
 

Virginia Redistricting Commission – Budget and Finance Subcommittee 
 Legal Services Interview Questions 

Have you ever represented any entity or person in VA for Redistricting purposes? If so, please explain. 

Have you ever had an attorney-client privilege with anyone on this commission? If so, who and when? 

Do you understand your client in this matter is the full commission and are you willing to disclose the 
details of any and all of your communications with any commission member to the full commission? 

In the future might you seek to represent any commission member or VA partisan caucus in any 
matters and if so, do you feel the advice you provide to the full commission can be neutral and ethical 
in light of that? 

Given that your client is the full commission, how will partisanship influence the legal advice you will 
provide? 

Who won the 2020 Presidential Election? 

Is there a reasonable legal basis to question the outcome of the election? 

Are you willing to enter into competitive negotiations regarding time and fee structure? 

Do you anticipate any problems with your current workload that could interfere with you assisting the 
Commission? 

Do you know of any conflicts that would inhibit you from performing your task? 

What is your perspective and interpretation of the Voting Rights Act and how would you advise us to 
ensure that racial and ethnic populations can elect candidates of their choice when they are united in 
support for a candidate? 



Legal Services Scoring Matrix 

 

 

Firm: _____________________________________________ 

 

Factors Point Value 

Qualifications and experience of Law Firm, including (a) past performance 

on similar undertakings, (b) experience with similar clients, (c) qualifications 

and expertise of personnel and, (d) resources committed to the Commission. 

 

 

 

____ / 30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Demonstrated competence and knowledge. General quality of submission, 

including (a) an understanding of the Commission’s requirements under this 

RFP and (b) responsiveness to terms and conditions. 

 

 

 

____ / 30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Capacity and Resources. The Offeror must have the capacity and resources 

to perform all of the previously-described services in a prompt, responsive 

manner and with excellent work quality in the timeframe needed. 

 

 

 

 

____ / 30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Client List Summary/References. 

A minimum of four (4) past or current clients where the Offeror has 

demonstrated its qualifications in any or all of the areas requested under the 

RFP. Must include the name, title, organization, address, telephone and e-

mail address of the person most familiar with work completed. 

 

 

 

 

 

____ / 10 

 
 

 

Total Points     ________ / 100 



 

Call for Motion for Closed Meeting 

Step 1: Call for motion for closed meeting 

CHAIRMAN: At this time, in order for the Commission to consider XYZ, it will be necessary to 

meet in closed session.  Is there a motion to go into closed session? 

MOTION FOR CLOSED SESSION 

MEMBER:  I move that Budget and Finance Subcommittee of the Commission convene in a 

closed session.    

The closed session is authorized pursuant to: 

 Subdivision A 29 of § 2.2-3711 for the discussion of the award of a public contract 

involving the expenditure of public funds. Specially, the closed session will be held to 

discuss the proposals received in response to the RFP for legal counsel to the Commission. 

Pursuant to § 2.2-3712(F) of the Code of Virginia, the Commission also requests that counsel 

and staff attend because it believes that their presence will reasonably aid the Commission in 

its consideration of the topic that is the subject of this closed meeting. 

(Roll Call Vote) 

*** In Closed Session *** 

Step 2: Explanation & Discussion limited to items identified in the closed meeting 
motion  

 

Step 3: Call for Motion to Emerge from Closed Meeting 

MOTION TO OPEN MEETING 

MEMBER: I move that the Redistricting Commission come out of closed session.  

*** Back in Open Session *** 

 

Step 4: Closed Meeting Certifications 

STAFF: Do you certify that to the best of your knowledge, only matters lawfully exempted from 

open meeting requirements and identified in the closed meeting motion were discussed in the 

closed session? 

(Roll Call Vote) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LEGAL SERVICES PROPOSAL #1 



1| Crimcard Consulting Responses 
 

 
 

 
 

RFP RESPONSES  
[REDACTED ITEMS ON 6] 

 
PRESENTED TO  

VIRGINIA REDISTRICTING COMMISSION  
  



2| Crimcard Consulting Responses 
 

 

 

 

Contents 
 

Section I: Personnel ...................................................................................................................................... 3 

Section II: Affiliation ...................................................................................................................................... 3 

Section III: Experience ................................................................................................................................... 4 

Section IV: Conflicts ...................................................................................................................................... 7 

Section V: Fees .............................................................................................................................................. 7 

 

 

  



3| Crimcard Consulting Responses 
 

Section I: Personnel 
The primary personnel proposed for this project is Crimcard Consulting’s founder and manager, Dr. 
Kareem Crayton -- a nationally respected expert on redistricting and voting rights issues.  Crimcard has 
provided consulting services to public and private entities for over a decade, specializing in redistricting 
issues across the country.  Dr. Crayton has extensive redistricting experience as an advisor in both 
partisan and non-partisan settings.  His statewide work in the last cycle includes California, Alabama, 
and North Carolina.  Dr. Crayton is both a political scientist and licensed attorney (barred in Alabama, 
Maryland, and the District of Columbia).  

Because of his specialized training and credentials in two fields, Dr. Crayton can deliver both political 
analysis of district maps as well as legal assessments of the complex rules and standards that govern 
how these maps ought to be constructed.  This integration of his technical skills distinguishes Dr. 
Crayton in the marketplace, which usually brings multiple actors providing these services.  Aside from 
providing exemplary legal analysis on relevant questions, Dr. Crayton can perform a racially polarized 
voting study or, if the Commission prefers, recommend an experienced colleague within the political 
science community who can provide an independent analysis (which may be useful for a statewide 
project under certain circumstances).   

At the formation stage of district drawing, the services envisioned in this proposal can remain advisory 
and therefore not require formal legal representation; this type of arrangement is consistent with Dr. 
Crayton’s service in similar engagements in the past.  It is worth noting that there are good reasons to 
maintain an advisory relationship during the map development phase.  For example, it might be 
preferable to learn the nature of the major issues that might shape any later litigation before selecting a 
litigation team.   

If the need emerges for formal legal representation, Dr. Crayton is quite able to share his 
recommendations about closely affiliated entities within the Commonwealth with the capacity and 
expertise to address litigation.  Further, he can ably assist a selected litigation team in preparing to 
address any issues that may arise. 

Section II: Affiliation 
Dr. Crayton is offering his services as an advisor to the Virginia Redistricting Commission on behalf of the 
Democratic perspective.  While he has worked in different settings for both partisan and non-partisan 
decision-makers, Dr. Crayton has served as primary counsel and advisor to the Democratic legislative 
and Congressional delegation in both North Carolina and in Alabama during the 2010 cycle; these 
Southern states (along with Virginia) were subject to the most significant litigation over questions of 
partisan fairness and the interpretation of the Voting Rights Act.   

His advisory work in those settings required both coordination with multiple interests within the party 
structure, community groups and associations, along with limited engagement with counterparts in the 
other party to address structural decisions by Republican representatives (who were the majority party 
in both redistricting sessions).  It also should be noted that Dr. Crayton has also worked as an advisor 
during California’s inaugural commission-driven redistricting process on behalf of organized associations 
within the African American community and for city officials in the Los Angeles redistricting process. 
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Dr. Crayton’s philosophy as an advisor in all of these redistricting settings is that while there may be 
reasonable differences between the political parties or interests in the process, the basic principles of 
law that set the parameters of these differences need to be respected by all actors.  His analysis and 
guidance are focused on helping to illustrate which issues are defined and which require some 
consideration and decision-making.  As he has emphasized often in his scholarly work, Dr. Crayton views 
the redistricting process as one that should be transparent, data driven, and equitable; his career has 
focused on exploring creative ways to achieve such a process.   

Dr. Crayton has not ever run for political office nor has he represented any political candidate in the 
course of a political campaign (note that he has represented elected leaders as amicus counsel in U.S. 
Supreme Court practice on multiple occasions).  He has otherwise not served as a candidate, a lobbyist, 
an officer of a political committee, campaign worker or fundraiser, or as an attorney for any candidate, 
lobbyist, officer of a political committee, campaign worker or fundraiser, or for any political party or 
governmental or political entity. Dr. Crayton has made political donations to political candidates (none 
for state races in the Commonwealth of Virginia).  Upon request, he is happy to provide additional 
information in support of these points. 

Section III: Experience 
Among the very small class of lawyer/political scientists in the country, Crimcard’s founder Dr. Kareem 
Crayton is the only dually trained redistricting expert with professional experience in and out of 
government (state and federal), which informs his ability to appreciate developing procedures and 
assessing alternate mapping proposals.   

His political science dissertation What’s New About the New South examined legislative choices and 
technical strategies in states that faced racial gerrymandering lawsuits in the 1990s.  Over his career, he 
has published dozens of key scholarly articles, essays, and reviews on the topic of governance and 
representation, including seminal works on Section 2 and 5 of the Voting Rights Act.  For a more 
exhaustive review of his scholarly work, you may consult http://kareemcrayton.com/publications.html.  
His wide-ranging professional experience includes the following: 

 Dr. Crayton is the substantive architect of The Redistricting Game, the first-of-its kind online 
game that has taught practitioners and legislators about the law and policy of redistricting, 
including ideas for reform, for more than 15 years.  He is currently leading a design team in 
creating a new and expanded game about redistricting called NextLine (releasing Fall of 2021). 

 Among redistricting litigation projects, Dr. Crayton has served as amicus counsel on these 
pathbreaking cases in the U.S. Supreme Court: 

o NAMUDNO v. Holder: A constitutional test of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act in US 
Supreme Court.  Amicus brief was filed on behalf of Congressional Black Hispanic & 
Asian Pacific Islander (“Tri-Caucus”) in support of the law’s constitutionality.   

o Shelby County v. Holder:  A second test of Section 5 of Voting Rights Act’s 
constitutionality in US Supreme Court, in which an amicus brief was filed on behalf of 
legal and social science scholars in support of constitutionality.  

o Dickson v. Rucho: Redistricting challenge to state legislative and congressional districts 
in NC Supreme Court, with an amicus brief filed on behalf of NC Legislative Black Caucus.  
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The NC court upheld the maps, but federal courts later struck them based on related 
racial gerrymandering claims. 

 From 2018 and early 2020, Dr. Crayton managed a social justice law firm in North Carolina 
through a transition, hiring and training a voting rights litigation team that appeared before the 
U.S. Supreme Court in two landmark redistricting cases: 

o League of Women Voters of NC v. Rucho: A landmark case that raised partisan 
gerrymandering claims in North Carolina’s congressional districts.  Rejecting precedent, 
the Court decided 5-4 that these claims were non-justiciable in federal courts.  

o Perez v. Texas: Litigation raised racial gerrymandering and vote dilution claims.  The 
Court granted limited relief on voting rights concerns in a few state legislative districts.  

 Crimcard‘s work providing legal guidance and technical support in a consulting capacity on 
redistricting and elections matters include: 

o North Carolina Redistricting – State and Congressional Districts.  On behalf of the North 
Carolina Democratic delegation, he provided advice and guidance in developing a record 
that ultimately led to the 4th Circuit review that struck significant portions of this map 
following an intervening decision from the U.S. Supreme Court. 

o California Redistricting Commission – Provided consulting advice for the African 
American Redistricting Collaborative, which advocated for districting principles that 
balanced voting rights concerns with practical considerations.  He was a principal 
contributor to the Unity Map that informed the Commission’s approach to districts in 
Los Angeles, San Diego, and the Bay Area. 

o Los Angeles Redistricting Commission: Provided advice to City Council members in the 
development of preferred maps before the first council-appointed commission. 

o Lee v. City of Los Angeles: Served as expert witness on behalf of Koreatown plaintiffs in a 
14th Amendment racial gerrymandering claim against the city council in federal court.  
Report focused on the lack of evidence showing racially polarized voting and evidence of 
unlawful racial intent in designing districts.  This case ended in an adverse decision on 
summary judgment in the 9th Circuit.   

o George v. Haslam: Served as expert consultant to plaintiffs in a federal challenge to a 
Tennessee ballot measure, which plaintiffs claimed did not comply with state 
constitution’s prescribed counting method for successful ballot measures.  After a 
positive result in federal district court, the 6th Circuit reversed. 

o Alabama v. Alabama Legislative Caucus: Served as Special Counsel to the House 
Democratic leader in the Alabama Legislature for a session to draw new legislative 
districts to remedy racial gerrymandering violations found by the U.S. Supreme Court.  
The resulting maps were upheld by the U.S. District Court on review. 

Significant matters (with requested contacts) include: 

Los Angeles Redistricting (2012-2017): Provided consulting advice to community members 
and officials in City Council Districts 8 and 9 in the development of preferred maps before 
council-appointed commission.  Following the adoption of the bill, Akin Gump represented a 
group of residents of Los Angeles’ Koreatown in a lawsuit filed against the city. The suit 
alleged, among other things, that the city’s Redistricting Commission and City Council sought 
to illegally redraw city council district boundaries (in the process, maintaining a divided 
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Koreatown) along racial lines, violating both the Los Angeles City Charter and the U.S. 
Constitution.  Dr. Crayton filed an expert report on behalf of plaintiffs focusing on the lack of 
evidence showing racially   polarized voting and evidence of unlawful racial intent in designing 
districts. This case ended in an adverse decision on summary judgment in district court. 

Contacts:  

Helen Kim 
Member, 2010 Los Angeles City Redistricting Commission 
(310)552-5090 
Helen.Kim@klgates.com 
 
Jan Perry 
Former Member, Los Angeles City Council 
213-300-7952 
janperry@janperry.com 

Alabama Redistricting: Served as Special Counsel to the House Democratic leader in the 
Alabama legislature for a session to draw new legislative districts to remedy racial 
gerrymandering violations found by the U.S. Supreme Court. The resulting legislative maps 
were upheld by the U.S. District Court on review. 

Contact:  

Rep. Anthony Daniels 
Minority Leader, Alabama House of Representatives 
(256)323-2008 
Anthonydaniels@gmail.com 
 
North Carolina Redistricting (2012-2018): State and Federal Districts. On behalf of the North 
Carolina Democratic delegation, Crimcard provided advice and guidance in developing a 
record   that ultimately led to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 4th Circuit striking significant 
portions of this map in light of an intervening decision from the U.S. Supreme Court.  Later 
advised legislators on redrawing of state senate districts in light of state supreme court 
decision striking the map.  

Contact:  

Rep. Grier Martin 
House Minority Whip, North Carolina General Assembly 
919-602-2725 
grier@griermartin.com 
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Section IV: Conflicts 
To the best of his knowledge, Dr. Crayton has none of the apparent or real conflicts listed in Section 4(a) 
on page 7 of the original RFP.  Further, Dr. Crayton has not been subject to any disciplinary reviews or 
sanctions proceedings in any court. 

Section V: Fees 
Generally, this venture applies an hourly rate for the time spent on an engagement. With experience in 
providing holistic advice to jurisdictions, Crimcard’s proposed approach here (to use Dr. Crayton as a 
primary advisor) obviates the need for large teams to respond to client needs.   

For this type of advisory work, focused mainly on developing a process for crafting and assessing maps, 
conducting background research (including an RPV study), and monitoring Commission proceedings and 
executive meetings, the estimated time commitment is an average of 10 to 12 work hours per week on 
six month timeline.  The combined hourly rate for normal projects would range between $425 and $500 
(lower end for attending meetings, higher end for background analytical work).  An hourly approach may 
prove preferable if the Commission would like an initial assessment to determine the full range of 
advisory services (as envisioned in the work plan) is necessary.  The per meeting cost for service (not 
including preparation time) would be approximately $850 for two hours. 

Should you wish to organize a full set of services as a flat fee, we would propose an estimated monthly 
fee for this work in the range of $17,000 to $19,000 (per month) that would avoid concerns about 
specific time allocation and the like. The range will be affected by the suggested aspects of work like a 
racially polarized voting study.  We would expect that the precise amount will depend upon elements 
that existing staff may assist with accomplishing.  Upon selection, we can work with your team to 
develop a more precise fee arrangement that is acceptable to all parties.  
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