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Introduction

Criteria and Priorities of Plan:
This good governance map was drawn based on three primary criteria. The first is

compliance with all federal and state law, including the one person, one vote standard and the
Voting Rights Act (VRA). Despite having some explicit priorities listed in the state constitution for
state legislative maps, Wisconsin has no state law that sets requirements for congressional
redistricting beyond compliance with federal law. As such, state law did not need to be
considered in drawing this plan.

This plan also respects Wisconsin’s diverse communities of interest. Since there is no
legal definition of community of interest in Wisconsin, I used various criteria for defining
communities of interest. These include areas that have economic and cultural ties, share
important industries, or have similar predominant geographic characteristics (i.e. urban,
suburban, rural). Although complying with one person, one vote and reaching perfect population
equality does require mixing together some communities with less in common, I aimed to split
as few communities of interest as possible throughout the state.

The final goal of this plan was to split as few counties and municipalities as possible.
This is the “good governance” goal of the plan. Splitting as few counties and municipalities as
possible helps keep the map compact and often proved to be mutually beneficial to the goal of
preserving communities of interest.

Tensions between Criteria and Priorities:
There is not much tension between the different priorities of this plan. In some cases,

splitting counties and municipalities is necessary to achieve perfect population equality and
comply with federal law, however the supreme nature of federal law in the redistricting process
means that, when necessary, population considerations always took priority over good
governance ones. Population requirements did not often conflict with preserving communities of
interest.

Preserving communities of interest most often conflicted with itself as a goal. Specifically,
at times different communities of interest throughout the state had conflicting interests that
needed to be balanced. The largest example of this in my proposal is District 6, where either the
Fox Cities and the lakeshore had to be split. This example will be discussed in more detail later,
but provides good insight into the tradeoffs necessary even within a single “communities of
interest” priority. As stated above, good governance and communities of interest priorities more
often proved complementary than in conflict.



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 736,715. 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.

Milwaukee:

Voting Rights Act:
Milwaukee’s District 4 is the only area of Wisconsin where the Voting Rights Act

becomes relevant. While it is not possible to make a majority-minority district in Wisconsin,
District 4 is majority-minority (40.9% white, 34.7% Black, 18.1% Hispanic, 5.9% Asian). Since
District 4 does not have a cohesive, single-racial-group plurality, section 2 of the VRA would not
apply per Thornburg v. Gingles and Bartlett v. Strickland. In order for the VRA to apply in District



4, one of the minority groups would need to have a large enough population to form a majority,
or at least significant plurality, of the district population. Said group would need to vote
cohesively for a single “candidate of choice” and the district must have enough racially polarized
voting between different racial groups to justify prioritizing the minority group’s representation.
District 4 meets none of these requirements, and since minority coalition districts are not
required under the VRA either, District 4 cannot be considered a VRA district.

Communities of Interest:
The biggest community of interest in the Milwaukee area is, unsurprisingly, the City of

Milwaukee. The city is entirely contained within District 4, along with some of the smaller
surrounding suburbs within Milwaukee County. The current map unnecessarily splits the city of
River Hills in northern Milwaukee County from its neighbors. In this map, I reunify them and
reduce Milwaukee County to only being split three times instead of four. In order to reach perfect
population equality, the city of Greenfield and a small portion of West Allis were added to District
4, both being inner ring suburbs very connected to Milwaukee proper. Although Wauwatosa and
the rest of West Allis are also suburbs in Milwaukee County that directly border the city, only
Greenfield was small enough population wise to fit entirely within the district without
overpopulating it, so I opted to include it over the others.

County and Municipality Splits:
Milwaukee County must be split at least once, and in my map it is split 3 times. District 4

is contained entirely within the County (save for one uninhabited precinct that is part of the city
of Milwaukee but crosses into Waukesha County). The southern Milwaukee County suburbs fit
in well with the equally industrial small cities of Racine and Kenosha in District 1, while the
wealthier suburbs of Wauwatosa and West Allis fit best with suburban District 5. Due to these
community of interest considerations, I opted to split Milwaukee County three times instead of
two. The current map splits Milwaukee County in the same way, except for the aforementioned
changes to District 4.

The only municipality split in Milwaukee County is West Allis, which was necessary to
reach perfect population equality in District 4.



WOW Counties:

Communities of Interest:
Waukesha, Ozaukee, and Washington Counties, nicknamed the WOW counties, are

predominantly white, wealthy suburbs of Milwaukee that are quite similar to one another and
constitute an important community of interest due to their demographic, economic, and
geographic similarities. All three counties are deeply connected to Milwaukee, but remain more
distant and are all within the top 5 wealthiest counties in the state. This contrasts them heavily
with their poorer, more industrial neighbors in Milwaukee and Racine and their more exurban
and agricultural neighbors in Dodge and Jefferson Counties. For these reasons, I chose to
group these counties together to form District 5. Additionally, Wauwatosa and West Allis from
Milwaukee County also are part of the district. Both are suburban in nature, although only
Wauwatosa is economically similar to District 5. Still, West Allis is too large to fit entirely within
District 4 and its only other border is District 5. It still shares the suburban community of interest
with the rest of the district, but I was forced to compromise the economic similarities in favor of
population equality.

Under the current map, the WOW region is split between three districts. The current
District 1 contains the southern half of Waukesha County, while northern Waukesha County and
all of Washington County are part of current District 5. All of Ozaukee County on the other hand
is part of current District 6. My map reunifies these counties that have enormous amounts of
shared interests. While technically small portions of Washington and Waukesha Counties are



split, these portions are very small compared to the large splits under the current map. My map
only splits more exurban parts of the counties, rather than splitting the suburban core down the
middle threeways.

County and Municipality Splits:
Waukesha and Washington Counties are both split in this map. Waukesha is split

between District 5 and District 1. I added the area around Eagle to District 1 to avoid splitting the
larger incorporated cities in eastern Waukesha County. Adding Eagle and its surrounding
precincts instead allowed me to avoid an additional city split. In Washington County, the more
exurban northwestern corner was added to the more rural central Wisconsin based District 6 to
achieve population equality there. That region of Washington County is unincorporated, making
it easier to justify a split there for population purposes.

5 municipalities are split in District 5. One of these is West Allis, which has already been
discussed. All four other splits are cross-county municipalities that were split to avoid additional
county splits.

Southern Wisconsin and the Madison Metro:

Communities of Interest:
Southern Wisconsin contains multiple small metropolitan areas as well as the second

largest city and metropolitan area in Wisconsin: Madison. In this region I aimed to have district
lines match metropolitan areas as closely as possible to respect the region’s communities of
interest.

District 1 combines multiple smaller cities together to form one border district. The
Racine, Kenosha, and Janesville metropolitan areas in Racine, Kenosha, and Rock Counties
respectively are obvious choices to pair together. While all three have important links to either



Milwaukee or Madison, they are urban centers in their own right. All three cities are more
industrial cities facing challenging economic conditions, especially post-Great Recession. These
three cities share these economic and historical characteristics with the southern Milwaukee
County suburbs, hence their inclusion in the district. Walworth County is necessary to connect
the three counties, but is still economically connected to them and fits well within the district. A
small, more rural portion of Waukesha County was also added to the district for population
purposes. This made more sense than splitting Jefferson, Green, or Dane Counties, as all three
of those neighboring counties are part of the Madison metropolitan area, which District 1
contains none of. District 1 already included part of the Milwaukee metro area in Milwaukee
County. For this reason, I opted for the Waukesha split. My version of District 1 is much more
coherently focused than the current configuration, which is split between suburban Waukesha
and the three smaller metros. Under my map, there are no competing communities of interest
within District 1 and the smaller industrial metros can more effectively be represented.

District 2 is entirely contained within the Madison metropolitan area. Although the entire
metro area is too large to fit into a single district, a large majority of it is in District 2. Madison is
a relatively less diverse metro area than the Milwaukee metro. Demographically, it is also more
highly educated as well as quite wealthy. Keeping the metropolitan area makes sense,
especially given the ability to fit a single district entirely within the metro.

County and Municipality Splits:
The Waukesha County and Milwaukee County splits in District 1 have already been

discussed.
In District 2, a small portion of northern rural Columbia County is split to help District 6

reach perfect population. District 6 is a heavily rural based district in central Wisconsin, and
since the area split is rather peripheral to the Madison metro, it does not compromise the
community of interest. Additionally, the city of Randolph, which straddles Columbia and Dodge
Counties, was already split. When attempting to balance the population of District 6, it made
sense to start by reuniting this city and taking some of the surrounding unincorporated areas,
which is what I did.

Also in District 2 is a split down the middle of Green County. This county is a mostly rural
part of the Madison metro, which fits well with the more rural District 3. The other counties that
could have been split to help balance Districts 2 and 3 were Dane, which I decided not to split
as it is the core of the metro, and Columbia, where splitting would have meant additional
crossings of the Wisconsin River and more municipal splits. Splitting in Green County avoids
municipal splits, more river crossings, and is generally more compact.

9 municipalities are split in Districts 1 and 2, and all are from cross-county municipalities
that are split to preserve county lines.



Driftless/Southwest Wisconsin:

Communities of Interest:
The name “Driftless” refers to an area of Wisconsin known for its rugged topography and

deep connection to the nearby rivers, including the Wisconsin and Mississippi Rivers. The
Driftless region stretches into Minnesota, Iowa, and Illinois, but, in Wisconsin, it covers the
region along the Mississippi River from the Illinois border in the south to Eau Claire in the north.
The region is predominantly rural with two major cities: La Crosse and Eau Claire. The region
shares tourism campaigns, is primarily agricultural, and is heavily dependent on the plentiful
rivers of the region. The Driftless region fits nicely into a single district, with some additional
population coming from the exurbs of Madison and the Wisconsin suburbs of Minneapolis-St.
Paul in St. Croix and Pierce Counties in the north.

Since the region naturally fits together, both my map and the current map have
Driftless-based districts. However, the current map is worse for the other communities of interest
in the region in a number of ways. First, it splits St. Croix and Pierce Counties. These two
counties are the only ones in Wisconsin that are part of the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan
area, and, as such, keeping them together is a priority under my map. The current map also



extends an arm into central Wisconsin to incorporate Stephens Point in Portage County into the
district. The current District 3 was drawn to be somewhat of a Democratic gerrymander,
combining the college town of Stephens Point with the at-the-time heavily Democratic Driftless
area. As the Driftless region has trended Republican, the current District 3 has become more
competitive. Since my map is not being drawn with partisan consideration in mind, my primary
concern is not ensuring District 3 stays Democratic but instead whether it represents the
communities in the area well. Stephens Point is not only distant from the Driftless area, but also
shares little in the way of industry or history with the region. As such, I draw Stephens Point in
with the rest of central Wisconsin in District 6 and instead combine the Driftless with the
Minneapolis suburbs in the north. This serves both communities better and also is much more
compact.

County and Municipality Splits:
The current District 3 splits six counties. In my proposal, this is reduced to two. The split

in Green County has already been discussed. The other split county, Jackson County, was
already split under the current map. I decided to keep this county split to avoid needing to split
elsewhere. The only other border counties that could have been split were Eau Claire, which is
one of the two main cities of the Driftless region and should not be removed from it, or St. Croix
County, which as mentioned previously is part of the Minneapolis metropolitan area and should
be kept together with Pierce County. Jackson County was the best choice to keep the districts
compact and communities of interest intact.

Three municipalities are split in District 3 and all three are cross-county municipalities.
This includes the city of Eau Claire, however 97% of the city is in District 3, and I did not think
the remaining four percent justified another county split.



Central Wisconsin:

Communities of Interest:
Central Wisconsin includes two districts that cover a variety of distinct communities of

interest. In District 6, a series of smaller cities and their surrounding rural areas are grouped
together. These counties are less reliant on agriculture than the Driftless or southern Wisconsin
regions, and instead are dotted with micropolitan areas like Beaver Dam in Dodge County,
Wisconsin Rapids in Wood County, and Stevens Point in Portage County. District 6 also
includes Fond du Lac and Oshkosh in Fond du Lac and Winnebago Counties. The remaining
counties of this region are rural counties that, while still having large agricultural industries, are
not nearly as heavily dependent on it as other regions of Wisconsin. The central Wisconsin area
covered by my District 6 was previously split between the current Districts 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8.
Although this region is not as strong of a community of interest as, for example, the Driftless
region or the Madison metropolitan area, it still fits well together as a district due to similar
economic makeup and the heavy influence of small metros. The fact that the region was split so
heavily under the current map makes no sense from a community of interest standpoint. Due to
this, I brought the region together again.

District 8 in my map also contains a variety of communities of interest. The most
important are the Appleton and Green Bay metropolitan areas. Both are almost entirely
contained within District 8. In the case of Appleton, a small portion of rural Outagamie County is
instead incorporated into District 7 for population regions. However, since that area of the
county is predominantly rural, it has more in common with its neighbors in Waupaca and



Shawano than with urbanized Appleton city center. This makes the split justifiable, in my view.
Another community of interest split in Appleton is the separation of the Fox Cities. The Fix Cities
refers to a group of cities including Appleton, Neenah, and the other cities on the northern end
of Lake Winnebago. These cities share many services and economic ties due to their proximity.
However, splitting Winnebago County to integrate the Fox Cities into District 8 would require
both an additional county split and compromising either the Appleton metropolitan area by
absorbing all or part of Calumet County or the lakeshore region, which shares little with the
interior of District 6. Either path would involve compromising multiple communities of interest to
conform to the interests of the Fox Cities. For these reasons, I decided that splitting the Fox
Cities was the path that respected the most communities of interest.

Oconto County is also split from the Green Bay metropolitan area. While the city of
Oconto is relatively integrated with Green Bay, the northern rural parts of Oconto County would
be difficult to justify including with Brown County over the other areas of the Northwoods region.
In order to avoid splitting an additional county or incorporating northern Oconto County into a
district it shares little with, I determined it was best to split Oconto from the rest of the Green Bay
metropolitan area.

The other community of interest in this region is the lakeshore region composed of
Sheboygan and Manitowoc Counties. Beyond their connection to Lake Michigan, these
counties, along with Brown and Calumet, have enormous dairy industries. Not only does
grouping these counties with the nearby dairy regions make sense, but it also renders the
district more compact. The lakeshore is currently a part of District 6, which stretches in an
H-shape from the lakeshore to rural interior central Wisconsin. As stated earlier, central
Wisconsin is not as agricultural as neighboring regions and certainly does not have a
connection to Lake Michigan. As such, I shifted the region into a district that better reflects its
economic ties.

County and Municipality Splits:
The splits in District 6 in Columbia and Washington Counties have already been

discussed, as has the split in Outagamie County.
11 cities are split in Districts 6 and 8, all of which are to preserve county lines.



Northern Wisconsin:

Communities of Interest:
The largest community of interest in District 7 is also entirely within it: the Northwoods.

The Northwoods is the heavily forested region of northern Wisconsin that is much more rural
and far less agricultural than the south. Most of the state’s Indian Reservations are also within
this region. The only other community of interest in northern Wisconsin is the Eau Claire
metropolitan area, composed of Chippewa and Eau Claire Counties. While Eau Claire County is
part of District 3 in my plan, Chippewa County is part of District 7. Chippewa County is one of
the more populated counties of District 7, and removing it would necessitate splitting either the
Minneapolis metro area counties or splitting up central Wisconsin. Since Chippewa County is
also split from District 3 on the current map, I decided that unifying the county and keeping it
within District 7 would keep the map more compact and require fewer county splits than unifying
the Eau Claire metropolitan area.

County and Municipality Splits:
Only one county is split in District 7: Jackson County. This split was already discussed in

the Driftless section.
Five municipalities are split in District 7, all to preserve county borders.



Partisan Fairness Measures
Although partisan fairness was not a priority in making this map, it is an important metric

to examine in any redistricting plan, especially one as competitive as Wisconsin. Two ways of
measuring partisan bias in a redistricting plan are mean-median gap and efficiency gap. 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.

My plan has a mean-median gap of 4.1% in favor of Republicans and an efficiency gap
of 14.4% in favor of Republicans. While both of these metrics are clearly quite high in favor of
Republicans, it should be noted that it is nearly impossible to draw a good governance map of
Wisconsin that is partisanly fair. While Wisconsin on the statewide level is a very competitive
state, its political geography makes drawing fair congressional maps much more difficult. Most
Democratic votes in Wisconsin are concentrated in the cities of Milwaukee and Madison and
their immediate suburbs. Drawing a partisan fairness oriented map would require splitting both
of these cities to make districts that more reliably lean Democratic. Since a good governance
map aims to split as few counties and cities as possible, partisan fairness is not possible under
a strict good governance plan. The concentration of Democratic voters in Madison and
Milwaukee means that partisan fairness and preserving municipal and county boundaries will be
in conflict for the foreseeable future.



Comparison with Current Map

Although the partisan fairness statistics for my map show a clear bias towards
Republicans, they are comparable to the current map. The current Wisconsin congressional
map has a mean-median gap of 7.6% and an efficiency gap of 10.7%, both in favor of
Republicans. The mean-median gap of my plan is lower, meaning that my districts are more
competitive, mostly Districts 1 and 3. However, my plan’s efficiency gap is also higher, meaning
that Democrats are even more likely to waste their votes under my plan. Overall, both plans are
significantly skewed towards Republicans and it would be difficult to draw a plan that wasn’t
without explicitly focusing on partisan fairness as the main criteria.

I will not discuss in detail the current map’s treatment of the state’s various communities
of interest as these aspects have already been covered in the sections for each region.

In terms of preserving county and municipal boundaries, my map only splits 7 counties
total. 21 cities or census-designated places are split under my proposal, 4 of which are
no-population splits and all but one of which are made to preserve county lines. Additionally, 10
precincts are split under my plan. Under the current map, 12 counties are split, as well as 29
cities or census-designated places, 7 of which are no-population splits. 42 precincts are also
split. Quite clearly, my map performs better on maintaining political subdivisions intact while also
being more compact and better respecting the state’s communities of interest.



Comparison with Proposed Maps
On November 18th, 2021, Governor Tony Evers vetoed the Republican legislature’s

proposed congressional and legislative maps for the 2022-2032 redistricting, which transferred
responsibility for redistricting to the Republican controlled Wisconsin Supreme Court. On
November 30th, the Court announced that it would pursue a least-change plan for their map.
Both Governor Evers and the Republican legislative leaders have since sent in proposals to the
Court in line with the least-change criteria. Arguments on the maps will continue throughout
January and it is currently unclear when the Court will render its decision.

Governor Evers’ Least Change Proposal:

Governor Ever’s proposal differs from my plan in important ways. It follows the current
map quite closely, with the largest differences being in the Milwaukee and southern Wisconsin



regions. In Milwaukee, District 4 trades South Milwaukee and other southern suburbs for all of
Wauwatosa and part of West Allis. District 5 also regains the rest of Waukesha County from
District 1 while taking a small portion of Walworth County as well. Other changes throughout the
state are relatively minor.

The effects of the shifts in Milwaukee help to make District 1 more competitive. The
current District 1 voted 53.8% Trump to 44.6% Biden in 2020, whereas Evers’ District 1 voted
for Trump 50.1% to Biden’s 48.1%. My District 1 voted 50.7% Trump to 47.6% Biden, for
comparison. The other competitive district, District 3, retains the exact same vote percentages in
the current map and Evers’ map despite the minor shifts (51.4% Trump, 46.7% Biden). My
District 3 is only marginally more competitive as well (51.0% Trump, 47.1% Biden). Governor
Evers managed to make District 1 slightly more competitive than in my map and significantly
more competitive than in the current map. Seeing as Governor Evers is a Democrat, it makes
sense that one of his priorities, even in a least change plan, would be to increase
competitiveness where possible due to Wisconsin’s disproportionate Republican representation.

Being a least change map, Governor Evers’ map retains the community of interest
concerns outlined in earlier sections of this paper. However, this map does improve the
community of interest representation in southern Wisconsin by shifting the rich Waukesha
suburbs out of the more Rust Belt, mid-sized city focused District 1. The plan has a
mean-median gap of 4.9% and an efficiency gap of 16.5%, both in favor of Republicans. This is
comparable to my plan’s 4.1% pro-Republican mean-median gap and slightly higher than my
14.4% pro-Republican efficiency gap.

In terms of county and municipal splits, Evers’ map also splits 12 counties, just like the
current map. It splits 26 cities, 4 of which are non-population splits. 31 precincts are split under
his plan. This is either the same or better across the board compared to the current plan, albeit
only slightly in terms of city splits. However, my plan still is much better at respecting county and
municipal boundaries. This makes sense, given that the Governor’s plan was not prioritizing
good governance mapmaking.

Governor Evers’ map is perfectly population balanced.



Republican Legislative Proposal:

The legislature’s plan keeps the Milwaukee area’s configuration largely the same while
significantly changing the shape of District 3. District 3 traded Stephens Point and its portion of
Chippewa County for reuniting Jackson, Wood, Juneau, and Monroe Counties, as well as the
entirety of Clark County. This shifts District 3 significantly more towards central Wisconsin, but
the partisanship only shifts one point more Republican by 2020 vote share (52.7% Trump -
45.4% Biden). District 6 under the Legislature’s plan also takes in most of Calumet County,
which splits the Appleton metro area.

The Legislature’s map makes District 3 marginally more Republican while leaving District
1 with the same 2020 results as in the current map. Overall, it is even less competitive than the
current map and both mine and Governor Evers’ maps. The mean-median gap of this map is
5.0% pro-Republican and the efficiency gap is 16.1% pro-Republican. This map’s mean-median
gap is significantly better than the current map’s, but slightly worse than my and Governor



Evers’ maps. The efficiency gap is worse than my map’s and the current map’s and only slightly
better than Governor Evers’ map.

In terms of communities of interest, this map again shares many of the same issues as
the current map. It does, however, add a new community of interest concern while not resolving
the current map’s problems in this area. The legislature’s map splits the city of Appleton from
most of the rest of its metropolitan area and splits the city of Appleton itself. The territory taken
in to compensate, which is rural Portage County, does not have a coherent shared interest with
the rest of District 8, leaving the Legislature’s plan even worse off with regard to communities of
interest than the current plan.

The Legislature’s plan splits 10 counties, 55 cities or census-designated places, and 221
precincts. While it reduces county splits, it is clearly the worst of all four maps examined in this
report with regard to respecting city and precinct boundaries.

The Legislature’s plan achieves perfectly equal population balance.

Conclusions
My good governance and communities of interest focused plan achieves its goal of

drawing compact districts while still respecting political subdivisions and maximizing
representation for the state’s communities of interest. In doing so, it complies with all federal
laws including the one person, one vote principle by achieving equal population in all districts.
Since Wisconsin has no VRA districts, this was not a concern. While at times balancing the
representation of competing communities of interest created difficult decisions, by considering
the overall effect on all communities of interest throughout the state I was able to find ways to
resolve the issue while still respecting communities of interest as much as possible. Examples
of this include the decisions I made in splitting the Fox Cities and the Eau Claire metro to
preserve multiple communities of interest in other parts of the state.

Since the Wisconsin Supreme Court has decided that they will pursue a least-change
plan this redistricting cycle, my map could not be adopted even though it complies with all
relevant law. Comparing my map to the least change plans proposed by Governor Evers and
the Legislature shows that my map achieves very low levels of political subdivision splitting
while being similarly competitive to Governor Evers’ proposal. Nevertheless, my plan is still
significantly biased in favor of Republicans due to the nature of Wisconsin’s political geography
and my decision to not take partisan fairness into account when drawing my plan.
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Figure 1: Detailed Map of District 1



Figure 2: Detailed Map of District 2



Figure 3: Detailed Map of District 3



Figure 4: Detailed Map of District 4



Figure 5: Detailed Map of District 5



Figure 6: Detailed Map of District 6



Figure 7: Detailed Map of District 7



Figure 8: Detailed Map of District 8



Figure 9: Statewide Partisan Map (2020 Election)



Figure 10: District Total Population Demographic Statistics

Figure 11: District Voting Age Population Demographic Statistics

Figure 12: District Total Population Demographic Percentages



Figure 13: District Voting Age Population Demographic Percentages

Figure 14: Milwaukee Black Voting Age Population Map



Figure 15: Milwaukee Hispanic Voting Age Population Map



Figure 16: Compactness Measures

Figure 17: County Splits



Figure 18: City and Census-Designated Place Splits





Figure 19: Precinct Splits



Figure 20: Dave’s Redistricting App Evaluation

Figure 21: Planscore Statistics





Figure 22: Current Map District Statistics



Figure 23: Current Map Statewide Partisan Map (2020 Election)

Figure 24: Evers Plan District Statistics



Figure 25: Evers Plan Statewide Partisan Map (2020 Election)



Figure 26: Evers Plan Comparison with Current Districts

Figure 27: Legislature Plan District Statistics



Figure 28: Legislature Plan Statewide Partisan Map (2020 Election)



Figure 29: Legislature Plan Comparison with Current Districts



Figure 30: Good Governance Proposal Comparison with Current Map


