	745671
	0
	0
	58.8%
	41.2%

	6
	745671
	0
	0
	42.8%
	57.2%

	7
	745671
	0
	0
	29.8%
	70.2%

	8
	745671
	0
	0
	59.6%
	40.4%

	9
	745671
	0
	0
	49.7%
	50.3%

	10
	745671
	0
	0
	39.7%
	60.3%

	11
	745671
	0
	0
	47.4%
	52.6%

	12
	745671
	0
	0
	70.5%
	29.5%

	13
	745671
	0
	0
	62.2%
	37.8%

	14
	745671
	0
	0
	66.4%
	33.6%


North Carolina Good Government Plan: Population and Partisan Data

	District
	Alternate Schwartzberg
	Polsby Popper
	Perimeter
	Reock

	1
	1.905001
	0.275556
	525.37582
	0.3291

	2
	1.782635
	0.314684
	473.39416
	0.3517

	3
	1.676312
	0.355869
	549.89421
	0.36751

	4
	1.719333
	0.338282
	648.77412
	0.3892

	5
	1.461436
	0.468209
	276.90138
	0.56152

	6
	2.182545
	0.209929
	569.12245
	0.31788

	7
	1.465459
	0.465642
	277.45264
	0.445

	8
	1.649518
	0.367524
	154.77778
	0.41453

	9
	1.740951
	0.329934
	353.08928
	0.49609

	10
	1.333467
	0.562386
	282.73345
	0.50538

	11
	1.60366
	0.388844
	213.9877
	0.49301

	12
	1.489528
	0.450715
	85.425048
	0.48421

	13
	2.241535
	0.199025
	293.01194
	0.35496

	14
	1.520741
	0.432403
	126.08404
	0.5412


North Carolina Good Government Plan: Compactness Measures 


	District
	% NH_Wht
	% AP_Blk
	% AP_Ind
	% AP_Asn
	% AP_Hwn
	% AP_Oth
	% Hispanic Origin

	1
	81.8008%
	5.0773%
	3.9015%
	1.4540%
	0.2641%
	6.6826%
	7.5701%

	2
	81.2472%
	6.0815%
	2.4813%
	2.2306%
	0.1266%
	6.9606%
	8.1831%

	3
	50.4652%
	40.0103%
	2.3505%
	1.4044%
	0.1582%
	5.6116%
	6.4617%

	4
	63.2199%
	21.7315%
	2.5373%
	2.4618%
	0.3866%
	8.7948%
	10.7926%

	5
	54.8904%
	27.9521%
	2.4181%
	4.1404%
	0.1283%
	10.1553%
	11.6058%

	6
	66.2375%
	19.7511%
	2.7298%
	1.5052%
	0.1604%
	8.8420%
	10.2245%

	7
	72.0299%
	13.1571%
	2.5002%
	2.5416%
	0.1093%
	8.7241%
	10.0845%

	8
	52.7852%
	29.4323%
	2.2448%
	4.8617%
	0.1631%
	10.2930%
	11.8063%

	9
	42.7588%
	33.3048%
	10.7934%
	2.9246%
	0.5737%
	9.6585%
	12.4822%

	10
	65.4769%
	17.4801%
	2.4532%
	4.6523%
	0.1454%
	9.2621%
	10.3957%

	11
	59.9791%
	24.2945%
	2.2278%
	3.9462%
	0.1259%
	9.1062%
	10.2207%

	12
	43.0322%
	32.5169%
	1.9947%
	7.5131%
	0.1558%
	14.3156%
	16.2658%

	13
	59.2245%
	18.7705%
	2.0789%
	9.0076%
	0.1502%
	10.2576%
	11.5234%

	14
	53.3584%
	24.8623%
	1.9722%
	8.4123%
	0.1628%
	11.0227%
	12.3957%


North Carolina Good Government Plan: Racial Demographics
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	District
	Chance of 1+ Flips
	Chance of Democratic Win
	Predicted Vote Shares

	1
	Yes
	14%
	45% D / 55% R

	2
	No
	<1%
	30% D / 70% R

	3
	Yes
	61%
	51% D / 49% R

	4
	No
	1%
	40% D / 60% R

	5
	No
	96%
	58% D / 42% R

	6
	No
	8%
	43% D / 57% R

	7
	No
	<1%
	31% D / 69% R

	8
	No
	97%
	59% D / 41% R

	9
	Yes
	45%
	49% D / 51% R

	10
	No
	2%
	40% D / 60% R

	11
	Yes
	29%
	47% D / 53% R

	12
	No
	>99%
	69% D / 31% R

	13
	No
	99%
	61% D / 39% R

	14
	No
	>99%
	65% D / 35% R


North Carolina Good Government Plan: Partisan Analysis from PlanScore

B. Compactness Plan
	District
	Population
	Deviation
	% Deviation
	% D 20_Pres
	% R 20_Pres

	1
	745670
	-1
	-0.0001%
	44.9268%
	55.0732%

	2
	745670
	-1
	-0.0001%
	44.0625%
	55.9375%

	3
	745671
	0
	0.0000%
	54.0711%
	45.9289%

	4
	745671
	0
	0.0000%
	31.0643%
	68.9357%

	5
	745670
	-1
	-0.0001%
	47.3830%
	52.6170%

	6
	745670
	-1
	-0.0001%
	70.1274%
	29.8726%

	7
	745671
	0
	0.0000%
	40.6172%
	59.3828%

	8
	745671
	0
	0.0000%
	37.6293%
	62.3707%

	9
	745671
	0
	0.0000%
	52.5973%
	47.4027%

	10
	745671
	0
	0.0000%
	43.4459%
	56.5541%

	11
	745670
	-1
	-0.0001%
	41.4330%
	58.5670%

	12
	745670
	-1
	-0.0001%
	46.1195%
	53.8805%

	13
	745671
	0
	0.0000%
	68.3156%
	31.6844%

	14
	745671
	0
	0.0000%
	68.6013%
	31.3987%


North Carolina Compactness Plan: Population Data

	District
	Alternate Schwartzberg
	Polsby Popper
	Perimeter
	Reock

	1
	1.864057
	0.287794
	515.0557
	0.32710

	2
	1.36621
	0.535753
	556.6698
	0.64676

	3
	1.401341
	0.509228
	345.51157
	0.58505

	4
	1.855057
	0.290593
	433.65888
	0.51787

	5
	1.654231
	0.365433
	218.74113
	0.40964

	6
	1.660099
	0.362854
	94.722479
	0.51963

	7
	1.462586
	0.467473
	278.31316
	0.62389

	8
	1.702693
	0.344927
	283.04716
	0.42967

	9
	1.239004
	0.651409
	177.75085
	0.49871

	10
	1.90139
	0.276603
	567.01892
	0.42038

	11
	1.878826
	0.283287
	477.84548
	0.50113

	12
	1.842385
	0.294604
	306.66813
	0.41932

	13
	1.228582
	0.662509
	203.16761
	0.62318

	14
	1.538379
	0.422545
	104.62931
	0.44956


North Carolina Compactness Plan: Compactness Measures 


	District
	% NH_Wht
	% AP_Blk
	% AP_Ind
	% AP_Asn
	% AP_Hwn
	% AP_Oth
	% Hispanic Origin

	1
	81.8059%
	5.0756%
	3.9008%
	1.4539%
	0.2645%
	6.6804%
	7.5669%

	2
	60.2564%
	29.1401%
	2.1016%
	1.9163%
	0.2006%
	6.0890%
	7.0669%

	3
	51.3571%
	35.4506%
	2.3952%
	2.3033%
	0.1415%
	8.2284%
	9.3867%

	4
	78.5466%
	8.2794%
	2.4543%
	2.8796%
	0.1408%
	6.8845%
	8.0485%

	5
	60.0688%
	24.5450%
	2.2227%
	4.1305%
	0.1259%
	8.6426%
	9.6975%

	6
	43.6133%
	31.5461%
	1.9569%
	7.7407%
	0.1569%
	14.4446%
	16.4020%

	7
	67.1769%
	17.3775%
	2.4068%
	2.1760%
	0.1336%
	10.0677%
	11.5984%

	8
	66.1367%
	16.5338%
	2.3697%
	4.1159%
	0.1291%
	10.0448%
	11.3256%

	9
	54.0984%
	29.8734%
	2.3125%
	4.8421%
	0.1246%
	8.5180%
	9.8703%

	10
	50.3160%
	27.7365%
	10.6865%
	1.9719%
	0.3137%
	8.9773%
	10.8717%

	11
	68.7811%
	15.7642%
	2.7687%
	2.2679%
	0.3586%
	9.0032%
	10.9456%

	12
	55.8121%
	26.8066%
	2.9756%
	2.7801%
	0.4305%
	10.4255%
	12.9788%

	13
	53.9735%
	26.0949%
	2.3156%
	5.6006%
	0.1338%
	11.5841%
	13.0048%

	14
	54.5635%
	20.1983%
	1.8168%
	12.8773%
	0.1564%
	10.0965%
	11.2484%


North Carolina Compactness Plan: Racial Demographics
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	District
	Chance of 1+ Flips†
	Chance of Democratic Win
	Predicted Vote Shares

	1
	Yes
	14%
	45% D / 55% R

	2
	No
	10%
	44% D / 56% R

	3
	Yes
	78%
	54% D / 46% R

	4
	No
	<1%
	33% D / 67% R

	5
	Yes
	28%
	47% D / 53% R

	6
	No
	>99%
	68% D / 32% R

	7
	No
	3%
	41% D / 59% R

	8
	No
	<1%
	39% D / 61% R

	9
	Yes
	65%
	52% D / 48% R

	10
	No
	9%
	44% D / 56% R

	11
	No
	4%
	42% D / 58% R

	12
	Yes
	21%
	46% D / 54% R

	13
	No
	>99%
	66% D / 34% R

	14
	No
	>99%
	67% D / 33% R


North Carolina Compactness Plan: Partisan Analysis from PlanScore
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Metric
Efficiency Gap
Declination
Partisan Bias

Mean-Median
Difference

Value
1.8% Pro-Republican
0.04 Pro-Republican
1.2% Pro-Republican

0.4% Pro-Republican

Favors Democrats in this %
of Scenarios”

41%
42%
31%

1%

More Skewed than this % of
Historical Plans¥

20%
19%
12%

7%

More Pro-Democratic than this % of
Historical Plans®

34%
42%
39%

42%




image34.png
U.S. President
2020: 5.8% R

Under this plan,
votes for the
Republican
candidate were
inefficient at a rate
5.8% R lower than
votes for the
Democratic

candidate.

U.S. President
2016: 3.8% D

Under this plan,
votes for the
Democratic
candidate were
inefficient at a rate
3.8% D lower than
votes for the
Republican

candidate.

U.S. Senate
2020: 1.8% D

Under this plan,
votes for the
Democratic
candidate were
inefficient at a rate
1.8% D lower than
votes for the
Republican

candidate.

U.S. Senate
2016:5.9% D

Under this plan,
votes for the
Democratic
candidate were
inefficient at a rate
5.9% D lower than
votes for the
Republican

candidate.
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Favors Democrats in this % More Skewed than this % of  More Pro-Democratic than this % of

Metric Value of Scenarios” Historical Plans* Historical Plans*
Efficiency Gap 10.2% Pro-Republican 7% 82% 7%
Declination ~ 0.24 Pro-Republican 7% 69% 21%
Partisan Bias  8.9% Pro-Republican 6% 69% 18%
Mean-Median  2.2% Pro-Republican 6% 36% 31%

Difference
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Freedom to Vote Act Races

Section 5003(c)(3)_of the FTVA specifies that

partisan fairness should be assessed using a
state's two most recent elections for U.S.
President and two most recent elections for

U.S. Senate.

U.S. President
2020: 12.9% R

Under this plan,
votes for the
Republican
candidate were
inefficient at a rate
12.9% R lower than
votes for the
Democratic

candidate.

U.S. President
2016: 10.5% R

Under this plan,
votes for the
Republican
candidate were
inefficient at a rate
10.5% R lower than
votes for the
Democratic

candidate.

U.S. Senate
2020: 12.5% R

Under this plan,
votes for the
Republican
candidate were
inefficient at a rate
12.5% R lower than
votes for the
Democratic

candidate.

U.S. Senate
2016: 8.4% R

Under this plan,
votes for the
Republican
candidate were
inefficient at a rate
8.4% R lower than
votes for the
Democratic

candidate.
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