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ISSUES

c) Does any plan cross county lines wit
population?
Does any plan exceed the thre ariance between districts?



FACTS

Every ten years the United States federal government conducts a census to account for
total population changes, demographic shifts, etc. as the years pass. Most states utili
census information to redraw their legislative districts.

Particularly, the Tennessee State Senate Republicans (our clients) hav

approximately 194,000 people. Davidson County encompass
of these districts--19 and 21--belong to the Democratic party
35 county dlstrlcts which span the entire county Whep S

avidson are similarly Republican
the voting population who actually

32-1, and 32-2. SenateDlstrlthO 18 from 1- l 1-2, 14 3 1, 3- 2 4- 1
0-1, 10-2, 10-3, 10-4, 10-6, 11-1, 11-3, 13-4, 14-1, 14-2, 14-5, 15-1,
-5,22-1,22-2,22-3,22-4,23-1, 23-2, 23-3, 23-4, 24-3, 24-6, 25-1,
-2,27-3, 34-1, 34-2, 34-3, 34-4, 34-5, 35-1, 35-2, 35-3, and 35-4.

15-4,16-3, 1 7-4,17-7, 18-1, 18-2, 18-3, 18-4, 19-6, 20-2, 20-3, 21-4, 23-5, 24-1, 24-2,
,27-1,29-4, 30-1, 30-3, 30-4, 31-1, 31-2, 31-3, 31-4, 32-3, 32-4, 33-2, 33-3,
33-4, and 33-5. The population variance of Senate District 19--based off an approximation of
around 194,197 as the mean district size-- about about 1.5%. Using the same calculations, the
population variance for Senate District 20 is 5.7%. Finally, the variance for Senate District 21 is

6.2%.



DISCUSSION

Is there a way for the Republican Party in the Tennessee State Senate (our clients) to
redistrict in a manner such that the Democratic Party of Tennessee loses its hold ove

surrounding the city of Nashville? This topic consists of four main components: ¢
jurisdiction, ethnic minorities, population variances, and crossing county bou

as per judicial norms, the courts try to avoid answering “politic
decision held that redistricting claims are justiciable whe

, lenient in giving the legislative
“flexibility” with redistricting, because i gument that a court ought to restrain

ry, the plan would not be unconstitutional
982)).

ence of racial and partisan gerrymandering in terms of recognition and
cannot be overstated. Looking at one of previous cases, Shaw v. Reno
h has become a landmark case for racial gerrymandering claims, one

redistricting s to succeed it cannot warrant any legitimate claim of racial gerrymandering.
i to county boundaries, redistricting plans that cross too many district lines can
ject to scrutiny especially by the Tennessee courts. Repeatedly, the Tennessee courts
have criticized redistricting plans that cross significantly more county lines than necessary
(Lincoln County v. Crowell 701 S.W.2d 602 (1985); Moore v. State 436 S.W.3d 775 (2014)).

Even though in both of these cases, the statutes were ultimately upheld, the courts only found



that in one case that crossing district lines alone does not constitute bad faith and in the other that
the number of lines that were crossed was not a significant enough difference from the
alternative plan presented by those suing the legislature to warrant a judicial intervention. Once
again echoing those sentiments about judicial restraint, the courts in Tennessee have

uphold redistricting statues they admit have flaws in them (Ibid).

Finally, the arguably most important consideration (other than race) of,
courts when evaluating the merits of redistricting is equality of population
equality of population is the often the court’s paramount consideration with

this in mind, it is while it is possible to
under 10%.

With all of these legal boundari
which is significantly more simple to ad.
County--where Nashville i

25-3,26-2,26-4, 27-2, 27-3, and 35. Finally District 21 would be: 4,
-1, 13-3, 14-3, 15-4, 19-6, 23-5, 26-3, 27-1, 29-4, 30-1, 30-3, 30-4, 31,

ty and reduce it to just the area immediately around Nashville. More than just
that, t
boundaries discussed previous. Starting with ethnic minorities, and a possible racial

are other benefits to this plan that can prevent it from harsh criticisms seen in the legal

gerrymandering claim, this plan actually reunites historically African-American communities
that were previously split by districting. One such area is County District 21, which has a



African-American population of over 72%, according to census data. Previously, this area was
split between Senate Districts 19 and 20, but has now been reunited under this plan. When
looking at district lines, this plan does not change the number of county lines crossed of previous

Party other seats in the Senate.
A third and even more unlikely option jg

observers to question what passing this amendment. Throughout the
to advocate for more representatives in one

¢ United State’s docket this term. This case in specific challenges the
isan gerrymandering and aims to set a standard for evaluating

or the client and expose the client’s plan to break the Democratic majority.
ht foment the Democratic party and increase voter turnout for the next



CONCLUSION

In terms of legal avenues to pursue, the client has three distinct options. First, the client

districts, even with the increase, come close to the threshold va set by the courts. Eve

does come under criticism and the courts or media que in variance, lient
dominant community.

The second option for the client is to the number of
seats--but rather only sets a maximu at the legislature could decreased the

amount of senate seats available. Cons per of districts decreases, the

Pavidson County and combine them with the overwhelming amount of
ounding districts. This would also break the Democratic control over

has been given strong latitude by the Tennessee courts to enact redistricting
plans. The largest barrier for the client is Gill v. Whitford, so it is advisable for the client to enact
a proposal before the Supreme Court of the United States to attempt to answer the issues in Gill.

If the client waits until the Court makes a decision, the client risks the Court adopting a standard



that eliminates all three of these options. eliminate the first option for the client, which is already

the most probable for the client to sponsor legislation for.






