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Introduction

Criteria and Priorities of Plan:
This least change plan for Michigan was drawn with two priorities in mind. The first is

compliance with all relevant federal law. This plan complies with both the one person, one vote
requirement by achieving perfect population equality and with the Voting Rights Act (VRA).

The second priority is the “least change” aspect of the plan: redrawing Michigan’s
districts to as closely match the maps drawn in 2010 as possible. Michigan lost a district
following the 2020 Census, meaning that, with only 13 districts, drawing a least change map,
especially one that complies with the VRA and one person, one vote, requires making sacrifices
in terms of representation of communities of interest and county and municipality splits. It must
be said that the 2010 map was significantly skewed towards Republicans, and already was
rather poor at representing communities of interest. As such, this renders any map based on the
2010 districts a poor fit for communities of interests as well.

Michigan state law would almost certainly render this map unconstitutional. In the 2018
elections, Michigan voters passed the ballot initiative Proposal 18-2, which created the Michigan
Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission (MICRC) and established in the state
constitution criteria that must be used when the MICRC draws congressional and legislative
maps. These criteria are, in order of priority:

(a) Districts shall be of equal population as mandated by the United States constitution, and
shall comply with the Voting Rights Act and other federal laws.

(b) Districts shall be geographically contiguous. Island areas are considered to be
contiguous by land to the county of which they are a part.

(c) Districts shall reflect the state's diverse population and communities of interest.
Communities of interest may include, but shall not be limited to, populations that share
cultural or historical characteristics or economic interests. Communities of interest do not
include relationships with political parties, incumbents, or political candidates.

(d) Districts shall not provide a disproportionate advantage to any political party. A
disproportionate advantage to a political party shall be determined using accepted
measures of partisan fairness.

(e) Districts shall not favor or disfavor an incumbent elected official or a candidate.
(f) Districts shall reflect consideration of county, city, and township boundaries.
(g) Districts shall be reasonably compact.

The 2010 map would very likely violate the communities of interest and disproportionate
partisan advantage requirements under the newly amended Constitution. As such, my proposal
in this plan would likewise likely violate the communities of interest requirement, although it is
less partisanly biased than the 2010 plan. In essence, this plan is meant as a hypothetical of
what a least change plan would look like if Michigan law had not imposed the new requirements
in 2018.



Avoiding county and municipal splits is not a major concern under this map as there are
no requirements under federal law relating to county and municipal splits and the 2010 map was
also not drawn with that priority in mind.

Tensions between Criteria and Priorities:
Since this plan is less concerned with state law, since a least change plan will almost

always violate state law, the main point of tension between priorities in this plan is between
meeting VRA and perfect population requirements while keeping districts similar to their current
counterparts. Since federal law is the top priority in any redistricting plan, I needed to sacrifice
some similarity between the 2010 map and mine in order to comply with it. This is especially
true in the Detroit area, where the loss of Michigan’s 14th congressional district meant that the
two remaining VRA districts needed to be shaped quite differently. This means that the Detroit
area is less similar to the 2010 plan than other regions of the state, but this was a necessary
change to preserve VRA compliance.

Legal Compliance and Considerations:

One Person, One Vote:
All of the districts in the plan area are perfectly population balanced, meaning there is

either a deviation of 0 or 1 from the ideal district population of 775,179. Districts with non-ideal
population balances open the door to legal challenges to a plan under Karcher v. Daggett, which
ruled that districts must be of equal population unless the population difference is necessary to
achieve a “legitimate state objective.” Since equal population is one of the main requirements
under federal law, I determined that achieving population should be above all other priorities in
drawing this map. This also helps avoid any legal challenges to the plan on the basis of
population.



Detroit Metro Area:



Voting Rights Act:
When I refer to the Detroit area in this report, I am not using the census definition of the

Detroit Metropolitan Statistical Area, but rather Wayne, Oakland, Macomb, and Washtenaw
Counties. This definition covers Wayne County, of which Detroit is the seat, and all of its
neighbors save Monroe. This is the most densely populated region of Michigan, with 4 of the
state’s 13 districts being entirely within these 6 counties, and 2 others taking portions of the
region. The main concern for redistricting in this area is the VRA, as Detroit is home to
Michigan’s only VRA districts. The current Michigan congressional plan contains two
majority-Black districts in the Detroit area: District 13 which is 56.7% Black by total population
and District 14 which is 56.9% Black by total population.

Under this least change proposal, two districts are VRA districts: District 12 (44.1%
Black, 47.6% white) and District 13 (49.6% Black, 35.3% white, 10.2% Hispanic). While District
12 is plurality white, white voters are not a majority in the district. The main argument for why
this district would not be illegal under the VRA is the relatively low amount of racially polarized
voting in the Detroit metropolitan area. VRA districts need only have as much minority
population as necessary to ensure they are able to regularly elect their candidates of choice.
The lack of racially polarized voting in the Detroit area means that districts with lower
percentages of Black voters can still comply with the Voting Rights Act. As an example of a lack
of racially polarized voting, we can example the current MI-13’s 2020 Democratic primary. As
shown in the map below, in 2020 Representative Rashida Tlaib won by large margins against
Detroit Councilwoman Brenda Jones, who is Black, while Tlaib is not. Even in Detroit, Tlaib



carried nearly every precinct, and while her margins are weaker in Black portions of Detroit, she
maintains similar levels of support in Black areas of Inkster and River Rouge as in non-Black
portions of the district.  While the first race between the two in 2018, when Tlaib was not an
incumbent, was much closer, the race was fundamentally different, as there were 6 major
candidates running and Tlaib only won with 31.2% compared to Jones’ 30.2%. Detroit’s
significant population of other minority groups and white voters who vote similarly to Black
Detroiters means that Article 2 of the VRA does not necessarily require a majority of the
population be Black to comply.

My proposed District 12 combines Black areas of Detroit, which must be split despite its
population in order to avoid racial packing, with Inkster, Romulus, Ypsilanti in Washtenaw
County, and portions of the Black community of Southfield in Oakland County, which unifies the
main Black communities to the west of Detroit. It also incorporates Dearborn and its large Arab
population as well as nearby white suburbs in Wayne County.

District 13 covers eastern Detroit and the Downriver suburbs in southern Wayne County,
except for Flat Rock and Rockwood, which instead are a part of District 7. This combines the
heavily Black cities of Detroit and River Rouge with the Hispanic community in southwest Detroit
and the majority white Downriver suburbs. The resulting district is only 35.3% white, and the
strength of Black voters, despite being slightly under 50% of the population, means that they will
certainly elect their candidates of choice when factoring in the low racial polarization.

Figure 1: 2020 Democratic Primary in Current Michigan-13:

Image Credit: Twitter User @BrandyFromTX



Figure 2: Black Percentage by Precinct of Current Michigan-13:

Least Change Goals:
Since this plan is a least change plan, the Detroit area was quite difficult to draw. In order

to comply with the VRA under a least change plan, there are two options in Michigan. The first is
to make VRA districts in Detroit that deviate significantly from the current VRA district lines while
following current lines more closely throughout the rest of the state. The second option is to
follow the current VRA district lines more closely while deviating more significantly in the rest of
the state. I opted for the former option, as not following the current VRA districts’ lines allows the
surrounding suburban Districts 9 and 11 as well as Districts 7 and 8 to absorb territory that does
not deviate too far from their current lines. I found it more valuable to preserve the shapes of the
other 11 districts in the state over the 2 VRA districts.

District 12 and 13 do not follow their current district lines closely at all, as previously
stated. District 11 remains a primarily white suburban district that loops around District 12,
incorporating Livonia and suburban western Wayne County as well as much of eastern Oakland
County. This district quite closely resembles its current version, although it is more compact due
to the incorporation of Pontiac, which was previously in District 14. However, my District 11 also
loses some of its periphery territory to District 8. I chose to incorporate much of District 14’s
population into District 11 not only for its proximity, but also for its similar character. Much of the
eastern portions of current District 14 are suburban in character, making it more natural to add
these communities to similarly suburban District 11 rather than the more urban-focused Districts
12 or 13.

District 9 remains a primarily Macomb and Oakland County based district, incorporating
small portions of Southfield and the Grosse Pointe cities from current District 14. By



incorporating the portions of Southfield into District 9, it helps balance population while still
keeping the district anchored in Oakland County and avoiding overpopulating District 12 and
cascading the shifts to other districts. The Grosse Pointe cities of Wayne County also fit well
with District 12, in this case, however, it is not only for population purposes, but also for VRA
purposes. The Grosse Pointe cities are predominantly white, meaning that including them in
District 13 could jeopardize its VRA district status.

District 10 took small portions of current District 9 to achieve perfect population balance,
but remains mostly based in the Thumb region.

District 7 takes in Ann Arbor in Washtenaw County as well as Flat Rock and Rockwood
in southern Wayne County from current District 12. This maintains the current configuration of
District 7, being primarily based in southern Michigan. Adding Ann Arbor to District 7 is a
significant shift in the character of the district due to the current District 7 being composed
mostly of smaller cities like Monroe and Jackson as well as the surrounding rural counties.
However, since the current District 7 already contains most of Washtenaw County outside of
Ann Arbor, I opted to include the city despite the political shifts it would entail. The geographic
character of the district, nevertheless, remains largely similar: smaller southern Michigan cities
and surrounding areas.

District 8 takes in some outer edges of current Districts 11 and 14, shifting the
geographic focus of the district more towards Oakland County instead of the Lansing metro, but
preserving the overall shape of the district. District 8 will be discussed in more detail in the
Mid-Michigan section.



The Thumb and Tri-Cities:



Least Change Goals:
This region consists of 2 districts, District 10, based in the rural, agricultural “Thumb”

region and District 5, based in the mid-sized cities of Flint, Bay City, Saginaw, Midland, and the
Lake Huron coast. District 10 is nearly exactly the same as its current counterpart, only taking in
small portions of Macomb County and some of Tuscola County. I chose to add these regions to
remedy the Tuscola County split, reuniting it with the rural Thumb rather than the more urban
District 5. The Macomb additions were quite small and were preferable to splitting off portions of
northern Oakland County, which can otherwise be kept together under District 8. Additionally,
portions of Macomb are already included in District 10, so adding slightly more does not change
the district significantly.

District 5, on the other hand, remains fairly similar to its current configuration but with
important differences. Most notable are the additions of suburban areas of Saginaw County and



the city of Midland, which do not significantly alter the shape or political character of the district
but are necessary to ensure it reaches perfect population equality. Incorporating Midland and
the suburbs of Saginaw makes sense due to the shared economic and geographic
characteristics of the region. Midland, along with Bay City and Saginaw, is part of the Tri-Cities
area, which shares economic development and tourism efforts along with key infrastructure like
the MBS International Airport. The Tri-Cities and Flint are all smaller cities distinct from Detroit
and Lansing, as well as Rust Belt cities suffering economic hardship post-2008. The similarities
between these 4 cities makes the addition of Midland and the Saginaw suburbs the natural
choice to achieve population equality while maintaining the overall district shape and character.
The district retains its northern extension up the Lake Huron coast into Arenac and Iosco
Counties. Overall, this region has remained quite similar to its previous district shapes.

Lansing Metro/Mid-Michigan:



Least Change Goals:
Outside of the Detroit area, this region had perhaps the most difficult decisions with

regard to preserving the shape of the current map. The Lansing metropolitan area consists of
three main counties, Ingham, Clinton, and Eaton, as well as the more peripheral Shiawassee
County. Under the current map, the Lansing metro is split between Districts 4, 7, and 8. Under
this least change plan, the 3 district split remains, however the core of the Lansing metro, i.e.
Lansing and its most immediate suburbs, are united under District 4.

District 4, while similar in shape to its current iteration, is quite different in nature. The
current District 4 as drawn is quite underpopulated, exacerbated by it being the most logical
source of population for neighboring Districts 1 and 5. As such, District 4 required a significant
amount of population to be added in order to achieve perfect population equality under one
person, one vote. Lansing is the best source for this population. Since part of the Lansing metro
is already included in District 4, I opted to incorporate the cities of Lansing and East Lansing
and some surrounding suburbs. Leaving Lansing in District 8 would render it unable to
incorporate more of Oakland County, which would likely require District 5 and 10 to significantly
change in shape and character to compensate. The outer portions of Ingham County remain
with District 8, retaining its shape and helping preserve its more suburban character overall.
Eaton County, on the other hand, shifts from District 7 to being split between District 4 and
District 3. Eaton;s Lansing suburbs are understandably more linked to District 4, while more



rural Eaton County being incorporated into District 3 helps said district reach perfect population
while also connecting the area to the surrounding rural communities.  Overall, I believe the
changes in the Lansing area to be justified. There is simply not enough population in the
northern Lower Peninsula to form a solely-rural district. A district based in the rural central
Lower Peninsula, like District 4, must either incorporate some of the Mid-Cities, Muskegon, or
Lansing. I incorporated Lansing as it is by far the least disruptive to current district lines to
include. Breaking up the Tri-Cities would force District 5 into the Thumb or Oakland County,
areas with which it shares little and, most importantly, which are not close to its current
boundaries. Adding Muskegon to District 4 would force District 2 either split Grand Rapids or
shift significantly down the Lake Michigan coast, causing many more alterations to the current
lines. Lansing is the best fit to add to District 4 to meet population requirements and keep district
lines similar to their current state.

Southern Michigan:



Least Change Goals:
Southern Michigan contains two districts, Districts 6 and 7, and a portion of District 3.

District 6 largely retains its previous shape, taking in the City of Holland in Allegan County as
well as rural surrounding areas in Branch, Hillsdale, and Calhoun Counties. Since District 6 was
underpopulated, it made the most sense to pull population from District 7, since the addition of
Ann Arbor had made that district overpopulated. The portions of Branch, Calhoun, and Hillsdale
Counties added to District 6 are quite similar to Cass and St. Joseph Counties, all of which are
primarily agricultural rural counties less connected to surrounding metros. As such, their addition
still maintains the overall shape and character of District 6.

District 7, as discussed earlier, takes in Ann Arbor, another mid-sized metropolitan area,
and combines it with the smaller cities of Jackson and Monroe, in their eponymous counties.
The district’s small metro character remains largely the same (except its political orientation),
and some more rural areas were ceded to District 6 to account for the added population.

The portion of District 3 in southern Michigan, namely Calhoun and Barry Counties,
exists under the current map. The current District 3 links the cities of Grand Rapids and Battle
Creek, in Kent and Calhoun Counties respectively, and also includes rural areas between the
two. My proposed District 3 retains the link between Grand Rapids and Battle Creek while
adding half of Eaton County to the district. Eaton County, currently part of District 7, is split
between Districts 3 and 4 under my plan. District 3 incorporates the rural areas of Eaton County,
which are economically similar and linked to neighboring Barry County, already a part of District
3. As such, it was the natural choice to take in this area. This also helps make my District 3
more compact than its current iteration.



West Michigan:



Least Change Goals:
West Michigan, including the Grand Rapids area in Kent and Ottawa Counties, saw

some slight changes under my plan. District 3 is the first major district here, containing the city
of Grand Rapids itself and linking the city to Battle Creek. Under the current plan, District 2
nearly encircles the City of Grand Rapids itself, taking most of the largest suburbs and
combining them with the Lake Michigan coast. My plan maintains the split between Grand
Rapids and most of its suburbs, save for the city of Kentwood, which formed the most eastward
appendage of current District 2. After shifting the small portion of the city of Holland in Allegan
County to District 6, District 2 was underpopulated enough to require more shifting in the Grand
Rapids area. I opted to trade Kentwood for more exurban portions of Kent County that helped
make the border between the two districts more compact.  Overall, this equalized the population
of both districts while making the split between them more natural and clean.

District 2 also took in the remaining portion of Mason County from District 1, reunifying
the county with only slight impacts on District 1, which would have still needed to split Wexford
County to achieve perfect population regardless. Reunifying Mason County thus results in a
slightly neater map that still closely follows the current district lines.



Northern Michigan and Upper Peninsula:

Least Change Goals:
There is little to say about this region, which contains only District 1. The current District

1 was underpopulated by about 70,000, which meant it must take in territory from a neighboring
district. Of its neighbor’s District 4 made the most sense not only for compactness reasons, but
also for least change concerns. Shifting all of Missaukee, Roscommon, and Ogemaw Counties



as well as the majority of Wexford County into District 1 meets the population requirements
while only requiring changes to one current district. If, instead, I had tried to incorporate the
necessary population from current Districts 2 or 5’s territory instead, it would either much more
significantly alter the borders of those districts or require taking some of District 4’s territory
anyway. As such, I determined the best path to be taking entirely from District 4. All four
counties impacted by the shift are very similar to District 1’s existing forested, rural territory.
Wexford County was chosen for the split between Districts 1 and 4 due to the city of Cadillac,
which had just enough population to equalize the two districts, is close to the county line and
could easily be shifted. Cities with enough population in the other three counties would either
need to be split or require less compact lines. District 1 under my plan is overall quite close to its
current shape.

Partisan Fairness Statistics:
Lisa Handley, the MICRC’s chief partisan fairness advisor, used both mean-median gap

and partisan efficiency gap to measure partisan fairness for the Commission’s maps. A
mean-median gap measures the difference between a party’s median vote share and its mean
vote share. More divergence between the two indicates a bias towards one party in the map.
Partisan efficiency gap measures the amount of inefficient or “wasted” votes (votes for a losing
candidate or votes over 50% for a winning candidate) for one party. It is calculated by adding up
one party’s total inefficient votes, subtracting the other party's inefficient votes, and dividing by
the total number of votes. Higher percentages of wasted votes can indicate unfair packing or
cracking of districts.

Using this approach to evaluate this plan, we find a mean-median gap of 1.9% and an
efficiency gap of 4.5%, both in favor of Republicans.

Overall, my map contains 6 districts won by Biden and 7 districts won by Trump in 2020.
Planscore classifies 3 districts as safe Republican, 3 districts as safe Democratic, and 7 districts
as competitive. Since partisan fairness was not a factor in the way I drew my plan, I did not
intentionally aim to create an extremely competitive plan, it was simply a side effect of adapting
the current map to a 13-district environment where many districts needed to incorporate
significant amounts of new territory.



Statewide Comparison with Current Map:

Least Change Goals:
Overall, my plan does quite well at ensuring that proposed district lines closely follow the

current districts. The one exception, which has already been discussed above, is in the Detroit
area where VRA compliance required Districts 12 and 13 deviate significantly from their current
configurations. Still, throughout the rest of the state, districts are recognizably based on their
current iterations and almost always remain based around the same communities, with the
exception of District 4, which is also discussed in detail above.

Partisan Statistics:
The current map has a mean-median gap of 6.1% in favor of Republicans and an

efficiency gap of 11.5% in favor of Republicans. Compared to my plan’s mean-median gap of
1.9% and efficiency gap of 4.5% in favor of Republicans, my proposal is a significant
improvement in terms of partisan fairness, despite this not being one of my priorities while
drawing the plan. This is especially notable as an improvement due to the current map being a
quite obvious Republican gerrymander, making it surprising that a map based on it could be so
much more competitive. Still, the loss of a district in Michigan necessitated the addition of more
territory to most districts, which is what caused such a significant shift.



County and Municipal Splits:
Although avoiding county and municipal splits was not a primary factor in drawing my

plan, it was sometimes used as a factor in deciding which counties or districts to draw
population from over others. The current plan splits 10 counties, 24 cities, towns, and
census-designated places, and 34 precincts. My plan splits 12 counties, 20 cities, towns, and
census-designated places, and 48 precincts. Both plans split around the same amount of
subdivisions, with my plans splitting far more precincts. Both plans also achieve perfect
population equality.

Comparison with MICRC Proposals:
The MICRC narrowed their pool of maps down to three proposals, before voting to adopt

the Chestnut plan on December 30, 2021. Still, comparing with their three proposals is useful
due to the significant differences between the three plans themselves and between the MICRC
proposals and my own least change plan. The three proposals are pictured below and are
named Chestnut, Birch V2, and Apple V2.

Obviously, my map and the MICRC’s maps were drawn with quite different priorities in
mind. As stated in the introduction, my map likely would not meet the requirements set out
under Michigan’s Constitution, whereas these maps were drawn explicitly with all of the new
constitutional requirements in mind. As such, I will only be briefly comparing the MICRC’s maps
with my own.

Another important note is that none of the MICRC’s plans are balanced to ideal district
population. As such, they are more vulnerable to challenge under Karcher v. Daggett and the
one person, one vote principle.



Chestnut (Plan officially adopted by MICRC):

Beyond the different considerations in drawing districts leading to wildly different district
shapes in most cases, the largest difference between the newly adopted Chestnut plan and my
least change proposal is in the VRA districts in Detroit. Chestnut’s Detroit districts stay almost
entirely within Wayne County, with District 12 only taking in Southfield. Chestnut’s Districts 12
and 13 are both only plurality-Black as well (46.4% and 47.5% Black by total population,
respectively). This shows that the Commission was either quite confident that the lack of
significant racially polarized voting in Detroit means that it would not violate Thornburg v.
Gingles and Section 2 of the VRA to have districts with less than 50% Black population, or it
violated the VRA. Chestnut’s District 12 is 2.2% higher in Black population than my own, which
is only 44.1% Black. However, Chestnut’s District 13 has a Black population 2.1% lower than my
own, which is 49.6% Black. Overall, it is unclear if either map is necessarily better at complying
with the VRA. The lack of racially polarized voting in Detroit makes the determination difficult,
especially without access to professional evaluations within the various communities in each
district. Still, it is quite likely that either map would/will face legal challenges due to the switch
from two Black majority districts in the current map to two only majority-minority districts.



Chestnut is unsurprisingly more partisanly fair than my proposed map, seeing as it took
partisan fairness into consideration during the drawing process. The Chestnut plan’s
mean-median difference is 1.2% pro-Republican and its efficiency gap is 2.8% pro-Republican.
This is a slightly better mean-median difference and a significantly better efficiency gap than my
plan’s 1.9% in favor of Republicans and 4.5% in favor of Republicans, respectively.

Birch V2:

The Birch V2’s configuration of VRA districts is somewhat similar to my proposal’s.
Under Birch V2, District 12 is in fact plurality-white at 48.8% white, 44.1% Black. District 13 is
plurality-Black, but only at 43.5% Black and 41.9% white. My proposal’s District 12 is also
plurality-white (44.1% Black, 47.6% white), but has a slightly lower white percentage. In a VRA
case, this slight difference could be significant. My proposal’s District 13 is, however,
considerably less white (49.6% Black, 35.3% white, 10.2% Hispanic). Even though both the
Birch V2 plan and my own include one plurality-white VRA district and one plurality-Black one,
the higher percentages of Black voters in plan’s districts makes it less susceptible to VRA
challenges, especially since both districts are less than 45% Black under Birch V2.

Birch V2 has a mean-median difference of 1.2% in favor of Republicans and an
efficiency gap of 2.8% in favor of Republicans. Both of these are better than my plan’s fairness
statistics, the efficiency gap especially.



Apple V2:

Apple V2 and Birch V2 share the same configuration of VRA districts and the concerns
that come with them.

Apple V2’s mean-median gap is 1.6% in favor of Republicans and its efficiency gap is
3.4% in favor of Republicans. This is still better than my plan’s partisan fairness statistics,
however it is the lowest partisan fairness of the three MICRC plans.

Conclusions
This least change plan achieves its goals of complying with federal law while remaining

as faithful as possible to the current district lines. The main concern of this map, in terms of
federal law, is compliance with the VRA. With one plurality-white VRA district and another
district just slightly under 50% Black, there is the possibility for this map to be challenges under
Thornburg v. Gingles and Section 2 of the VRA. However, given the MICRC’s willingness to



draw and adopt maps with similar configurations, in the case of Birch V2 and Apple V2 with
lower percentages than either of my VRA districts, I am confident that my map is still compliant.
My map is not clearly better than the newly adopted Chestnut plan on VRA concerns, but is
clearly more likely to be upheld than Birch V2 and Apple V2. I believe the reasoning for
sub-50% Black VRA districts in Detroit is sound, however courts will be the ultimate decision
makers. While there have been some mentions of challenging the MICRC’s maps for VRA
reasons, most of these concerns focus on the state legislative plans rather than the Chestnut
plan. As such, I am even more confident that my map would be accepted.

The other aspect of my plan is its lack of compliance with state law. As stated in the
introduction, this is by design. The 2010 map currently in place was not designed to respect
partisan fairness or communities of interest (often quite the opposite), thus my map cannot
respect these interests to an acceptable degree while still following old district lines. Still, it is a
useful tool in examining what a least change map could look like absent the MICRC and
Proposal 18-2’s amendments to the state constitution.



Appendices

Figure 3: Detailed Map of District 1



Figure 4: Detailed Map of District 2



Figure 5: Detailed Map of District 3



Figure 6: Detailed Map of District 4



Figure 7: Detailed Map of District 5



Figure 8: Detailed Map of District 6

Figure 9: Detailed Map of District 7



Figure 10: Detailed Map of District 8

Figure 11: Detailed Map of District 9



Figure 12: Detailed Map of District 10



Figure 13: Detailed Map of District 11



Figure 14: Detailed Map of District 12



Figure 15: Detailed Map of District 13



Figure 16: Statewide Partisan Map (2020 Election)



Figure 17: Current Districts Statewide Partisan Map (2020 Election)



Figure 18: Detroit Area Partisan Map (2020 Election)



Figure 19: Current Districts Detroit Area Partisan Map (2020 Election)

Figure 20: District Total Population Demographic Statistics



Figure 21: District Voting Age Population Demographic Statistics

Figure 22: District Total Population Demographic Percentages



Figure 23: District Voting Age Population Demographic Percentages

Figure 24: Current Districts Total Population Demographic Statistics



Figure 25: Current Districts Voting Age Population Demographic Statistics

Figure 26: Current Districts Total Population Demographic Percentages



Figure 27: Current Districts Voting Age Population Demographic
Percentages

Figure 28: Detroit Area Black Voting Age Population Map



Figure 29: Detroit Area Hispanic Voting Age Population Map



Figure 30: Compactness Measures



Figure 31: County Splits



Figure 32: City/Census Designated Places Splits





Figure 33: Precinct Splits





Figure 34: Dave’s Redistricting App Evaluation



Figure 35: PlanScore Evaluation





Figure 36: Chestnut Plan District Statistics



Figure 37: Chestnut Plan Partisan Map



Figure 38: Birch V2 Plan District Statistics



Figure 39: Birch V2 Plan Partisan Map



Figure 40: Apple V2 Plan District Statistics



Figure 41: Apple V2 Plan Partisan Map


