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some Utah-
specific tailoring

10 elections in our dataset

«2016 Pres, Sen, Gov, AG, Aud, Treas

«2018 Sen

«2020 Pres, Gov, AG
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now let’s shift to some evaluation
examples from Michigan



Congress



Traditional districting principles -
Congress



County splits/county pieces

Apple: 17 Apple: 40

=== Birch: 13 == Birch: 33
= |Juniper: 13 = |uniper: 31
—— Maple: 13 - Maple: 33
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County splits/county pieces
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County splits/county pieces

Commission plans

——
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Compactness

Apple: 715
=== Birch: 697
- Juniper: 697
- Maple: 682

580 630 680 730 780 830 880 930 980

_ Cut Edges

more compact



Partisan balance — Congress



D seats / proportionality
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nearly even
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Dem. advantage
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Dem. advantage

efficiency gap
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mean-median gap

0.01 A
O Apple
© Birch
0.00 - @ Juniper
O Maple
—-0.01 - O

—0.03 A

Dem. advantage

—0.04 +

—0.05 A

—0.06 A

PRES16 GOV18 SEN18 50518 AG18

Mean Median

Dem. advantage

0.01 -

0.00 A

—0.01 ~

—0.02 A

—0.03 +

—0.04 A

—0.05 A

—0.06 A

—0.07 -

O Apple
O Birch
@ Juniper
O Maple

PRES16 GOV18 SEN18 S0OS18

Mean Median

AG18




mean-median gap
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partisan bias
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partisan bias
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Responsiveness/
competitiveness— Congress




competitive districts (margin <6%)

Apple: 10
== Birch: 10
- Juniper: 11
= Maple: 12

2 5 3 11 20 23 26 29

14 17
Competitive Districts (out of 65)




swing districts

~— Apple: 2
= Birch: 1

- Maple: 2

2 3 4 5 6
Swing Districts (out of 13)



swing districts

Apple: 2

== Birch: 1
= Juniper: 2
- Maple: 2

this plan has 6 |always-D

and 6 aIways-FE and only

1 that “swings’

0 7 8

2 3 4 5 6
Swing Districts (out of 13)



Racial stats — Congress



Black Voting Age Population

1.0
— 50% BVAP
O Apple
O Birch
@ Juniper
0.8 - O Maple

0.6 -

0.4 -

0.2 -

0.0




state Senate




Traditional districting principles -
Senate
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County splits/county pieces

Cherry: 25 Cherry: 84
= Elm: 21 == Elm: 73
= Spruce: 21 = Spruce: 73
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County splits/county pieces

Commission plans

——

41 50 59 68 77 86 95 104 113

County Pieces




Compactness

Cherry: 1335
== Elm: 1330
- Spruce: 1338

1235 1285 1335 1385 1435 1485 1535 1585 1635

Cut Edges
—

more compact




Partisan balance — Senate




D seats / proportionality
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Responsiveness/
competitiveness— Senate



competitive districts (margin <6%)

Cherry: 30
= Elm: 33
= Spruce: 31

14 19 49

34 39

24 29 44
Competitive Districts (out of 190)
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Racial stats — Senate
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state House



Traditional districting principles -
House




County splits/county pieces
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County splits/county pieces

Commission plans
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Compactness

Pine: 2644
== Qak: 2579
- Peach: 2600

==

2254 2354 2414 2474 2534 2594 2654 2714

<_ Cut Edges

more compact



Partisan balance — House




D seats / proportionality
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Responsiveness/
competitiveness— House



competitive districts (margin <6%)

Pine: 75
= Qak: 77
- Peach: 78

60 67 74 81 88 102 109 116

95
Competitive Districts (out of 550)



swing districts
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Racial stats — House



Black Voting Age Population
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