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Racial Gerrymandering Court Cases

• 14th Amendment – race was the predominant factor in district boundaries
• Odd shaped districts (low compactness)

• Direct evidence from people involved in redistricting

• Use of racial and voting data in the technology

• Voting Rights Act – diminished ability to elect “candidate of choice”
(Gingles test)
• Majority-minority district possible in compact area

• Minority group is votes as a bloc

• Majority group votes as a bloc and differently than minority group



Racial Gerrymandering Court Cases

• Shaw v. Reno (1993, NC)

• Miller v. Johnson (1995, GA)

• Bush v. Vera (1996, TX)

• LULAC v. Perry (2006, TX)

• Bartlett v. Strickland (2009, NC)

• Ala. Leg. Black Caucus v. Alabama (2015)

• Bethune-Hill v. Va. State Bd. Of Elections (2017)

• Cooper v. Harris (2017, NC)

• Abbott v. Perez (2018, TX)

• North Carolina v. Covington (2018)



Racial Gerrymandering Cases

Shaw v. Reno  (1993)

• North Carolina had 1 majority-minority district following 1991 redistricting

• DOJ asked for 2 such districts to improve black voter representation

• Adding a second would’ve required a shape “so bizarre that it is unexplainable 
on grounds other than race”

• Result: cannot draw a district strictly for racial reasons (but also need to 
comply with Voting Rights Act)



Michaela and Jack

Miller v. Johnson



Creation of District 11

• 1990 census created a need for an eleventh 
congressional district

• Demographics of Georgia had 27 percent 
Black

• Yet only one of the 10 districts had a Black 
majority

• First drafts of districts with only one of the 
eleven districts have Black majority were 
rejected by Justice Department

• Eventually a map was approved with two 
Black majority districts, Eleven being one of 
them



"Geographic Monstrosity"

• Black majority

• 260 miles in distance between edges

• Contains major urban areas

• Atlanta

• Largest city at the time

• Augusta
• Second largest city at the time

• Savannah
• Fourth largest city at the time



Miller v. Johnson (1995)
FACTS OF THE CASE (Review):

• 1990: Georgia's Black population (27%) entitled them to an eleventh congressional seat
• General Assembly to redraw districts

• Justice Department refused to pre-clear several proposed districts before the Assembly found 
success

• A "geographic monstrosity" that extended 6,784.2 square miles (260 miles from Atlanta to the Atlantic)

• Voters in the new Eleventh District challenged the District on the ground of a racial gerrymander

LEGAL ISSUES:

• Is racial gerrymandering of the congressional redistricting process a violation of the Fourteenth 
Amendment's Equal Protection Clause?

HOLDING:

• Yes (5-4 majority)
• Shape was so bizarre on its face that it was unexplainable on grounds other than race

• Could not be upheld unless it was narrowly tailored to achieve a compelling state interest

• Compliance with federal antidiscrimination laws alone is not compelling interest



Racial Gerrymandering 
Bush v. Vera 1996

Alex & Todger



Facts of the Case 

● Racial Gerrymandering is unconstitutional.

● Justice department sued on behalf of plaintiffs (Al Vera).

● District court found districts 18,29 and 30 to be unconstitutional, was pending appeal. 

● Moved onto Supreme Court, where there was a 5-4 decision.

● The State’s arguments were that there was a desire to unite urban communities of interest, whilst 

protecting incumbents in old districts. 

● Supreme Court found that the bizarre shape and noncompactness cause constitutional harm, 

conveying the message that political identity is predominantly racial.-(Justice O’Connor)



District 15

Today’s District 

Shelia Lee Jackson (D)1994-Present

House of Reps w/ 86% of Vote

District 29 

Today’s District 

Gene Green (D)

-Served in State Senate (1985-’93)

-Elected Representative (‘93-2019)

District 30 District 18 

Today’s District 

Eddie Bernice Johnson(D)

-Served in State Senate (1986-’92)

-Elected Representative (1993-

Present)
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LEAGUE OF UNITED LATIN 
AMERICAN CITIZENS V. PERRY

Olivia Zeiner-Morrish & Richard Perry



Issues

■ Partisan Gerrymandering

– Texas Republicans gained an additional 7 seats in Congress after 2004 
elections

■ Constitutionality of using 2000 Census data to redistrict in 2003

– This replacing congressional map created by panel of federal judges

– One person, one vote?

■ District 23 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965

– The newly gerrymandered District 23 connected two Latino communities…300 
miles apart





Verdict

■ Partisan Gerrymandering

– The Supreme Court declined to rule on whether partisan gerrymandering was a 
judiciable issue

■ Constitutionality of using 2000 Census data to redistrict in 2003

– The Supreme Court ruled that Texas’ entire state congressional plan as a whole 
was not unconstitutional 

– A state is entitled to redistrict mid-decade, as long as it does so once every 10 
years

■ District 23 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965

– The Supreme Court found District 23 violated the section 2 of the VRA, diluting 
Latino voting power, and mandated

– District 23 met all the Gingles requirements for racial gerrymandering



Bartlett v. 
Strickland 

(2009)

▪ Dwight Strickland brought forth a case that redistricting 

was required because of preconditions met under the 

1965 VRA (Voting Rights Act)

▪ If there is a majority-minority population in a given

district, redistricting is necessary so as to not dilute the 

minority vote (create a Majority-Minority district)

▪ North Carolina Superior Court ruled in their favor, but 

the North Carolina Supreme Court struck down the 

lower court’s ruling, stating that the preconditions had 

not been met and thus did not warrant redistricting



Bartlett v. 
Strickland (2009)

(continued)

▪ In a 5-4 plurality decision that fell along ideological lines, the 

justices of the US Supreme Court ruled that the requisites for the 

VRA had indeed not been met and deemed the redistricting 

unnecessary. 

▪ Chief Justice Roberts, Justice Kennedy, and Justice Alito ruled 

that redistricting would only be necessary when a 

geographically compact area contained a majority-minority 

population

▪ Justices Scalia and Thomas had a concurring opinion, stating 

that there was no textual basis within the VRA itself for 

analyzing voter dilution



Alabama v Alabama Legislative Black 
Caucus

By Julia Francis and Ana Stambolic 



Who was involved?

Defendants:

State of Alabama

Petitioners:

Alabama Legislative Black Caucus

Alabama Democratic Commission 



What happened?

- The Alabama Legislative Black Caucus petitioned that 

the electoral districts in Alabama are racially 

gerrymandered (violation of 14th Amendment’s Equal 

Protection Clause and the Voting Rights Act)
- There was a disproportionate number of minorities in 

12 of the 36 districts 

- For example, prior to redistricting, 72% of District 26’s 

population was black. After the redistricting, Alabama’s 

legislature added 15,785 new individuals into that 

District, and only 36 of those newly added individuals 

were white 



What was the impact?

- In 2015, Supreme Court voted 5-4 in favor of the illegal racial gerrymandering 

- Racial gerrymandering is now measured on a district-by-district basis instead of the state as a whole as it used to 

be

- Closed the loophole for states to racially gerrymander by holding all of the district accountable



Bethune-Hill v. Virginia Board of Elections

Allison Rau and Marshall Montner



The Arguments

Bethune-Hill Argument
• The 12 minority-majority districts that 

they resided in were packed by 
legislators 

• Those who drew the map used a 
55% black racial quota in each of 
these districts. Therefore, race was 
a primary factor in drawing the 
maps

• This was a violation of their 14th

Amendment rights to equal 
protection under the law

Virginia Board of Elections Argument
• The racial quotas used served a 

state interest, as they were 
intended to keep communities of 
interest together

• Bethune-Hill should have to prove 
that there were other violations of 
redistricting rules in order for the 
complaints to be valid, not just a 
use of race as a factor

• It was deduced by lower courts 
that only one of twelve districts 
presented actually used race as a 
primary factor 



The Verdict

The Supreme Court ruled unanimously in favor of Bethune-Hill. 

• It was ruled that district lines must be 
drawn in accordance with the 14th

Amendment, and any district that was 
drawn with race as a primary factor was 
not valid

• The Virginia State Legislature was 
required to re-draw the map, without 
using race as a primary factor



Cooper V.Harris Coleman/Kendra



This is the North Carolina  Congressional Map 

following this  decision. It is more compact but  

there is a hard partisan gerrymander that left a 

nearly evenly divided state  with a 3D-10R 

Congressional  Delegation.

Cooper vs.Harris

● After 2010 Census, North Carolina state  

legislature appointed House and Senate  

Committees to create a redistricting plan for  

the U.S. House of RepresentativeDistricts.

● The U.S. District Court for the MiddleDistrict  

of North Carolina ruled that the 1st and 12th  

districts were illegally racially gerrymandered.

● GovernorPat McCrory (R) and State Board of  

Elections challenged this decision

○ This challenge ultimately led this case all the  

way up to the Supreme Court

● On May 22, 2017, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled  

5-3 that North Carolina’s Middle District  

redistricting plan was racially gerrymandered.

○ Inviolation of the Voting Rights Act.



Next Steps

The map that was drawn in response to  

Cooper v. Harris was also taken to State  

Court for partisanship inviolation of NC  

Constitution

Led to Common Cause v. Lewis andthe  

current map, which is 5D-8R



Abbott v. 
Perez
2018

Vidhi/Ashley

https://www.scotusblog.com/2018/04/argument-preview-
texas-redistricting-battles-return-to-the-court/



• Between 2000 and 2010, Latinos and African-
Americans accounted for nearly 90 percent of
Texas’ population growth resulting in four
additional congressional seats. There was a need
for significant changes to both the state house
and congressional maps.

• It was argued that when the state redrew its
congressional and legislative plans, it did not act
in good faith to achieve population equity, and
instead, intentionally diluted Latino and African-
American voting strength.

• In addition to that, the panel also ruled that
Texas had unconstitutionally and intentionally
packed and cracked minority voters in the Dallas-
Fort Worth area. However, the court rejected
intentional vote dilution claims related to the
greater Houston area.

• The court also found several districts violated
one-person, one-vote requirements and that one
district in San Antonio had been drawn as a racial
gerrymander.

https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/court-cases/abbott-v-perez



https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/supreme-court-rules-texas-district-racially-
gerrymandered/story?id=56140728

In August 2017, a western 
district court of Texas ruled 
that the 2013 maps for 
districts 27 and 35 and 9 
state house districts were 
drawn with racial 
discrimination. The decision 
was appealed and brought 
to the Supreme Court. 

The Supreme Court issued a 
5-4 ruling to reverse the 
decision of the state court. 

On June 25, 2018, the 
Supreme Court ruled that 
the district lines Texas  
approved in 2013 were all 
valid except for district 90 
which they found to be 
racial gerrymandering. 



North Carolina v. Covington

Bea Dresser & Maddy White 



Background

● After redistricting occurred after the 2010 U.S Census in 2015 a group of 31 North Carolina 

voters sued the state alleging that the General Assembly had racially gerrymandered their 

districts

● They pointed specifically to 28 state legislative districts (9 senate, 19 house) that were 

comprised of a majority of black voters where they previously were able to elect candidates 

of their choice 

● The legal question in the case was that they were in violation of the 14th amendments equal 

protection clause to racially gerrymander these districts

● The federal three-judge panel ruled in favor of the plaintiffs (the NC voters) that the 28 

North Carolina legislative districts were unconstitutional as it constituted racial 

gerrymandering 

● The panel had ordered the districts to be redrawn and hold a special election in 2017

● The legislature appealed to the U.S Supreme Court and they summarily affirmed the opinion 

of the district court. 



Decision 

The U.S. Supreme Court affirmed the decision that the North Carolina General Assembly illegally 

racial gerrymandered. However, the Court scratched the district court’s remedial order as well as 

any claims from the Appellee's that the district court and General Assembly illegally used race as a 

factor. 



Decision (cont.)

Claims the Supreme Court Rejected in their decision:

● The claim from the district courts that the Supreme Court did not have jurisdiction. The federal rule of 

law applied as soon as the NC State Legislature agreed to adopt remedial plans from the district court 

to amend the racial gerrymandering

● The appellee’s (Covington et al) argument that the district court should have banned General Assembly 

from considering race when drawing the remedial maps

● The argument that the district court had abused its discretion in appointing a Special Master to prepare 

an alternative remedial map instead of leaving the job to the legislature. The Supreme Court explained 

that the district court was simply responsible of redrawing by any means necessary 


