
I came to this assignment late so I haven’t engaged in any sophisticated analysis of partisan 
fairness.  I simply looked at the Partisan Balance numbers (using the 2016 House data) and 
coded them as Safe and Lean for both parties, where safe is a party getting 55% or more and 
lean is a party getting a majority but less than 55%.  The more balance the better. Most plans 
tilt toward Republicans, but so does Ohio. Others know more about this than I do. 
 
I didn’t pay a lot of attention to population equality, figuring that if the numbers are close they 
could be adjusted at the margins without changing a lot.  A couple of the maps are either so far 
from equality and/or have a lot of unassigned pieces.  I didn’t bother evaluating them since it’s 
hard to compare them with others. 
 
I took a quick look at the racial breakdown to see the prospects of a majority-minority district 
(looking at both Black and Hispanic percentages of the voting age population). Some look like 
one majority-minority district might be possible.  Others seem to me to need to try harder. 
 
We don’t have community of interest information, which can’t be helped.  But I think COIs will 
be an important determinant of redistricting in Michigan, so I spent some time thinking about 
whether proposed districts looked like they would be COI-friendly or not. My sense it that 
keeping a COI intact is just the beginning.  After that, most COIs would want to not be isolated 
in a district with communities with which they don’t share interests.  I eyeballed the districts to 
see if they contained counties/cities/areas that might share common legislative interests, 
economic patterns, etc. and used these as proxies for communities of interest that would like 
to be included in the same district. The “coherence” of a district matters both to constituents 
and representatives, which is part of what’s behind gathering the views of communities of 
interest.  Most communities of interest will not feel isolated (and therefore possibly 
disenfranchised) if they are in districts with communities with shared interests. Similarly, 
representatives of such districts will be more successful in getting to be known by constituents 
and getting to know the interests and interplay of the parts of a district.  As an example, I don’t 
know a lot about Ohio but travels on family business have taken me through central Ohio 
around towns like Mansfield, Ashland, and Wooster. These are small cities that have colleges 
and medical facilities likely to be used by rural areas nearby.  There would be a coherence to a 
district that encompassed them.  Some plans did that, others separated them.  Another 
example of this is Tom Ivako’s mention that Youngstown and Warren shared economic interests 
and characteristics that would make them natural parts of a common district.  The same could 
be said of counties along Lake Erie.  And maybe of counties along the Ohio River—their 
economies were once tied to industries that relied on the river, although many of them have 
withered over time. I also disfavor districts that looked like narrow snakes weaving around a 
bunch of counties (rather like Michigan’s 14th Congressional district).  Such districts pose 
problems from both sides of the constituent/representative pair.  Long east/west or 
north/south districts often lack coherence unless there are ties that bind them—it’s hard for 
constituents to get to know others who are far away and it’s hard for representatives to get to 
know their constituents and allocate their attention to their interests. I also looked for plans 
that involved a lot of cutting of county boundaries.  Cities and counties are also important 
communities of interest, although attention to them ranks in the bottom half of the criteria.  I 



eyeballed whether a plan splits city and county boundaries when that didn’t seem to be 
necessary, and favored plans that did less of this. Most of these could be eliminated with 
another half hour of clicking on the map but this is tedious work in some cases.  The 
commissioners will have staff who can clean up the details. 
 
I summarize these thoughts as follows: 

 Several plans were either incomplete (didn’t map all the districts) or had a lot of 
unassigned areas.  There is not much you can do with them. 

 Only plan 13160 nails population equality.  Another handful of plans could be brought 
within acceptable ranges with a little more work. 

 Most plans have a Republican tilt, but so does Ohio. 

 Most plans should try harder to see what’s possible in terms of the requirements of the 
Voting Rights Act.  This and population equality are the most important criteria. 

 Contiguity is easy.  Not all plans satisfy it but with a few more clicks (and assigning 
unassigned units) could fix this. 

 Communities of interest are next on the list.  We don’t have any information on them in 
Ohio, so I looked for “coherence” as a proxy.  Long, slinky districts, long north-south or 
east west districts need a justification—they aren’t great districts unless there’s a logic 
behind them. The idea is to create districts that work for citizens, not political parties or 
candidates. We’d need to know more than we do about Ohio to take this into account, 
but input for COIs will provide some of this information if the COIs are encouraged to 
address this issue. 

 Plans should start by keeping counties, cities, and townships intact unless they don’t 
care about that or a higher ranked criterion takes precedence (such as COIs). Several 
plans divide Columbus (13106 and 13232). Some plans divide a lot of counties (13151, 
13288, 13278, 13105).  Is this necessary? 

 Columbus sits in a donut hole in a couple of plans (13151 and 13288).  Can’t this be 
avoided without complicating things?   

 A couple of plans have long, snaky districts that should be a last, not a first, resort 
(13228 and 13278!). 

 


