
Report on 2021 Redistricting 



 

 
1 

FOREWORD  
For most of Michigan’s history, redistricting was conducted by the State Legislature—a process that all 
too often sparked political controversy and judicial intervention when the Legislature and Governor could 
not agree on a plan. That all changed when Michigan voters approved a constitutional amendment in 
2018 that created a Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission (MICRC) and vested it 
with exclusive authority to adopt new district boundaries based on census data for the Michigan Senate, 
Michigan House of Representatives, and U.S. House of Representatives every 10 years beginning in 
2021.  
 
The Michigan Constitution vests the State’s redistricting process in the hands of the MICRC, led by 13 
Commissioners who are selected using a process designed to provide for balanced, independent, and 
transparent governance. Commissioners were selected and appointed by August 2020 using the process 
outlined in the constitutional amendment. In order to ensure balance, under the Michigan Constitution, our 
13 Commissioners are politically balanced: four members who affiliated with the Democratic party, four 
members who affiliated with the Republican party, and five members who were not affiliated with any 
political party.   
 
Together, we completed the first open, independent and citizen-led redistricting process in Michigan 
history while far surpassing the MICRC’s goals for public comment, public hearing attendance and news 
media coverage. The Michigan Constitution mandated at least 10 public hearings around the state during 
2020-21. We held at least 139 public hearings, including 16 hearings prior to drafting maps, and received 
over 29,000 public comments.  
 
Our mission since we began in 2020 was to lead Michigan's redistricting process to assure Michigan's 
Congressional, State Senate, and State House district lines were drawn fairly in a transparent manner, 
meeting Constitutional mandates. Our aim throughout the process was to raise public awareness of the 
commission, encourage citizens to participate in the map-making process, generate consistent news 
media coverage to inform the public and answer questions from the news media and public about the 
commission’s work.  
 
Without question, the MICRC’s efforts to complete its responsibilities was challenged by the greatest 
public health crisis in more than a century caused by the devastating spread of the COVID-19 
pandemic. The Michigan census data the commission anticipated using in early 2021 was not provided by 
the U.S. Census Bureau until late September due to COVID-related delays. While the lack of timely 
census data did not ultimately impede the commission from faithfully serving the people of Michigan, it did 
contribute to the MICRC’s final maps not being approved until Dec. 28.  
 
Despite these challenges, the MICRC fulfilled its constitutional mandate. We met or surpassed every 
metric of public observation and participation. From September 17, 2020, through May 6, 2021, before 
map drawing began we held 35 public meetings to address preliminary matters like hiring staff, 
procurement activities, and adoption of procedures. While the Michigan Constitution required the 
Commission to hold ten public hearings before drafting, we held sixteen. After the release of redistricting 
data from the U.S. Census Bureau, we created draft proposed maps. At this stage, we held 38 more 
public meetings throughout the state. 
 
After winnowing the list of draft proposed U.S. House of Representatives, Michigan House of 
Representatives, and Michigan Senate plans to 15 plans, we published those proposed plans, accepted 
more feedback, and held an additional four meetings before adopting, at our December 28, 2021, 
meeting, new redistricting plans. As the Constitution requires, each plan was adopted by the vote of at 
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least two Commissioners affiliated with the two major parties and two Commissioners affiliated with no 
party. 
 
Getting public input and promoting transparency in the MICRC process was of the utmost importance so 
that the public had confidence in our work as well as the work of future Michigan redistricting 
commissions. By holding dozens of meetings in every region of the state throughout 2020-21 was 
instrumental to the MICRC’s ability to gain knowledge and insights from the public, then systematically go 
through and make the changes that we needed to comply with the seven ranked redistricting criteria, 
which include compliance with the Voting Rights Act and partisan fairness.  
 
Planning and research was fundamental to the MICRC’s work. The MICRC consulted with leaders of 
redistricting commissions from California and Arizona, the first and second states in the nation to approve 
similar commissions, respectively. We heard from experts with the University of Michigan and Michigan 
State University. We received feedback on our proposed maps from hundreds of organizations that 
helped shape our decisions.  
 
“Redistricting is never easy,” as the U.S. Supreme Court stated in Abbott v. Perez. This process has 
proved that although redistricting presents unique challenges, the MICRC has been successful in 
collaboratively overcoming those challenges. The adopted redistricting plan with new legislative 
boundaries will be used for the 2022 primary and general elections.  
 
The MICRC is proud of what we achieved. We are not alone in that belief. 
 
The Princeton Gerrymandering Project, a nonpartisan research group that analyzes redistricting with the 
aim of eliminating partisan gerrymandering across the country, graded the MICRC’s congressional map 
with an overall score of “A” and a “B” for the state House and Senate maps, saying “compared to a lot of 
maps across the country, they did very well.” 
 
As one New York newspaper editorial observed after the MICRC’s landmark maps were announced: “The 
state of Michigan has just done something almost miraculous in this time of political acrimony – and 
something every citizen in America should want their state to do: It has done away, as much as possible, 
with political gerrymandering and taken a giant leap toward guaranteeing fair state and federal 
representation.” 
 
Equally important, the MICRC commissioned the Glengariff Group, Inc. to conduct two pre- and post-
campaign statewide surveys of Michigan voters. The benchmarking survey was conducted March 27-31, 
2021. The post-survey was a 600 sample, live operator telephone survey conducted on Feb. 11-14, 2022 
and has a margin of error of +/-4.0% with a 95% level of confidence.  
 
Key results from the post-campaign public opinion survey show: 
• Most impressively, at the conclusion of the survey, all voters were asked if Michigan should continue 

to allow the Michigan Independent Citizens’ Redistricting Commission to redraw the state’s maps or 
should Michigan go back to allowing elected representatives that have control in the State Legislature 
to redraw the maps. By an overwhelming margin of 65.5% to 10.1%, Michigan voters say the 
state should continue with the redistricting commission moving forward. 

• Voters were asked if Michigan citizens did or did not have a greater role in deciding how new districts 
would be drawn. By a margin of 45.0%-22.1%, voters aware of the MICRC’s work believe Michigan 
citizens did have a great role.  
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• Voters were asked if the Commission succeeded or failed in giving Michigan citizens a greater role 
than politicians in designing new districts. By a margin of 49.6%-22.1%, voters aware of the MICRC’s 
work said the MICRC succeeded in giving Michigan citizens a greater role.  

Our democracy is stronger thanks to Michigan citizens’ engagement, leadership and vision for a fair, 
inclusive and transparent process that puts voters above politics and ensures gerrymandering in Michigan 
is done once and for all.  
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PURPOSE STATEMENT 
This report fulfills the MICRC’s requirement enumerated as follows in the Michigan Constitution: 
  

“(16) For each adopted plan, the commission shall issue a report that 
explains the basis on which the commission made its decisions in 

achieving compliance with plan requirements and shall include the map 
and legal description required in part (9) of this section. A commissioner 

who votes against a redistricting plan may submit a dissenting report 
which shall be issued with the commission's report.”  

 
 
The seven ranked, constitutionally mandated criteria below were used to draw new district boundaries for 
the state’s Congressional, State Senate and State House districts:  
 

“(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.” 
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Dissenting Reports 
 Commissioner Lange: Dissent to All Adopted Maps 

Commissioner Wagner: Dissent to All Adopted Maps 
Commissioner Szetela: Dissent to Adopted Congressional District Map  
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Michigan Congressional Districts   
Michigan was apportioned 13 congressional districts following the 2020 Decennial Census, a reduction of 
one district from the 2010 apportionment. The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission 
approved the following map and district boundaries.  

Legal Description & Interactive Map  
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Metro Detroit  
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POPULATION 
“(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.” 
The Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission sought and relied on legal counsel and expert advice in order to 
draw plans that complied with the requirements of the United States constitution, the Voting Rights Act and other federal laws. 
Material reflecting that counsel and advice is accessible on the Commission’s website. 
 

Meeting Notices & Materials  
  

Meeting Notices & Materials Archives  
 

Mapping Data 
 

DISTRICT All Persons Target Dev. Difference NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority VAP % of Total NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority
1 775,375 775,179 0.03%✓ 196 89.45% 0.92% 0.55% 2.04% 10.55% 633,080 81.6% 90.86% 0.99% 0.55% 1.62% 9.14%
2 774,997 775,179 -0.02%✓ -182 87.82% 1.99% 0.55% 4.65% 12.18% 606,868 78.3% 89.17% 2.21% 0.56% 3.82% 10.83%
3 775,414 775,179 0.03%✓ 235 70.15% 11.06% 2.99% 10.67% 29.85% 597,448 77.0% 74.00% 10.25% 2.95% 8.81% 26.00%
4 774,600 775,179 -0.07%✓ -579 75.09% 8.32% 2.46% 8.56% 24.91% 593,972 76.7% 78.42% 7.71% 2.46% 7.05% 21.58%
5 774,544 775,179 -0.08%✓ -635 84.50% 4.07% 0.86% 5.18% 15.50% 606,306 78.3% 86.61% 4.04% 0.88% 4.13% 13.39%
6 775,273 775,179 0.01%✓ 94 69.15% 9.90% 10.38% 4.96% 30.85% 619,426 79.9% 71.51% 9.53% 10.12% 4.34% 28.49%
7 775,238 775,179 0.01%✓ 59 79.90% 5.89% 3.20% 5.66% 20.10% 611,160 78.8% 82.03% 5.67% 3.23% 4.77% 17.97%
8 775,229 775,179 0.01%✓ 50 73.40% 14.85% 1.11% 5.35% 26.60% 606,390 78.2% 76.23% 13.91% 1.14% 4.44% 23.77%
9 774,962 775,179 -0.03%✓ -217 87.94% 2.25% 1.31% 3.86% 12.06% 606,770 78.3% 89.59% 2.18% 1.28% 3.14% 10.41%

10 775,218 775,179 0.00%✓ 39 72.75% 13.27% 6.08% 3.03% 27.25% 620,272 80.0% 75.73% 12.09% 5.78% 2.56% 24.27%
11 775,568 775,179 0.05%✓ 389 68.30% 12.94% 8.67% 5.33% 31.70% 624,065 80.5% 70.86% 12.50% 8.39% 4.47% 29.14%
12 775,247 775,179 0.01%✓ 68 45.95% 44.43% 1.81% 3.26% 54.05% 596,111 76.9% 47.46% 43.81% 1.97% 2.85% 52.54%
13 775,666 775,179 0.06%✓ 487 36.80% 45.33% 2.89% 10.26% 63.20% 592,734 76.4% 39.55% 44.70% 2.89% 8.77% 60.45%

Assigned 10077331
Total Pop 10077331

Unassigned 0

Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Voting PopulationVoting Age Population
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COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST 
 

“(c) Districts shall reflect the state's diverse population and communities of interest.” 
The Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission sought to understand Michigan’s diverse 
population and communities of interest via public engagement and feedback opportunities. In total, 
MICRC received more than 29,000 comments.   
 

Comments on Final Congressional Map 
(Chestnut)  

 
Comments on All Proposed Maps 

  
Public Comment Portal Comments 

 
Commission Meeting Comments   
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This chart outlines considerations for change to all maps following the second round of public input hearings in Oct. 2021. 

 
 

Suggested Change Commissioner Hearing Map
Bangla Town Szetela Detroit

Palmer Park adjustments for LGBTQ COI Szetela Detroit

Dexter Davis area a street was split Clark Detroit

Boston/Edison neighborhood split Rothhorn Detroit Cherry

Generally examining neighborhoods Rothhorn Detroit

Southfield Eid Detroit

Troy wanted to be in Oakland County Eid Detroit

Arab community wanted Dearborn Heights to remain whole Eid Detroit

Morningside Kellom Detroit

Woodward 8-mile area Kellom Detroit

API community in Novi Szetela Detroit

Seikh Community, Troy, Rochester, Rochester Hills and Sterling Heights Lange Detroit

African Immigrant Community Rothhorn Detroit

Orthodox Jewish Oak Park Rothhorn Detroit

Examine keeping Detroit more together Clark Detroit

Oxford, Addison, Lake Orion, Clarkston area assessment Clark Flint

Flint split or single district Clark Flint

Oxford Township two precincts (3 and 5) Orton Flint House

Caro split from county Orton Flint

Saginaw and Gennessee County together Lange Flint

Possibly remove Grand Blanc from Flint districts Rothhorn Flint

Midland with Tri Cities Witjes Gaylord

Midland and Midland Township together Clark Gaylord

Watershed needs to be kept together Szetela Gaylord
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Suggested Change Commissioner Hearing Map
Benzie County higher income vs lower income Rothhorn Gaylord
Cheboygan Residents Identify wih the West Clark Gaylord
Traverse City area Lange Gaylord
Leelanau keeping together Lange Gaylord
Unpack Lansing into 5 instead of 4 Eid Lansing
Battle Creek/Albion Community of Interest Eid West MI
KZ and BattleCreek Eid West MI
Delhi and Eaton Clark West MI
Grand Rapids and Kalamazoo Witjes West MI
Lakeshore District extend up to Saugatuck Eid West MI
Native American Nation Van Buren and Allegan Rothhorn West MI
Indigenous population community examination Clark
College student populations Lange
Jackson with west side of AA Szetela Ann Arbor
Break-up AA Szetela Ann Arbor
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PARTISAN FAIRNESS  
(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. 
The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission evaluated partisan fairness using four 
mathematical models. The adopted map did not provide ‘disproportionate advantage’ to any political party 
under any of the models used to measure partisan fairness.  
 
 
Lopsided Margins1  
The lopsided margins test calculates the difference between the average winning margin for candidates 
from each political party. If one party tends to win elections by larger margins, it indicates the party’s votes 
are packed. 
 
 

 
  

 
1 Sam Wang, “Three Tests for Practical Evaluation of Partisan Gerrymandering,” Stanford Law Journal, 16, June 2016. Available at: 
https://www.stanfordlawreview.org/print/article/three-tests-for-practical-evaluation-ofpartisan-gerrymandering/) 
 

Dem 61.2%
Rep 57.2%

Rep

Average Winning Margin

Finding
Districts have a lopsided margin advantage of

4.0%

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep Dem Rep
1 2,014,575 2,729,623 4,744,198 42.5% 57.5% 57.5%
2 1,606,164 2,458,415 4,064,579 39.5% 60.5% 60.5%
3 2,060,007 2,067,194 4,127,201 49.9% 50.1% 50.1%
4 1,919,525 2,268,384 4,187,909 45.8% 54.2% 54.2%
5 1,639,749 2,383,861 4,023,610 40.8% 59.2% 59.2%
6 2,807,351 1,786,702 4,594,053 61.1% 38.9% 61.1%
7 2,294,626 2,256,640 4,551,266 50.4% 49.6% 50.4%
8 2,465,441 2,033,607 4,499,048 54.8% 45.2% 54.8%
9 1,750,528 2,812,643 4,563,171 38.4% 61.6% 61.6%

10 2,205,758 2,098,661 4,304,419 51.2% 48.8% 51.2%
11 2,734,755 2,010,497 4,745,252 57.6% 42.4% 57.6%
12 3,023,910 990,719 4,014,629 75.3% 24.7% 75.3%
13 2,756,127 791,495 3,547,622 77.7% 22.3% 77.7%

Party Percent Votes Party Wins
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Lopsided Margins 
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Mean-Median Difference2 
The mean-median district vote share difference compares a party’s mean district vote share to its median 
district vote share:  
• Mean = average party vote share across all districts  
• Median = party vote share in the median district when districts are sorted on share of party vote 

 
The difference between the mean and median vote shares provides a measure of whether the 
redistricting map produces skewed election results.  

 
Mean-Median Difference = Party’s Mean Vote – Party’s Median Vote 

 
Comparing a data set’s mean and median is a common statistical analysis used to assess how skewed 
data set is – if the dataset is balanced, the mean will be very close in value to its median. As a dataset 
becomes more skewed and extreme values are added only on one side, the mean and median begin to 
diverge and looking at the difference between the two can be used determine the extent to which the data 
is skewed.  
 
 

 
 

  

 
2 Michael D. McDonald and Robin Best in “Unfair Partisan Gerrymanders in Politics and Law: A Diagnostic Applied to Six Cases,” 
Election Law Journal 14(4), 2015 (available at: https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/abs/10.1089/elj.2015.0358) 
 

Dem 50.4%
Rep 49.6%
Dem 52.7%
Rep 47.3%
Dem 2.3%
Rep -2.3%

Rep
2.3%

District Median Percentage

Statewide mean percentage

Mean-Median Difference

Findings
Districts have a mean-median advantage of

DISTRICT Dem Rep
1 42.5% 57.5%
2 39.5% 60.5%
3 49.9% 50.1%
4 45.8% 54.2%
5 40.8% 59.2%
6 61.1% 38.9%
7 50.4% 49.6%
8 54.8% 45.2%
9 38.4% 61.6%
10 51.2% 48.8%
11 57.6% 42.4%
12 75.3% 24.7%
13 77.7% 22.3%

Party



 

Congressional District Maps 16 

Efficiency Gap3 
The efficiency gap is calculated by taking one party’s total wasted votes in an election, subtracting the 
other party’s total wasted votes, and dividing this by the total number of votes cast. It captures in a single 
number the extent to which district lines waste the two parties votes unequally.  
 

Efficiency Gap = [Party A wasted votes] – [Party B wasted votes] 
total number of votes cast statewide 

  
 

 

 
 
 

  

 
3 Nicholas O. Stephanopoulos and Eric M. McGhee, “Partisan Gerrymandering and the Efficiency Gap," University of Chicago Law 
Review: Vol. 82 (2), 2015. Available at: https://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/uclrev/vol82/iss2/4)  
 

Total Wasted Votes % Wasted Votes of Total Votes
Dem 14,150,372                   25.28%
Rep 13,833,107                   24.72%

Rep

Statewide % Wasted Votes

Finding
Candidates have an efficiency gap advantage of

0.6%

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep
Minimum to 

win Dem Rep Dem Rep
1 2,014,575 2,729,623 4,744,198 2,014,575 0 2,372,099 0 357,524 2,014,575 357,524
2 1,606,164 2,458,415 4,064,579 1,606,164 0 2,032,290 0 426,126 1,606,164 426,126
3 2,060,007 2,067,194 4,127,201 2,060,007 0 2,063,601 0 3,594 2,060,007 3,594
4 1,919,525 2,268,384 4,187,909 1,919,525 0 2,093,955 0 174,430 1,919,525 174,430
5 1,639,749 2,383,861 4,023,610 1,639,749 0 2,011,805 0 372,056 1,639,749 372,056
6 2,807,351 1,786,702 4,594,053 0 1,786,702 2,297,027 510,325 0 510,325 1,786,702
7 2,294,626 2,256,640 4,551,266 0 2,256,640 2,275,633 18,993 0 18,993 2,256,640
8 2,465,441 2,033,607 4,499,048 0 2,033,607 2,249,524 215,917 0 215,917 2,033,607
9 1,750,528 2,812,643 4,563,171 1,750,528 0 2,281,586 0 531,058 1,750,528 531,058

10 2,205,758 2,098,661 4,304,419 0 2,098,661 2,152,210 53,549 0 53,549 2,098,661
11 2,734,755 2,010,497 4,745,252 0 2,010,497 2,372,626 362,129 0 362,129 2,010,497
12 3,023,910 990,719 4,014,629 0 990,719 2,007,315 1,016,596 0 1,016,596 990,719
13 2,756,127 791,495 3,547,622 0 791,495 1,773,811 982,316 0 982,316 791,495

Party Lost Votes Surplus Votes Total Wasted Votes
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Seats to Votes Ratio 
The seats to votes ratio measures the party’s control of seats after the election in proportion to its share 
of the total state vote. For example, a major party held 80 percent of the 12 seats for the United States 
House of Representatives in Michigan while winning only 50 percent of the total vote. The seats/votes 
ratio is 80/50. This could suggest partisan gerrymandering. 
 
 

 

 
 
 

  

Vote Share Count of Seats Seat Share Proportionality Bias
Dem 52.3% 7 53.8% 1.5%
Rep 47.7% 6 46.2% -1.5%

DISTRICT Dem Dem % Rep Rep %
1 2,014,575 42.5% 2,729,623 57.5%
2 1,606,164 39.5% 2,458,415 60.5%
3 2,060,007 49.9% 2,067,194 50.1%
4 1,919,525 45.8% 2,268,384 54.2%
5 1,639,749 40.8% 2,383,861 59.2%
6 2,807,351 61.1% 1,786,702 38.9%
7 2,294,626 50.4% 2,256,640 49.6%
8 2,465,441 54.8% 2,033,607 45.2%
9 1,750,528 38.4% 2,812,643 61.6%

10 2,205,758 51.2% 2,098,661 48.8%
11 2,734,755 57.6% 2,010,497 42.4%
12 3,023,910 75.3% 990,719 24.7%
13 2,756,127 77.7% 791,495 22.3%

Composite Score
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COMPACTNESS  
The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission evaluated the requirement of “(g) Districts 
shall be reasonably compact” using five mathematical models. The adopted map was deemed 
‘reasonably compact’ under each model.  
 
POLSBY-POPPER 
The Polsby-Popper (PP) measure (Polsby & Popper, 1991) is the ratio of the area of the district (AD) to 
the area of a circle whose circumference is equal to the perimeter of the district (PD). A district’s Polsby-
Popper score falls with the range of [0,1] and a score closer to 1 indicates a more compact district. 

 

 
 

  

Compactness measure: Polsby–Popper
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.39
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.41
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.30
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.41
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.27
6 1,018 180 2,580 113 0.39
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 0.56
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.43
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.53
10 242 80 506 55 0.48
11 336 101 814 65 0.41
12 192 71 396 49 0.48
13 253 106 888 56 0.28

0.56 For District: 7Most Compact:
0.27 For District: 5Least Compact:

Compactness measure: Schwartzberg
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.63
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.64
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.55
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.64
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.52
6 1,018 180 2,580 113 0.63
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 0.75
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.66
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.73
10 242 80 506 55 0.69
11 336 101 814 65 0.64
12 192 71 396 49 0.70
13 253 106 888 56 0.53

0.75 For District: 7Most Compact:
0.52 For District: 5Least Compact:

Compactness measure: Reock Score
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.38
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.57
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.32
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.43
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.18

Autobound EDGE - Compactness Report
Plan Name: Congressional:Chestnut
For more information on compactness calculations Click Here

Page: 111/1/2021 10:33:46 PMReport Date:
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SCHWARTZBERG 
The Schwartzberg score (S) compactness score is the ratio of the perimeter of the district (PD) to the 
circumference of a circle whose area is equal to the area of the district. A district’s Schwartzberg score as 
calculated below falls with the range of [0,1] and a score closer to 1 indicates a more compact district. 

 

 
 
REOCK SCORE 
The Reock Score (R) is the ratio of the area of the district AD to the area of a minimum bounding circle 
(AMBC) that encloses the district’s geometry. A district’s Reock score falls within the range of [0,1] and a 
score closer to 1 indicates a more compact district. 

 

 
 

Compactness measure: Polsby–Popper
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.39
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.41
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.30
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.41
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.27
6 1,018 180 2,580 113 0.39
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 0.56
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.43
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.53
10 242 80 506 55 0.48
11 336 101 814 65 0.41
12 192 71 396 49 0.48
13 253 106 888 56 0.28

0.56 For District: 7Most Compact:
0.27 For District: 5Least Compact:

Compactness measure: Schwartzberg
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.63
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.64
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.55
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.64
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.52
6 1,018 180 2,580 113 0.63
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 0.75
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.66
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.73
10 242 80 506 55 0.69
11 336 101 814 65 0.64
12 192 71 396 49 0.70
13 253 106 888 56 0.53

0.75 For District: 7Most Compact:
0.52 For District: 5Least Compact:

Compactness measure: Reock Score
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.38
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.57
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.32
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.43
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.18

Autobound EDGE - Compactness Report
Plan Name: Congressional:Chestnut
For more information on compactness calculations Click Here

Page: 111/1/2021 10:33:46 PMReport Date:

District Distract 
Area (SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle with Same 
Area

Compactness 
Value 

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.38
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.57
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.32
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.43
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.18
6 1,018 180 2,580 113 0.39
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 0.55
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.41
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.53
10 242 80 506 55 0.48
11 336 101 814 65 0.48
12 192 71 396 49 0.59
13 253 106 888 56 0.21

Compactness measure: Reock Score

Most Compact:   0.59 For District: 12
Least Compact:  0.18 For District: 5
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CONVEX HULL 
The Convex Hull score is a ratio of the area of the district to the area of the minimum convex polygon that 
can encloses the district’s geometry. A district’s Convex Hull score falls within the range of [0,1] and a 
score closer to 1 indicates a more compact district. 

 
 

LENGTH-WIDTH 
The Length-Width Ratio (LW) is calculated as the ratio of the length (LMBR) to the width (WMBR) of the 
minimum bounding rectangle surrounding the district. To orient the Length-Width score towards other 
compactness measures the maximum value of a district’s width or length has been set to the 
denominator, making scores close to 1 more compact, and scores closer to zero less compact. 

 

 

District Distract 
Area (SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle with Same 
Area

Compactness 
Value 

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.87
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.78
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.76
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.78
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.77
6 1,018 180 2,580 113 0.73
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 0.90
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.78
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.88
10 242 80 506 55 0.76
11 336 101 814 65 0.82
12 192 71 396 49 0.84
13 253 106 888 56 0.66

Least Compact:  0.66 For District: 13

Compactness measure: Convex Hull

Most Compact:   0.9 For District: 7

6 1,018 180 2,580 113 0.39
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 0.55
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.41
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.53
10 242 80 506 55 0.48
11 336 101 814 65 0.48
12 192 71 396 49 0.59
13 253 106 888 56 0.21

0.59 For District: 12Most Compact:
0.18 For District: 5Least Compact:

Compactness measure: Length-Width
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 1.83
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 1.42
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 3.31
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 2.20
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 5.62
6 1,018 180 2,580 113 2.03
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 2.14
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.85
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.92
10 242 80 506 55 1.70
11 336 101 814 65 1.78
12 192 71 396 49 1.11
13 253 106 888 56 2.49

5.62 For District: 5Most Compact:
0.85 For District: 8Least Compact:

Compactness measure: Convex Hull
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 57,170 1,351 145,227 848 0.87
2 13,068 637 32,265 405 0.78
3 1,886 280 6,246 154 0.76
4 3,904 347 9,586 222 0.78
5 6,478 554 24,419 285 0.77
6 1,018 180 2,580 113 0.73
7 2,814 252 5,038 188 0.90
8 2,454 267 5,678 176 0.78
9 6,899 404 13,020 294 0.88
10 242 80 506 55 0.76
11 336 101 814 65 0.82
12 192 71 396 49 0.84
13 253 106 888 56 0.66

Autobound EDGE - Compactness Report
Plan Name: Congressional:Chestnut
)or more inIormation on FompaFtness FalFulations CliFN +ere

Page: 211/1/2021 10:33:46 PMReport Date:
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Michigan State Senate Districts    
The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission approved the following map and district 
boundaries for the 38 state senate districts.  
  

Legal Description & Interactive Map 
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METRO DETROIT 
 

 
 



 
 

State Senate District Map 23 

POPULATION 
“(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.” 
The Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission sought and relied on legal counsel and expert advice in order to 
draw plans that complied with the requirements of the United States constitution, the Voting Rights Act and other federal laws. 
Material reflecting that counsel and advice is accessible on the Commission’s website. 

Meeting Notices & Materials  
  

Meeting Notices & Materials Archives  
 

Mapping Data
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DISTRICT All Persons Target Dev. Difference NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority VAP % of Total NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority
1 270,366 265,193 1.95%✓ 5,173 38.73% 34.78% 0.85% 19.30% 61.27% 201,593 74.6% 42.88% 35.03% 0.93% 16.83% 57.12%
2 260,296 265,193 -1.85%✓ -4,897 61.33% 24.66% 1.60% 8.81% 38.67% 188,578 72.4% 61.85% 24.47% 1.83% 7.88% 38.15%
3 268,291 265,193 1.17%✓ 3,098 39.96% 42.25% 10.11% 2.40% 60.04% 212,874 79.3% 41.95% 42.09% 9.46% 2.19% 58.05%
4 259,877 265,193 -2.00%✓ -5,316 74.98% 14.56% 2.25% 6.09% 25.02% 214,717 82.6% 74.71% 13.32% 2.14% 4.98% 25.29%
5 260,723 265,193 -1.69%✓ -4,470 62.23% 19.28% 9.16% 3.96% 37.77% 205,113 78.7% 65.09% 18.25% 8.86% 3.42% 34.91%
6 269,435 265,193 1.60%✓ 4,242 44.15% 39.61% 5.40% 2.93% 55.85% 205,711 76.3% 48.95% 39.15% 5.55% 2.60% 51.05%
7 258,715 265,193 -2.44%✓ -6,478 39.05% 45.54% 4.57% 7.55% 60.95% 208,010 80.4% 40.54% 44.78% 4.71% 6.20% 59.46%
8 267,500 265,193 0.87%✓ 2,307 47.83% 40.57% 1.66% 2.48% 52.17% 206,961 77.4% 52.04% 40.25% 1.85% 2.28% 47.96%
9 260,091 265,193 -1.92%✓ -5,102 71.32% 4.34% 17.23% 3.75% 28.68% 206,406 79.4% 73.16% 4.24% 16.23% 3.18% 26.84%

10 260,891 265,193 -1.62%✓ -4,302 47.66% 44.75% 4.16% 2.22% 52.34% 207,211 79.4% 50.14% 40.43% 3.95% 1.90% 49.86%
11 267,881 265,193 1.01%✓ 2,688 66.85% 20.46% 2.30% 2.76% 33.15% 204,523 76.3% 72.05% 19.19% 2.35% 2.38% 27.95%
12 270,210 265,193 1.89%✓ 5,017 75.00% 12.13% 1.16% 2.78% 25.00% 207,870 76.9% 81.01% 11.52% 1.29% 2.34% 18.99%
13 258,822 265,193 -2.40%✓ -6,371 73.56% 8.54% 13.82% 3.34% 26.44% 213,186 82.4% 73.47% 8.19% 12.43% 2.77% 26.53%
14 262,085 265,193 -1.17%✓ -3,108 82.27% 6.31% 5.30% 4.33% 17.73% 218,191 83.3% 80.82% 5.96% 5.36% 3.37% 19.18%
15 260,766 265,193 -1.67%✓ -4,427 68.07% 14.59% 8.11% 6.21% 31.93% 221,289 84.9% 68.01% 13.28% 8.09% 5.32% 31.99%
16 262,182 265,193 -1.14%✓ -3,011 89.48% 2.47% 0.56% 5.66% 10.52% 213,755 81.5% 88.39% 2.36% 0.57% 4.46% 11.61%
17 266,557 265,193 0.51%✓ 1,364 84.35% 4.39% 0.97% 6.06% 15.65% 209,069 78.4% 85.38% 4.32% 1.02% 4.72% 14.62%
18 268,135 265,193 1.11%✓ 2,942 83.41% 4.92% 1.70% 4.49% 16.59% 205,401 76.6% 85.77% 4.66% 1.56% 3.62% 14.23%
19 262,619 265,193 -0.97%✓ -2,574 76.77% 11.36% 2.70% 5.88% 23.23% 211,508 80.5% 77.49% 10.03% 2.71% 4.80% 22.51%
20 262,284 265,193 -1.10%✓ -2,909 75.11% 9.05% 2.03% 8.53% 24.89% 200,292 76.4% 78.64% 8.34% 1.95% 6.73% 21.36%
21 271,390 265,193 2.34%✓ 6,197 68.10% 11.61% 2.75% 8.46% 31.90% 205,416 75.7% 73.70% 11.23% 2.77% 7.38% 26.30%
22 264,573 265,193 -0.23%✓ -620 89.50% 0.65% 0.78% 2.86% 10.50% 204,483 77.3% 92.17% 0.65% 0.83% 2.37% 7.83%
23 263,780 265,193 -0.53%✓ -1,413 85.17% 3.66% 2.70% 5.03% 14.83% 211,880 80.3% 85.65% 3.52% 2.62% 4.05% 14.35%
24 271,211 265,193 2.27%✓ 6,018 83.91% 1.69% 2.41% 3.77% 16.09% 203,066 74.9% 89.06% 1.70% 2.44% 3.24% 10.94%
25 264,345 265,193 -0.32%✓ -848 89.17% 2.24% 0.45% 3.64% 10.83% 209,073 79.1% 90.82% 2.19% 0.46% 2.94% 9.18%
26 266,938 265,193 0.66%✓ 1,745 84.87% 3.15% 0.42% 4.46% 15.13% 206,886 77.5% 88.51% 3.13% 0.44% 3.71% 11.49%
27 269,043 265,193 1.45%✓ 3,850 57.85% 27.73% 1.22% 4.07% 42.15% 200,250 74.4% 63.00% 27.27% 1.32% 3.66% 37.00%
28 265,180 265,193 0.00%✓ -13 78.73% 4.65% 5.09% 5.07% 21.27% 210,771 79.5% 81.43% 4.84% 5.29% 4.38% 18.57%
29 263,566 265,193 -0.61%✓ -1,627 55.33% 16.51% 4.61% 18.56% 44.67% 200,247 76.0% 60.57% 15.37% 4.63% 15.50% 39.43%
30 264,560 265,193 -0.24%✓ -633 81.65% 5.68% 2.38% 7.62% 18.35% 212,420 80.3% 82.52% 5.06% 2.30% 6.18% 17.48%
31 267,918 265,193 1.03%✓ 2,725 79.46% 1.56% 2.85% 10.84% 20.54% 200,843 75.0% 83.32% 1.41% 2.92% 9.22% 16.68%
32 270,401 265,193 1.96%✓ 5,208 75.58% 9.07% 0.52% 6.01% 24.42% 205,945 76.2% 80.98% 8.80% 0.55% 4.92% 19.02%
33 267,378 265,193 0.82%✓ 2,185 87.59% 2.51% 0.43% 5.12% 12.41% 207,138 77.5% 88.65% 2.99% 0.43% 4.33% 11.35%
34 261,805 265,193 -1.28%✓ -3,388 90.54% 2.22% 0.72% 3.76% 9.46% 213,991 81.7% 89.33% 2.34% 0.72% 3.01% 10.67%
35 268,708 265,193 1.33%✓ 3,515 74.07% 12.21% 1.54% 7.75% 25.93% 211,487 78.7% 76.93% 11.30% 1.55% 6.32% 23.07%
36 270,486 265,193 2.00%✓ 5,293 92.65% 0.35% 0.36% 2.03% 7.35% 220,106 81.4% 93.79% 0.30% 0.37% 1.55% 6.21%
37 261,707 265,193 -1.31%✓ -3,486 87.54% 0.73% 0.59% 2.45% 12.46% 213,146 81.4% 89.30% 0.75% 0.57% 1.95% 10.70%
38 266,616 265,193 0.54%✓ 1,423 88.14% 1.65% 0.69% 1.74% 11.86% 217,404 81.5% 89.52% 1.90% 0.72% 1.43% 10.48%

Assigned 10077331
Total Pop 10077331

Unassigned 0

Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Voting PopulationVoting Age Population



 
 

State Senate District Map 25 

COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST 
The Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission sought to understand Michigan’s diverse 
population and communities of interest via public engagement and feedback opportunities. In total, 
MICRC received more than 29,000 comments.   
 

“(c) Districts shall reflect the state's diverse population and  
communities of interest.” 

 
 

Comments on Final Congressional Map (Linden)  
 

Comments on All Proposed Maps 
  

Public Comment Portal Comments 
 

Commission Meeting Comments   
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PARTISAN FAIRNESS  

(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. 
The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission evaluated partisan fairness using four 
mathematical models. The adopted map did not provide ‘disproportionate advantage’ to any political party 
under any of the models used to measure partisan fairness.  
 
Lopsided Margins  

 

 

Dem 63.2%
Rep 58.7%

Rep

Average Winning Margin

Finding
Districts have a lopsided margin advantage of

4.5%

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep Dem Rep
1 851,070 292,452 1,143,522 74.4% 25.6% 74.4%
2 755,866 262,569 1,018,435 74.2% 25.8% 74.2%
3 946,197 224,423 1,170,620 80.8% 19.2% 80.8%
4 828,426 653,023 1,481,449 55.9% 44.1% 55.9%
5 851,926 556,975 1,408,901 60.5% 39.5% 60.5%
6 1,016,114 469,106 1,485,220 68.4% 31.6% 68.4%
7 1,132,528 418,860 1,551,388 73.0% 27.0% 73.0%
8 1,251,274 394,020 1,645,294 76.1% 23.9% 76.1%
9 705,117 777,377 1,482,494 47.6% 52.4% 52.4%

10 914,105 420,349 1,334,454 68.5% 31.5% 68.5%
11 770,214 657,708 1,427,922 53.9% 46.1% 53.9%
12 802,043 830,837 1,632,880 49.1% 50.9% 50.9%
13 938,950 814,031 1,752,981 53.6% 46.4% 53.6%
14 860,212 701,929 1,562,141 55.1% 44.9% 55.1%
15 1,087,019 448,037 1,535,056 70.8% 29.2% 70.8%
16 605,886 839,809 1,445,695 41.9% 58.1% 58.1%
17 503,371 806,208 1,309,579 38.4% 61.6% 61.6%
18 577,925 855,830 1,433,755 40.3% 59.7% 59.7%
19 857,354 656,945 1,514,299 56.6% 43.4% 56.6%
20 580,817 834,128 1,414,945 41.0% 59.0% 59.0%
21 873,298 623,609 1,496,907 58.3% 41.7% 58.3%
22 632,830 1,012,216 1,645,046 38.5% 61.5% 61.5%
23 678,270 941,820 1,620,090 41.9% 58.1% 58.1%
24 591,273 1,021,738 1,613,011 36.7% 63.3% 63.3%
25 570,630 894,868 1,465,498 38.9% 61.1% 61.1%
26 694,054 861,687 1,555,741 44.6% 55.4% 55.4%
27 948,759 485,590 1,434,349 66.1% 33.9% 66.1%
28 822,315 659,345 1,481,660 55.5% 44.5% 55.5%
29 742,769 530,176 1,272,945 58.4% 41.6% 58.4%
30 705,493 818,997 1,524,490 46.3% 53.7% 53.7%
31 532,144 1,009,913 1,542,057 34.5% 65.5% 65.5%
32 717,007 710,001 1,427,008 50.2% 49.8% 50.2%
33 494,983 873,196 1,368,179 36.2% 63.8% 63.8%
34 569,367 802,097 1,371,464 41.5% 58.5% 58.5%
35 832,714 734,835 1,567,549 53.1% 46.9% 53.1%
36 618,130 1,010,985 1,629,115 37.9% 62.1% 62.1%
37 736,347 969,123 1,705,470 43.2% 56.8% 56.8%
38 691,811 823,414 1,515,225 45.7% 54.3% 54.3%

Party Percent Votes Party Wins



 
 

State Senate District Map 27 

Lopsided Margins  
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Mean-Median Difference 
 

 

DISTRICT Dem Rep
1 74.4% 25.6%
2 74.2% 25.8%
3 80.8% 19.2%
4 55.9% 44.1%
5 60.5% 39.5%
6 68.4% 31.6%
7 73.0% 27.0%
8 76.1% 23.9%
9 47.6% 52.4%
10 68.5% 31.5%
11 53.9% 46.1%
12 49.1% 50.9%
13 53.6% 46.4%
14 55.1% 44.9%
15 70.8% 29.2%
16 41.9% 58.1%
17 38.4% 61.6%
18 40.3% 59.7%
19 56.6% 43.4%
20 41.0% 59.0%
21 58.3% 41.7%
22 38.5% 61.5%
23 41.9% 58.1%
24 36.7% 63.3%
25 38.9% 61.1%
26 44.6% 55.4%
27 66.1% 33.9%
28 55.5% 44.5%
29 58.4% 41.6%
30 46.3% 53.7%
31 34.5% 65.5%
32 50.2% 49.8%
33 36.2% 63.8%
34 41.5% 58.5%
35 53.1% 46.9%
36 37.9% 62.1%
37 43.2% 56.8%
38 45.7% 54.3%

Party
Dem 51.7%
Rep 48.3%
Dem 52.8%
Rep 47.2%
Dem 1.2%
Rep -1.2%

Rep
1.2%

District Median Percentage

Statewide mean percentage

Mean-Median Difference

Findings
Districts have a mean-median advantage of
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Efficiency Gap  

 

 

Total Wasted Votes % Wasted Votes of Total Votes
Dem 14,932,558                   26.67%
Rep 13,060,859                   23.33%

Rep

Statewide % Wasted Votes

Finding
Candidates have an efficiency gap advantage of

3.3%

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep
Minimum 

to win Dem Rep Dem Rep
1 851,070 292,452 1,143,522 0 292,452 571,761 279,309 0 279,309 292,452
2 755,866 262,569 1,018,435 0 262,569 509,218 246,649 0 246,649 262,569
3 946,197 224,423 1,170,620 0 224,423 585,310 360,887 0 360,887 224,423
4 828,426 653,023 1,481,449 0 653,023 740,725 87,702 0 87,702 653,023
5 851,926 556,975 1,408,901 0 556,975 704,451 147,476 0 147,476 556,975
6 1,016,114 469,106 1,485,220 0 469,106 742,610 273,504 0 273,504 469,106
7 1,132,528 418,860 1,551,388 0 418,860 775,694 356,834 0 356,834 418,860
8 1,251,274 394,020 1,645,294 0 394,020 822,647 428,627 0 428,627 394,020
9 705,117 777,377 1,482,494 705,117 0 741,247 0 36,130 705,117 36,130

10 914,105 420,349 1,334,454 0 420,349 667,227 246,878 0 246,878 420,349
11 770,214 657,708 1,427,922 0 657,708 713,961 56,253 0 56,253 657,708
12 802,043 830,837 1,632,880 802,043 0 816,440 0 14,397 802,043 14,397
13 938,950 814,031 1,752,981 0 814,031 876,491 62,460 0 62,460 814,031
14 860,212 701,929 1,562,141 0 701,929 781,071 79,142 0 79,142 701,929
15 1,087,019 448,037 1,535,056 0 448,037 767,528 319,491 0 319,491 448,037
16 605,886 839,809 1,445,695 605,886 0 722,848 0 116,962 605,886 116,962
17 503,371 806,208 1,309,579 503,371 0 654,790 0 151,419 503,371 151,419
18 577,925 855,830 1,433,755 577,925 0 716,878 0 138,953 577,925 138,953
19 857,354 656,945 1,514,299 0 656,945 757,150 100,205 0 100,205 656,945
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Efficiency Gap  

  

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep
Minimum 

to win Dem Rep Dem Rep
21 873,298 623,609 1,496,907 0 623,609 748,454 124,845 0 124,845 623,609
22 632,830 1,012,216 1,645,046 632,830 0 822,523 0 189,693 632,830 189,693
23 678,270 941,820 1,620,090 678,270 0 810,045 0 131,775 678,270 131,775
24 591,273 1,021,738 1,613,011 591,273 0 806,506 0 215,233 591,273 215,233
25 570,630 894,868 1,465,498 570,630 0 732,749 0 162,119 570,630 162,119
26 694,054 861,687 1,555,741 694,054 0 777,871 0 83,817 694,054 83,817
27 948,759 485,590 1,434,349 0 485,590 717,175 231,585 0 231,585 485,590
28 822,315 659,345 1,481,660 0 659,345 740,830 81,485 0 81,485 659,345
29 742,769 530,176 1,272,945 0 530,176 636,473 106,297 0 106,297 530,176
30 705,493 818,997 1,524,490 705,493 0 762,245 0 56,752 705,493 56,752
31 532,144 1,009,913 1,542,057 532,144 0 771,029 0 238,885 532,144 238,885
32 717,007 710,001 1,427,008 0 710,001 713,504 3,503 0 3,503 710,001
33 494,983 873,196 1,368,179 494,983 0 684,090 0 189,107 494,983 189,107
34 569,367 802,097 1,371,464 569,367 0 685,732 0 116,365 569,367 116,365
35 832,714 734,835 1,567,549 0 734,835 783,775 48,940 0 48,940 734,835
36 618,130 1,010,985 1,629,115 618,130 0 814,558 0 196,428 618,130 196,428
37 736,347 969,123 1,705,470 736,347 0 852,735 0 116,388 736,347 116,388
38 691,811 823,414 1,515,225 691,811 0 757,613 0 65,802 691,811 65,802

Party Lost Votes Surplus Votes Total Wasted Votes
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Seats to Votes Ratio 
 

  

Vote Share Count of Seats Seat Share Proportionality Bias
Dem 52.3% 20 52.6% 0.3%
Rep 47.7% 18 47.4% -0.3%

DISTRICT Dem Dem % Rep Rep %
1 851,070 74.4% 292,452 25.6%
2 755,866 74.2% 262,569 25.8%
3 946,197 80.8% 224,423 19.2%
4 828,426 55.9% 653,023 44.1%
5 851,926 60.5% 556,975 39.5%
6 1,016,114 68.4% 469,106 31.6%
7 1,132,528 73.0% 418,860 27.0%
8 1,251,274 76.1% 394,020 23.9%
9 705,117 47.6% 777,377 52.4%

10 914,105 68.5% 420,349 31.5%
11 770,214 53.9% 657,708 46.1%
12 802,043 49.1% 830,837 50.9%
13 938,950 53.6% 814,031 46.4%
14 860,212 55.1% 701,929 44.9%
15 1,087,019 70.8% 448,037 29.2%
16 605,886 41.9% 839,809 58.1%
17 503,371 38.4% 806,208 61.6%
18 577,925 40.3% 855,830 59.7%
19 857,354 56.6% 656,945 43.4%
20 580,817 41.0% 834,128 59.0%
21 873,298 58.3% 623,609 41.7%
22 632,830 38.5% 1,012,216 61.5%
23 678,270 41.9% 941,820 58.1%
24 591,273 36.7% 1,021,738 63.3%
25 570,630 38.9% 894,868 61.1%
26 694,054 44.6% 861,687 55.4%
27 948,759 66.1% 485,590 33.9%
28 822,315 55.5% 659,345 44.5%
29 742,769 58.4% 530,176 41.6%
30 705,493 46.3% 818,997 53.7%
31 532,144 34.5% 1,009,913 65.5%
32 717,007 50.2% 710,001 49.8%
33 494,983 36.2% 873,196 63.8%
34 569,367 41.5% 802,097 58.5%
35 832,714 53.1% 734,835 46.9%
36 618,130 37.9% 1,010,985 62.1%
37 736,347 43.2% 969,123 56.8%
38 691,811 45.7% 823,414 54.3%

Composite Score
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COMPACTNESS  
The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission evaluated the requirement of “(g) Districts 
shall be reasonably compact” using five mathematical models. The adopted map was deemed 
‘reasonably compact’ under each model.  
 
Polsby-Popper 

 

Compactness measure: Polsby–Popper
District

District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 71 63 315 30 0.23
2 54 38 114 26 0.48
3 70 66 345 30 0.20
4 251 88 616 56 0.41
5 79 50 198 32 0.40
6 74 47 179 31 0.41
7 113 66 345 38 0.33
8 49 49 192 25 0.26
9 105 57 255 36 0.41
10 61 55 241 28 0.25
11 63 54 234 28 0.27
12 306 89 629 62 0.49
13 132 65 333 41 0.39
14 966 165 2,158 110 0.45
15 406 122 1,186 71 0.34
16 1,797 223 3,954 150 0.45
17 3,507 419 13,972 210 0.25
18 1,589 244 4,740 141 0.34
19 543 108 924 83 0.59
20 1,890 318 8,068 154 0.23
21 887 134 1,426 106 0.62
22 874 133 1,416 105 0.62
23 309 92 677 62 0.46
24 547 133 1,403 83 0.39
25 5,020 353 9,894 251 0.51
26 1,701 269 5,763 146 0.30
27 288 84 555 60 0.52
28 1,119 169 2,266 119 0.49
29 77 41 133 31 0.58
30 360 112 994 67 0.36
31 2,499 227 4,100 177 0.61
32 5,788 347 9,573 270 0.60
33 2,924 333 8,827 192 0.33
34 4,334 354 9,974 233 0.43
35 767 137 1,502 98 0.51
36 14,061 615 30,128 420 0.47
37 9,836 613 29,891 352 0.33
38 33,196 943 70,771 646 0.47

0.62 For District: 22Most Compact:
0.2 For District: 3Least Compact:

Compactness measure: Schwartzberg

Autobound EDGE - Compactness Report
Plan Name: State Senate:Linden
)or more inIormation on FompaFtneVV FalFXlationV &liFN +ere

Page: 111/4/2021 11:55:26 PMReport Date:
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Schwartzberg 

 
 
  

District District Area
(SQM)

Perimeter
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 71 63 315 0.47
2 54 38 114 0.69
3 70 66 345 0.45
4 251 88 616 0.64
5 79 50 198 0.63
6 74 47 179 0.64
7 113 66 345 0.57
8 49 49 192 0.51
9 105 57 255 0.64
10 61 55 241 0.50
11 63 54 234 0.52
12 306 89 629 0.70
13 132 65 333 0.63
14 966 165 2,158 0.67
15 406 122 1,186 0.59
16 1,797 223 3,954 0.67
17 3,507 419 13,972 0.50
18 1,589 244 4,740 0.58
19 543 108 924 0.77
20 1,890 318 8,068 0.48
21 887 134 1,426 0.79
22 874 133 1,416 0.79
23 309 92 677 0.68
24 547 133 1,403 0.62
25 5,020 353 9,894 0.71
26 1,701 269 5,763 0.54
27 288 84 555 0.72
28 1,119 169 2,266 0.70
29 77 41 133 0.76
30 360 112 994 0.60
31 2,499 227 4,100 0.78
32 5,788 347 9,573 0.78
33 2,924 333 8,827 0.58
34 4,334 354 9,974 0.66
35 767 137 1,502 0.71
36 14,061 615 30,128 0.68
37 9,836 613 29,891 0.57
38 33,196 943 70,771 0.68

98
420
352
646

Most Compact:   0.79 For District: 22
Least Compact:  0.45 For District: 3

146
60
119
31
67
177
270
192
233

210
141
83
154
106
105
62
83
251

25
36
28
28
62
41
110
71
150

30
26
30
56
32
31
38

Compactness measure: Schwartzberg
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Reock Score 

 
 
  

District District Area
(SQM)

Perimeter
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 71 63 315 0.27
2 54 38 114 0.61
3 70 66 345 0.28
4 251 88 616 0.47
5 79 50 198 0.50
6 74 47 179 0.44
7 113 66 345 0.32
8 49 49 192 0.37
9 105 57 255 0.47
10 61 55 241 0.24
11 63 54 234 0.23
12 306 89 629 0.42
13 132 65 333 0.34
14 966 165 2,158 0.35
15 406 122 1,186 0.41
16 1,797 223 3,954 0.32
17 3,507 419 13,972 0.22
18 1,589 244 4,740 0.41
19 543 108 924 0.57
20 1,890 318 8,068 0.30
21 887 134 1,426 0.49
22 874 133 1,416 0.51
23 309 92 677 0.46
24 547 133 1,403 0.41
25 5,020 353 9,894 0.53
26 1,701 269 5,763 0.39
27 288 84 555 0.56
28 1,119 169 2,266 0.52
29 77 41 133 0.57
30 360 112 994 0.37
31 2,499 227 4,100 0.60
32 5,788 347 9,573 0.43
33 2,924 333 8,827 0.29
34 4,334 354 9,974 0.50
35 767 137 1,502 0.58
36 14,061 615 30,128 0.49
37 9,836 613 29,891 0.38
38 33,196 943 70,771 0.51

233
98
420
352
646

Most Compact:   0.61 For District: 2
Least Compact:  0.22 For District: 17

251
146
60
119
31
67
177
270
192

150
210
141
83
154
106
105
62
83

38
25
36
28
28
62
41
110
71

30
26
30
56
32
31

Compactness measure: Reock Score
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Convex Hull 

 
 
 
  

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

1 71 63 315 0.59
2 54 38 114 0.84
3 70 66 345 0.59
4 251 88 616 0.78
5 79 50 198 0.77
6 74 47 179 0.79
7 113 66 345 0.79
8 49 49 192 0.72
9 105 57 255 0.79
10 61 55 241 0.63
11 63 54 234 0.73
12 306 89 629 0.86
13 132 65 333 0.75
14 966 165 2,158 0.91
15 406 122 1,186 0.77
16 1,797 223 3,954 0.94
17 3,507 419 13,972 0.64
18 1,589 244 4,740 0.71
19 543 108 924 0.86
20 1,890 318 8,068 0.62
21 887 134 1,426 0.96
22 874 133 1,416 0.89
23 309 92 677 0.86
24 547 133 1,403 0.81
25 5,020 353 9,894 0.87
26 1,701 269 5,763 0.70
27 288 84 555 0.95
28 1,119 169 2,266 0.83
29 77 41 133 0.93
30 360 112 994 0.74
31 2,499 227 4,100 0.90
32 5,788 347 9,573 0.91
33 2,924 333 8,827 0.70
34 4,334 354 9,974 0.78
35 767 137 1,502 0.80
36 14,061 615 30,128 0.79
37 9,836 613 29,891 0.76
38 33,196 943 70,771 0.87

Least Compact:  0.59 For District: 1

177
270
192
233
98
420
352
646

Most Compact:   0.96 For District: 21

105
62
83
251
146
60
119
31
67

41
110
71
150
210
141
83
154
106

32
31
38
25
36
28
28
62

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

30
26
30
56

Compactness measure: Convex Hull
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Length-Width 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

1 71 63 315 1.21
2 54 38 114 1.59
3 70 66 345 0.86
4 251 88 616 1.63
5 79 50 198 1.74
6 74 47 179 1.65
7 113 66 345 0.67
8 49 49 192 0.80
9 105 57 255 1.04
10 61 55 241 0.61
11 63 54 234 0.50
12 306 89 629 1.19
13 132 65 333 0.85
14 966 165 2,158 2.90
15 406 122 1,186 1.65
16 1,797 223 3,954 4.04
17 3,507 419 13,972 3.60
18 1,589 244 4,740 1.00
19 543 108 924 1.65
20 1,890 318 8,068 1.74
21 887 134 1,426 2.34
22 874 133 1,416 1.55
23 309 92 677 0.99
24 547 133 1,403 2.01
25 5,020 353 9,894 1.05
26 1,701 269 5,763 1.69
27 288 84 555 1.35
28 1,119 169 2,266 1.71
29 77 41 133 2.01
30 360 112 994 2.05
31 2,499 227 4,100 1.88
32 5,788 347 9,573 0.80
33 2,924 333 8,827 0.87
34 4,334 354 9,974 1.55
35 767 137 1,502 1.27
36 14,061 615 30,128 1.87
37 9,836 613 29,891 1.63
38 33,196 943 70,771 1.87

192
233
98
420
352
646

Most Compact:   4.04 For District: 16
Least Compact:  0.5 For District: 11

83
251
146
60
119
31
67
177
270

71
150
210
141
83
154
106
105
62

31
38
25
36
28
28
62
41
110

30
26
30
56
32

Compactness measure: Length-Width
Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value
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Michigan State House Districts    
The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission approved the following map and district 
boundaries for the 110 state house districts.  
  

Legal Description & Interactive Map 
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METRO DETROIT  
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GREATER GRAND RAPIDS  
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POPULATION 
“(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.” 
The Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission sought and relied on legal counsel and expert advice in order to 
draw plans that complied with the requirements of the United States constitution, the Voting Rights Act and other federal laws. 
Material reflecting that counsel and advice is accessible on the Commission’s website. 
 

Meeting Notices & Materials 
 

Meeting Notices & Materials Archives 
 

Mapping Data 
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POPULATION 

 

DISTRICT All PersonsTarget Dev. Difference NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority VAP % of Total NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority
1 91,856 91,612 0.27%✓ 244 16.79% 35.26% 0.33% 43.92% 83.21% 65,520 71.3% 18.67% 38.03% 0.38% 39.49% 81.33%
2 89,622 91,612 -2.17%✓ -1,990 63.27% 11.54% 1.13% 18.58% 36.73% 69,719 77.8% 67.61% 11.04% 1.21% 15.61% 32.39%
3 93,531 91,612 2.09%✓ 1,919 51.18% 33.31% 2.34% 8.21% 48.82% 66,030 70.6% 52.34% 32.82% 2.77% 7.64% 47.66%
4 90,903 91,612 -0.77%✓ -709 41.08% 52.65% 0.47% 1.72% 58.92% 64,833 71.3% 38.61% 55.60% 0.50% 1.61% 61.39%
5 92,744 91,612 1.24%✓ 1,132 36.68% 55.87% 1.53% 1.96% 63.32% 71,629 77.2% 38.11% 55.31% 1.55% 1.70% 61.89%
6 93,629 91,612 2.20%✓ 2,017 36.10% 56.66% 1.15% 2.03% 63.90% 73,324 78.3% 38.54% 54.93% 1.31% 1.79% 61.46%
7 92,948 91,612 1.46%✓ 1,336 44.28% 46.93% 1.51% 2.80% 55.72% 75,856 81.6% 47.68% 44.29% 1.71% 2.52% 52.32%
8 92,670 91,612 1.15%✓ 1,058 41.68% 45.73% 4.16% 2.96% 58.32% 76,299 82.3% 44.50% 43.70% 4.57% 2.61% 55.50%
9 90,818 91,612 -0.87%✓ -794 28.46% 50.05% 15.19% 1.57% 71.54% 66,200 72.9% 28.03% 51.65% 14.68% 1.48% 71.97%

10 90,534 91,612 -1.18%✓ -1,078 53.11% 38.14% 2.08% 2.77% 46.89% 74,475 82.3% 53.31% 38.79% 2.32% 2.35% 46.69%
11 91,145 91,612 -0.51%✓ -467 46.16% 46.82% 0.80% 2.19% 53.84% 70,700 77.6% 51.18% 42.82% 0.93% 1.82% 48.82%
12 90,630 91,612 -1.07%✓ -982 45.97% 44.46% 1.33% 2.45% 54.03% 68,955 76.1% 51.03% 40.99% 1.28% 2.08% 48.97%
13 90,393 91,612 -1.33%✓ -1,219 47.56% 41.39% 4.11% 2.17% 52.44% 69,812 77.2% 52.03% 38.36% 3.91% 1.89% 47.97%
14 90,555 91,612 -1.15%✓ -1,057 38.99% 43.39% 10.11% 2.45% 61.01% 69,140 76.4% 43.17% 41.11% 9.31% 2.14% 56.83%
15 92,301 91,612 0.75%✓ 689 80.88% 7.49% 1.72% 5.23% 19.12% 69,652 75.5% 82.15% 7.18% 1.87% 4.70% 17.85%
16 93,035 91,612 1.55%✓ 1,423 34.88% 56.88% 0.94% 2.87% 65.12% 72,066 77.5% 38.03% 54.92% 1.02% 2.44% 61.97%
17 90,737 91,612 -0.96%✓ -875 45.56% 44.57% 1.80% 3.10% 54.44% 71,354 78.6% 48.90% 42.43% 1.94% 2.64% 51.10%
18 92,169 91,612 0.61%✓ 557 36.50% 52.03% 4.21% 2.71% 63.50% 75,714 82.1% 37.44% 52.16% 4.12% 2.40% 62.56%
19 90,931 91,612 -0.74%✓ -681 60.63% 24.62% 7.86% 2.80% 39.37% 72,930 80.2% 61.39% 25.11% 8.00% 2.34% 38.61%
20 93,017 91,612 1.53%✓ 1,405 75.60% 10.28% 7.26% 2.68% 24.40% 74,684 80.3% 76.81% 10.20% 7.42% 2.25% 23.19%
21 93,876 91,612 2.47%✓ 2,264 57.07% 7.60% 27.76% 3.48% 42.93% 71,599 76.3% 59.96% 7.89% 26.00% 3.07% 40.04%
22 91,654 91,612 0.05%✓ 42 85.05% 2.23% 5.67% 3.19% 14.95% 75,487 82.4% 86.64% 2.24% 5.33% 2.74% 13.36%
23 90,719 91,612 -0.97%✓ -893 70.61% 4.68% 14.87% 4.41% 29.39% 76,266 84.1% 71.65% 4.78% 14.75% 4.14% 28.35%
24 91,480 91,612 -0.14%✓ -132 61.18% 10.03% 20.19% 3.69% 38.82% 69,996 76.5% 63.53% 9.84% 19.60% 3.29% 36.47%
25 90,562 91,612 -1.15%✓ -1,050 64.13% 20.53% 4.87% 4.47% 35.87% 73,216 80.8% 66.72% 19.62% 4.96% 3.82% 33.28%
26 91,723 91,612 0.12%✓ 111 50.52% 37.86% 1.05% 4.20% 49.48% 70,678 77.1% 54.11% 35.82% 1.14% 3.61% 45.89%
27 90,457 91,612 -1.26%✓ -1,155 84.33% 3.05% 1.18% 6.36% 15.67% 73,737 81.5% 86.29% 2.93% 1.21% 5.34% 13.71%
28 91,598 91,612 -0.02%✓ -14 74.98% 9.75% 3.36% 6.24% 25.02% 71,385 77.9% 77.44% 9.14% 3.23% 5.36% 22.56%
29 92,583 91,612 1.06%✓ 971 72.48% 13.37% 1.38% 6.68% 27.52% 72,381 78.2% 76.05% 11.83% 1.40% 5.62% 23.95%
30 93,460 91,612 2.02%✓ 1,848 87.42% 2.57% 0.64% 4.06% 12.58% 73,606 78.8% 89.60% 2.30% 0.67% 3.21% 10.40%
31 92,978 91,612 1.49%✓ 1,366 72.74% 16.00% 1.27% 4.03% 27.26% 73,558 79.1% 74.55% 15.72% 1.28% 3.54% 25.45%
32 92,092 91,612 0.52%✓ 480 53.20% 28.29% 3.69% 7.17% 46.80% 73,449 79.8% 57.13% 26.46% 3.89% 6.21% 42.87%
33 92,730 91,612 1.22%✓ 1,118 68.50% 7.94% 11.52% 5.90% 31.50% 74,822 80.7% 70.65% 7.76% 11.65% 5.23% 29.35%
34 92,371 91,612 0.83%✓ 759 83.11% 2.61% 0.48% 8.88% 16.89% 73,142 79.2% 85.26% 2.88% 0.49% 7.27% 14.74%
35 93,023 91,612 1.54%✓ 1,411 89.55% 1.44% 0.48% 4.20% 10.45% 71,335 76.7% 90.73% 1.66% 0.49% 3.29% 9.27%
36 89,634 91,612 -2.16%✓ -1,978 84.12% 2.73% 0.69% 7.00% 15.88% 68,621 76.6% 86.65% 2.74% 0.72% 5.44% 13.35%
37 91,456 91,612 -0.17%✓ -156 78.38% 6.26% 1.89% 6.54% 21.62% 71,787 78.5% 81.10% 6.19% 2.00% 5.18% 18.90%
38 93,422 91,612 1.98%✓ 1,810 67.57% 19.03% 1.75% 6.63% 32.43% 73,770 79.0% 72.12% 16.97% 1.68% 5.18% 27.88%
39 90,270 91,612 -1.46%✓ -1,342 81.17% 1.69% 0.44% 10.74% 18.83% 69,482 77.0% 84.59% 1.69% 0.45% 8.20% 15.41%
40 90,211 91,612 -1.53%✓ -1,401 77.97% 7.16% 4.56% 4.57% 22.03% 69,763 77.3% 80.75% 6.74% 4.45% 3.86% 19.25%

Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Voting PopulationVoting Age Population
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POPULATION

 
 

DISTRICT All PersonsTarget Dev. Difference NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority VAP % of Total NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority
41 91,872 91,612 0.28%✓ 260 59.50% 21.99% 2.17% 8.66% 40.50% 72,876 79.3% 64.54% 19.61% 2.54% 7.40% 35.46%
42 91,192 91,612 -0.46%✓ -420 86.29% 3.44% 1.09% 3.41% 13.71% 70,454 77.3% 88.31% 3.13% 1.11% 2.69% 11.69%
43 92,518 91,612 0.99%✓ 906 88.43% 0.80% 0.52% 5.52% 11.57% 70,016 75.7% 90.34% 0.65% 0.51% 4.58% 9.66%
44 89,974 91,612 -1.79%✓ -1,638 67.40% 15.11% 3.76% 6.67% 32.60% 68,782 76.4% 71.48% 14.34% 3.39% 5.53% 28.52%
45 90,612 91,612 -1.09%✓ -1,000 90.40% 1.29% 0.55% 3.08% 9.60% 71,054 78.4% 92.00% 1.14% 0.54% 2.48% 8.00%
46 91,041 91,612 -0.62%✓ -571 75.41% 12.23% 1.26% 4.62% 24.59% 71,551 78.6% 78.41% 12.17% 1.26% 3.54% 21.59%
47 91,302 91,612 -0.34%✓ -310 82.97% 3.10% 3.93% 4.17% 17.03% 73,378 80.4% 84.80% 3.07% 4.17% 3.43% 15.20%
48 92,373 91,612 0.83%✓ 761 83.36% 1.79% 6.90% 3.00% 16.64% 74,656 80.8% 84.30% 1.79% 7.25% 2.56% 15.70%
49 93,247 91,612 1.78%✓ 1,635 81.32% 5.78% 4.20% 4.03% 18.68% 74,267 79.6% 82.78% 5.82% 4.14% 3.38% 17.22%
50 93,139 91,612 1.67%✓ 1,527 91.14% 0.44% 0.72% 3.01% 8.86% 72,160 77.5% 92.28% 0.44% 0.77% 2.54% 7.72%
51 91,507 91,612 -0.11%✓ -105 89.00% 1.30% 1.29% 3.41% 11.00% 72,488 79.2% 90.44% 1.25% 1.35% 2.70% 9.56%
52 91,098 91,612 -0.56%✓ -514 84.95% 2.75% 1.63% 5.77% 15.05% 72,818 79.9% 86.85% 2.66% 1.63% 4.81% 13.15%
53 93,056 91,612 1.58%✓ 1,444 40.81% 33.94% 2.28% 17.60% 59.19% 71,476 76.8% 46.05% 32.59% 2.35% 14.72% 53.95%
54 92,949 91,612 1.46%✓ 1,337 73.66% 6.77% 9.52% 5.16% 26.34% 73,853 79.5% 75.32% 6.95% 9.54% 4.33% 24.68%
55 91,805 91,612 0.21%✓ 193 73.68% 3.41% 13.74% 4.69% 26.32% 71,848 78.3% 75.98% 3.51% 13.12% 3.98% 24.02%
56 90,410 91,612 -1.31%✓ -1,202 67.73% 3.39% 21.41% 3.38% 32.27% 71,737 79.3% 70.93% 3.44% 19.61% 2.94% 29.07%
57 89,693 91,612 -2.09%✓ -1,919 74.61% 5.19% 13.76% 2.60% 25.39% 71,864 80.1% 76.21% 4.89% 13.48% 2.27% 23.79%
58 90,454 91,612 -1.26%✓ -1,158 78.17% 8.23% 6.25% 2.72% 21.83% 73,423 81.2% 79.90% 7.86% 6.07% 2.41% 20.10%
59 89,336 91,612 -2.48%✓ -2,276 86.97% 2.68% 3.69% 2.91% 13.03% 70,271 78.7% 88.36% 2.58% 3.58% 2.50% 11.64%
60 92,742 91,612 1.23%✓ 1,130 81.65% 7.23% 3.47% 3.23% 18.35% 72,453 78.1% 83.34% 7.08% 3.47% 2.69% 16.66%
61 93,156 91,612 1.69%✓ 1,544 73.83% 15.25% 2.72% 3.08% 26.17% 75,006 80.5% 77.01% 13.83% 2.69% 2.52% 22.99%
62 90,539 91,612 -1.17%✓ -1,073 77.07% 13.35% 1.44% 2.83% 22.93% 74,114 81.9% 79.79% 12.07% 1.47% 2.35% 20.21%
63 90,638 91,612 -1.06%✓ -974 88.69% 3.12% 0.74% 2.65% 11.31% 72,589 80.1% 90.27% 2.86% 0.79% 2.13% 9.73%
64 91,060 91,612 -0.60%✓ -552 85.90% 3.78% 0.61% 4.08% 14.10% 71,638 78.7% 88.31% 3.56% 0.65% 3.30% 11.69%
65 92,892 91,612 1.40%✓ 1,280 87.96% 2.29% 0.36% 5.03% 12.04% 73,184 78.8% 89.40% 2.39% 0.36% 4.12% 10.60%
66 93,014 91,612 1.53%✓ 1,402 88.17% 1.18% 1.61% 4.41% 11.83% 71,767 77.2% 89.95% 1.10% 1.61% 3.59% 10.05%
67 92,816 91,612 1.31%✓ 1,204 87.35% 3.28% 0.42% 3.56% 12.65% 73,721 79.4% 88.89% 3.28% 0.41% 2.70% 11.11%
68 93,065 91,612 1.59%✓ 1,453 82.34% 6.24% 1.74% 4.12% 17.66% 73,273 78.7% 84.24% 6.00% 1.78% 3.37% 15.76%
69 91,698 91,612 0.09%✓ 86 68.76% 21.07% 0.85% 3.62% 31.24% 71,476 77.9% 71.44% 19.84% 0.88% 3.15% 28.56%
70 90,738 91,612 -0.95%✓ -874 36.26% 51.87% 0.51% 4.87% 63.74% 68,117 75.1% 39.89% 50.13% 0.59% 4.37% 60.11%
71 91,966 91,612 0.39%✓ 354 91.17% 0.69% 0.43% 3.06% 8.83% 72,963 79.3% 92.41% 0.64% 0.42% 2.51% 7.59%
72 92,844 91,612 1.34%✓ 1,232 85.21% 4.89% 1.27% 3.55% 14.79% 72,890 78.5% 86.72% 4.79% 1.31% 2.88% 13.28%
73 91,543 91,612 -0.08%✓ -69 77.71% 5.83% 7.53% 4.34% 22.29% 75,397 82.4% 78.57% 6.50% 7.50% 3.80% 21.43%
74 90,782 91,612 -0.91%✓ -830 58.79% 18.25% 4.34% 11.02% 41.21% 70,233 77.4% 63.43% 17.05% 4.27% 9.39% 36.57%
75 93,554 91,612 2.12%✓ 1,942 79.32% 4.35% 5.90% 5.12% 20.68% 75,207 80.4% 81.08% 4.26% 6.12% 4.27% 18.92%
76 92,354 91,612 0.81%✓ 742 78.11% 7.92% 2.58% 6.26% 21.89% 73,043 79.1% 80.63% 7.67% 2.44% 5.18% 19.37%
77 92,594 91,612 1.07%✓ 982 69.49% 11.08% 2.11% 10.61% 30.51% 72,106 77.9% 73.16% 10.25% 2.18% 9.15% 26.84%
78 92,264 91,612 0.71%✓ 652 87.59% 3.62% 0.42% 4.31% 12.41% 71,687 77.7% 88.34% 4.48% 0.43% 3.47% 11.66%
79 90,952 91,612 -0.72%✓ -660 82.38% 4.41% 3.55% 5.05% 17.62% 67,213 73.9% 84.66% 4.13% 3.49% 4.15% 15.34%
80 92,350 91,612 0.81%✓ 738 67.22% 12.08% 8.14% 7.64% 32.78% 69,344 75.1% 70.96% 11.28% 7.94% 6.32% 29.04%

Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Voting PopulationVoting Age Population
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POPULATION 

DISTRICT All Persons Target Dev. Difference NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority VAP % of Total NH White NH Black NH Asian Hispanic Minority
81 91,516 91,612 -0.10%✓ -96 78.37% 7.75% 3.19% 5.49% 21.63% 71,975 78.6% 81.42% 7.03% 3.06% 4.63% 18.58%
82 91,219 91,612 -0.43%✓ -393 49.92% 26.76% 3.33% 14.62% 50.08% 70,814 77.6% 55.75% 24.58% 3.37% 12.03% 44.25%
83 91,341 91,612 -0.30%✓ -271 51.58% 9.19% 2.73% 31.56% 48.42% 67,461 73.9% 57.46% 8.69% 2.98% 26.96% 42.54%
84 91,890 91,612 0.30%✓ 278 75.14% 6.21% 1.83% 11.25% 24.86% 73,379 79.9% 79.03% 5.36% 1.91% 9.31% 20.97%
85 90,127 91,612 -1.62%✓ -1,485 87.14% 1.21% 2.12% 5.70% 12.86% 66,158 73.4% 89.34% 1.11% 2.16% 4.64% 10.66%
86 90,575 91,612 -1.13%✓ -1,037 66.02% 2.62% 5.08% 22.19% 33.98% 70,221 77.5% 70.69% 2.33% 5.13% 18.69% 29.31%
87 91,376 91,612 -0.26%✓ -236 61.91% 24.21% 0.50% 6.83% 38.09% 70,829 77.5% 65.83% 22.94% 0.53% 5.55% 34.17%
88 90,900 91,612 -0.78%✓ -712 87.81% 1.47% 1.42% 4.62% 12.19% 71,051 78.2% 89.90% 1.37% 1.37% 3.68% 10.10%
89 93,134 91,612 1.66%✓ 1,522 86.99% 1.96% 0.82% 5.55% 13.01% 71,969 77.3% 88.55% 2.04% 0.89% 4.58% 11.45%
90 91,549 91,612 -0.07%✓ -63 87.20% 1.60% 0.91% 5.69% 12.80% 68,467 74.8% 89.55% 1.47% 0.89% 4.50% 10.45%
91 91,350 91,612 -0.29%✓ -262 90.75% 0.53% 0.38% 3.79% 9.25% 70,036 76.7% 92.31% 0.44% 0.38% 3.02% 7.69%
92 92,520 91,612 0.99%✓ 908 81.45% 4.58% 1.37% 5.84% 18.55% 73,959 79.9% 82.92% 5.11% 1.41% 4.77% 17.08%
93 89,410 91,612 -2.40%✓ -2,202 86.47% 3.80% 1.18% 5.25% 13.53% 72,182 80.7% 87.40% 4.20% 1.17% 4.50% 12.60%
94 90,438 91,612 -1.28%✓ -1,174 46.40% 33.75% 1.24% 13.25% 53.60% 69,020 76.3% 51.34% 31.92% 1.29% 11.32% 48.66%
95 91,439 91,612 -0.19%✓ -173 88.86% 1.05% 1.89% 3.11% 11.14% 71,873 78.6% 90.46% 1.01% 1.85% 2.48% 9.54%
96 90,544 91,612 -1.17%✓ -1,068 86.81% 1.69% 0.55% 6.14% 13.19% 72,724 80.3% 89.24% 1.54% 0.58% 4.84% 10.76%
97 93,159 91,612 1.69%✓ 1,547 88.85% 2.28% 0.49% 4.03% 11.15% 73,355 78.7% 90.17% 2.33% 0.49% 3.30% 9.83%
98 92,049 91,612 0.48%✓ 437 92.62% 0.32% 0.29% 3.35% 7.38% 72,801 79.1% 93.77% 0.31% 0.29% 2.76% 6.23%
99 89,375 91,612 -2.44%✓ -2,237 92.86% 0.38% 0.35% 2.09% 7.14% 72,792 81.4% 93.81% 0.34% 0.36% 1.64% 6.19%

100 91,751 91,612 0.15%✓ 139 91.21% 1.17% 0.45% 2.19% 8.79% 72,641 79.2% 92.09% 1.15% 0.50% 1.89% 7.91%
101 92,604 91,612 1.08%✓ 992 87.51% 1.49% 0.45% 5.48% 12.49% 72,534 78.3% 88.89% 1.50% 0.45% 4.81% 11.11%
102 91,886 91,612 0.30%✓ 274 85.43% 1.22% 0.40% 7.30% 14.57% 72,924 79.4% 87.83% 1.25% 0.40% 5.68% 12.17%
103 93,426 91,612 1.98%✓ 1,814 89.71% 0.53% 0.79% 3.36% 10.29% 76,458 81.8% 91.48% 0.46% 0.73% 2.69% 8.52%
104 89,466 91,612 -2.34%✓ -2,146 91.28% 0.35% 0.44% 2.58% 8.72% 71,871 80.3% 92.68% 0.30% 0.46% 1.96% 7.32%
105 89,541 91,612 -2.26%✓ -2,071 92.67% 0.32% 0.32% 2.12% 7.33% 72,736 81.2% 93.86% 0.28% 0.33% 1.56% 6.14%
106 90,875 91,612 -0.80%✓ -737 92.66% 0.27% 0.31% 1.34% 7.34% 75,466 83.0% 93.74% 0.22% 0.32% 1.05% 6.26%
107 92,701 91,612 1.19%✓ 1,089 83.30% 1.24% 0.52% 1.77% 16.70% 75,875 81.8% 85.31% 1.39% 0.48% 1.42% 14.69%
108 89,366 91,612 -2.45%✓ -2,246 85.05% 2.21% 0.34% 1.69% 14.95% 72,443 81.1% 87.00% 2.62% 0.36% 1.25% 13.00%
109 89,410 91,612 -2.40%✓ -2,202 87.41% 2.21% 0.51% 1.84% 12.59% 73,187 81.9% 88.58% 2.58% 0.53% 1.63% 11.42%
110 90,788 91,612 -0.90%✓ -824 91.64% 0.48% 1.19% 1.70% 8.36% 74,036 81.5% 92.71% 0.46% 1.25% 1.41% 7.29%

Assigned 10077331
Total Pop 10077331

Unassigned 0

Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Total Population Racial Demographics as Percent of  Voting PopulationVoting Age Population
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COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST 
The Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission sought to understand Michigan’s diverse 
population and communities of interest via public engagement and feedback opportunities. In total, 
MICRC received more than 29,000 comments.   
 

“(c) Districts shall reflect the state's diverse population and  
communities of interest.” 

 
 

Comments on Final Congressional Map 
(Hickory)  

 
Comments on All Proposed Maps 

  
Public Comment Portal Comments 

 
Commission Meeting Comments   
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PARTISAN FAIRNESS  
(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. 
The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission evaluated partisan fairness using four 
mathematical models. The adopted map did not provide ‘disproportionate advantage’ to any political party 
under any of the models used to measure partisan fairness.  
 
Lopsided Margins  

 

  

Dem 64.5%
Rep 59.2%

Rep

Average Winning Margin

Finding
Districts have a lopsided margin advantage of

5.3%

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep Dem Rep
1 258,502 20,654 279,156 92.6% 7.4% 92.6%
2 261,320 174,928 436,248 59.9% 40.1% 59.9%
3 265,267 72,758 338,025 78.5% 21.5% 78.5%
4 328,745 19,885 348,630 94.3% 5.7% 94.3%
5 438,662 126,246 564,908 77.7% 22.3% 77.7%
6 470,863 102,192 573,055 82.2% 17.8% 82.2%
7 463,517 102,015 565,532 82.0% 18.0% 82.0%
8 341,385 88,387 429,772 79.4% 20.6% 79.4%
9 311,310 17,291 328,601 94.7% 5.3% 94.7%

10 366,472 198,627 565,099 64.9% 35.1% 64.9%
11 353,187 168,158 521,345 67.7% 32.3% 67.7%
12 313,082 125,555 438,637 71.4% 28.6% 71.4%
13 303,076 144,266 447,342 67.8% 32.2% 67.8%
14 306,099 104,625 410,724 74.5% 25.5% 74.5%
15 270,884 173,183 444,067 61.0% 39.0% 61.0%
16 405,317 123,360 528,677 76.7% 23.3% 76.7%
17 334,631 153,279 487,910 68.6% 31.4% 68.6%
18 491,476 126,756 618,232 79.5% 20.5% 79.5%
19 412,797 235,189 647,986 63.7% 36.3% 63.7%
20 349,902 284,833 634,735 55.1% 44.9% 55.1%
21 259,240 241,843 501,083 51.7% 48.3% 51.7%
22 309,321 339,589 648,910 47.7% 52.3% 52.3%
23 291,695 187,546 479,241 60.9% 39.1% 60.9%
24 305,861 223,265 529,126 57.8% 42.2% 57.8%
25 275,148 168,470 443,618 62.0% 38.0% 62.0%

Party Percent Votes Party Wins
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Lopsided Margins 

 

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep Dem Rep
26 312,525 129,982 442,507 70.6% 29.4% 70.6%
27 281,073 271,239 552,312 50.9% 49.1% 50.9%
28 251,831 229,455 481,286 52.3% 47.7% 52.3%
29 238,070 218,638 456,708 52.1% 47.9% 52.1%
30 230,506 290,674 521,180 44.2% 55.8% 55.8%
31 275,393 235,646 511,039 53.9% 46.1% 53.9%
32 360,998 108,735 469,733 76.9% 23.1% 76.9%
33 420,621 167,901 588,522 71.5% 28.5% 71.5%
34 214,429 277,077 491,506 43.6% 56.4% 56.4%
35 143,815 295,685 439,500 32.7% 67.3% 67.3%
36 153,719 264,662 418,381 36.7% 63.3% 63.3%
37 179,718 274,797 454,515 39.5% 60.5% 60.5%
38 285,580 266,034 551,614 51.8% 48.2% 51.8%
39 189,211 264,591 453,802 41.7% 58.3% 58.3%
40 297,007 253,141 550,148 54.0% 46.0% 54.0%
41 318,040 108,655 426,695 74.5% 25.5% 74.5%
42 246,225 295,466 541,691 45.5% 54.5% 54.5%
43 160,976 348,109 509,085 31.6% 68.4% 68.4%
44 217,430 200,803 418,233 52.0% 48.0% 52.0%
45 189,025 329,707 518,732 36.4% 63.6% 63.6%
46 215,370 200,283 415,653 51.8% 48.2% 51.8%
47 382,546 238,809 621,355 61.6% 38.4% 61.6%
48 312,504 306,850 619,354 50.5% 49.5% 50.5%
49 239,660 309,345 549,005 43.7% 56.3% 56.3%
50 196,227 359,878 556,105 35.3% 64.7% 64.7%
51 229,955 363,093 593,048 38.8% 61.2% 61.2%
52 239,488 344,546 584,034 41.0% 59.0% 59.0%
53 287,443 121,241 408,684 70.3% 29.7% 70.3%
54 267,126 309,291 576,417 46.3% 53.7% 53.7%
55 267,990 306,710 574,700 46.6% 53.4% 53.4%
56 291,476 264,875 556,351 52.4% 47.6% 52.4%
57 215,912 228,973 444,885 48.5% 51.5% 51.5%
58 239,623 242,137 481,760 49.7% 50.3% 50.3%
59 201,755 333,786 535,541 37.7% 62.3% 62.3%
60 234,995 299,708 534,703 43.9% 56.1% 56.1%
61 271,563 250,509 522,072 52.0% 48.0% 52.0%
62 273,649 273,005 546,654 50.1% 49.9% 50.1%
63 214,269 325,099 539,368 39.7% 60.3% 60.3%
64 217,142 262,173 479,315 45.3% 54.7% 54.7%
65 183,403 351,999 535,402 34.3% 65.7% 65.7%

Party Percent Votes Party Wins
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Lopsided Margins  

 

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep Dem Rep
66 202,864 377,939 580,803 34.9% 65.1% 65.1%
67 250,917 293,559 544,476 46.1% 53.9% 53.9%
68 276,355 278,227 554,582 49.8% 50.2% 50.2%
69 323,172 203,120 526,292 61.4% 38.6% 61.4%
70 374,227 66,491 440,718 84.9% 15.1% 84.9%
71 251,023 301,954 552,977 45.4% 54.6% 54.6%
72 260,583 305,018 565,601 46.1% 53.9% 53.9%
73 262,680 214,960 477,640 55.0% 45.0% 55.0%
74 326,911 154,066 480,977 68.0% 32.0% 68.0%
75 327,413 227,885 555,298 59.0% 41.0% 59.0%
76 292,290 273,022 565,312 51.7% 48.3% 51.7%
77 322,455 201,503 523,958 61.5% 38.5% 61.5%
78 177,054 291,695 468,749 37.8% 62.2% 62.2%
79 160,508 353,131 513,639 31.2% 68.8% 68.8%
80 275,659 259,938 535,597 51.5% 48.5% 51.5%
81 285,844 281,219 567,063 50.4% 49.6% 50.4%
82 312,114 123,420 435,534 71.7% 28.3% 71.7%
83 187,012 182,812 369,824 50.6% 49.4% 50.6%
84 243,716 249,048 492,764 49.5% 50.5% 50.5%
85 138,039 405,083 543,122 25.4% 74.6% 74.6%
86 203,770 270,959 474,729 42.9% 57.1% 57.1%
87 268,142 156,618 424,760 63.1% 36.9% 63.1%
88 245,387 325,594 570,981 43.0% 57.0% 57.0%
89 154,660 302,784 457,444 33.8% 66.2% 66.2%
90 207,162 349,053 556,215 37.2% 62.8% 62.8%
91 171,026 291,337 462,363 37.0% 63.0% 63.0%
92 203,368 208,285 411,653 49.4% 50.6% 50.6%
93 206,155 316,588 522,743 39.4% 60.6% 60.6%
94 336,647 148,685 485,332 69.4% 30.6% 69.4%
95 227,166 319,003 546,169 41.6% 58.4% 58.4%
96 274,622 271,760 546,382 50.3% 49.7% 50.3%
97 217,116 326,656 543,772 39.9% 60.1% 60.1%
98 180,381 338,681 519,062 34.8% 65.2% 65.2%
99 209,769 314,549 524,318 40.0% 60.0% 60.0%

100 182,482 298,484 480,966 37.9% 62.1% 62.1%
101 177,978 310,629 488,607 36.4% 63.6% 63.6%
102 230,242 295,320 525,562 43.8% 56.2% 56.2%
103 314,152 337,962 652,114 48.2% 51.8% 51.8%
104 218,901 344,830 563,731 38.8% 61.2% 61.2%
105 194,704 345,949 540,653 36.0% 64.0% 64.0%

Party Percent Votes Party Wins
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Lopsided Margins  

 
 

 
 

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep Dem Rep
106 223,939 351,534 575,473 38.9% 61.1% 61.1%
107 246,137 337,553 583,690 42.2% 57.8% 57.8%
108 202,307 297,105 499,412 40.5% 59.5% 59.5%
109 275,060 244,621 519,681 52.9% 47.1% 52.9%
110 220,366 293,600 513,966 42.9% 57.1% 57.1%

Party Percent Votes Party Wins
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Mean-Median Difference 

 
 

 

Dem 50.3%
Rep 49.7%
Dem 53.1%
Rep 46.9%
Dem 2.7%
Rep -2.7%

Rep
2.7%

District Median Percentage

Statewide mean percentage

Mean-Median Difference

Findings
Districts have a mean-median advantage of

DISTRICT Dem Rep
1 92.6% 7.4%
2 59.9% 40.1%
3 78.5% 21.5%
4 94.3% 5.7%
5 77.7% 22.3%
6 82.2% 17.8%
7 82.0% 18.0%
8 79.4% 20.6%
9 94.7% 5.3%
10 64.9% 35.1%
11 67.7% 32.3%
12 71.4% 28.6%
13 67.8% 32.2%
14 74.5% 25.5%
15 61.0% 39.0%
16 76.7% 23.3%
17 68.6% 31.4%
18 79.5% 20.5%
19 63.7% 36.3%
20 55.1% 44.9%
21 51.7% 48.3%
22 47.7% 52.3%
23 60.9% 39.1%
24 57.8% 42.2%
25 62.0% 38.0%
26 70.6% 29.4%
27 50.9% 49.1%
28 52.3% 47.7%
29 52.1% 47.9%
30 44.2% 55.8%

Party
DISTRICT Dem Rep

31 53.9% 46.1%
32 76.9% 23.1%
33 71.5% 28.5%
34 43.6% 56.4%
35 32.7% 67.3%
36 36.7% 63.3%
37 39.5% 60.5%
38 51.8% 48.2%
39 41.7% 58.3%
40 54.0% 46.0%
41 74.5% 25.5%
42 45.5% 54.5%
43 31.6% 68.4%
44 52.0% 48.0%
45 36.4% 63.6%
46 51.8% 48.2%
47 61.6% 38.4%
48 50.5% 49.5%
49 43.7% 56.3%50 35.3% 64.7%
51 38.8% 61.2%
52 41.0% 59.0%
53 70.3% 29.7%
54 46.3% 53.7%
55 46.6% 53.4%
56 52.4% 47.6%
57 48.5% 51.5%
58 49.7% 50.3%
59 37.7% 62.3%
60 43.9% 56.1%

Party
DISTRICT Dem Rep

61 52.0% 48.0%
62 50.1% 49.9%
63 39.7% 60.3%
64 45.3% 54.7%
65 34.3% 65.7%
66 34.9% 65.1%
67 46.1% 53.9%
68 49.8% 50.2%
69 61.4% 38.6%
70 84.9% 15.1%
71 45.4% 54.6%
72 46.1% 53.9%
73 55.0% 45.0%
74 68.0% 32.0%
75 59.0% 41.0%
76 51.7% 48.3%
77 61.5% 38.5%
78 37.8% 62.2%
79 31.2% 68.8%
80 51.5% 48.5%
81 50.4% 49.6%
82 71.7% 28.3%
83 50.6% 49.4%
84 49.5% 50.5%
85 25.4% 74.6%
86 42.9% 57.1%
87 63.1% 36.9%
88 43.0% 57.0%
89 33.8% 66.2%
90 37.2% 62.8%

Party

DISTRICT Dem Rep
91 37.0% 63.0%
92 49.4% 50.6%
93 39.4% 60.6%
94 69.4% 30.6%
95 41.6% 58.4%
96 50.3% 49.7%
97 39.9% 60.1%
98 34.8% 65.2%
99 40.0% 60.0%
100 37.9% 62.1%
101 36.4% 63.6%
102 43.8% 56.2%
103 48.2% 51.8%
104 38.8% 61.2%
105 36.0% 64.0%
106 38.9% 61.1%
107 42.2% 57.8%
108 40.5% 59.5%
109 52.9% 47.1%
110 42.9% 57.1%

Party
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Efficiency Gap 

 
 

  

Total Wasted Votes % Wasted Votes of Total Votes
Dem 15,201,004                   27.16%
Rep 12,782,476                   22.84%

Rep

Statewide % Wasted Votes

Finding
Candidates have an efficiency gap advantage of

4.3%

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep
Minimum 

to win Dem Rep Dem Rep
1 258,502 20,654 279,156 0 20,654 139,578 118,924 0 118,924 20,654
2 261,320 174,928 436,248 0 174,928 218,124 43,196 0 43,196 174,928
3 265,267 72,758 338,025 0 72,758 169,013 96,255 0 96,255 72,758
4 328,745 19,885 348,630 0 19,885 174,315 154,430 0 154,430 19,885
5 438,662 126,246 564,908 0 126,246 282,454 156,208 0 156,208 126,246
6 470,863 102,192 573,055 0 102,192 286,528 184,336 0 184,336 102,192
7 463,517 102,015 565,532 0 102,015 282,766 180,751 0 180,751 102,015
8 341,385 88,387 429,772 0 88,387 214,886 126,499 0 126,499 88,387
9 311,310 17,291 328,601 0 17,291 164,301 147,010 0 147,010 17,291

10 366,472 198,627 565,099 0 198,627 282,550 83,923 0 83,923 198,627
11 353,187 168,158 521,345 0 168,158 260,673 92,515 0 92,515 168,158
12 313,082 125,555 438,637 0 125,555 219,319 93,764 0 93,764 125,555
13 303,076 144,266 447,342 0 144,266 223,671 79,405 0 79,405 144,266
14 306,099 104,625 410,724 0 104,625 205,362 100,737 0 100,737 104,625
15 270,884 173,183 444,067 0 173,183 222,034 48,851 0 48,851 173,183
16 405,317 123,360 528,677 0 123,360 264,339 140,979 0 140,979 123,360
17 334,631 153,279 487,910 0 153,279 243,955 90,676 0 90,676 153,279
18 491,476 126,756 618,232 0 126,756 309,116 182,360 0 182,360 126,756
19 412,797 235,189 647,986 0 235,189 323,993 88,804 0 88,804 235,189
20 349,902 284,833 634,735 0 284,833 317,368 32,535 0 32,535 284,833

Party Lost Votes Surplus Votes Total Wasted Votes
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Efficiency Gap 

  

DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep
Minimum 

to win Dem Rep Dem Rep
21 259,240 241,843 501,083 0 241,843 250,542 8,699 0 8,699 241,843
22 309,321 339,589 648,910 309,321 0 324,455 0 15,134 309,321 15,134
23 291,695 187,546 479,241 0 187,546 239,621 52,075 0 52,075 187,546
24 305,861 223,265 529,126 0 223,265 264,563 41,298 0 41,298 223,265
25 275,148 168,470 443,618 0 168,470 221,809 53,339 0 53,339 168,470
26 312,525 129,982 442,507 0 129,982 221,254 91,272 0 91,272 129,982
27 281,073 271,239 552,312 0 271,239 276,156 4,917 0 4,917 271,239
28 251,831 229,455 481,286 0 229,455 240,643 11,188 0 11,188 229,455
29 238,070 218,638 456,708 0 218,638 228,354 9,716 0 9,716 218,638
30 230,506 290,674 521,180 230,506 0 260,590 0 30,084 230,506 30,084
31 275,393 235,646 511,039 0 235,646 255,520 19,874 0 19,874 235,646
32 360,998 108,735 469,733 0 108,735 234,867 126,132 0 126,132 108,735
33 420,621 167,901 588,522 0 167,901 294,261 126,360 0 126,360 167,901
34 214,429 277,077 491,506 214,429 0 245,753 0 31,324 214,429 31,324
35 143,815 295,685 439,500 143,815 0 219,750 0 75,935 143,815 75,935
36 153,719 264,662 418,381 153,719 0 209,191 0 55,472 153,719 55,472
37 179,718 274,797 454,515 179,718 0 227,258 0 47,540 179,718 47,540
38 285,580 266,034 551,614 0 266,034 275,807 9,773 0 9,773 266,034
39 189,211 264,591 453,802 189,211 0 226,901 0 37,690 189,211 37,690
40 297,007 253,141 550,148 0 253,141 275,074 21,933 0 21,933 253,141
41 318,040 108,655 426,695 0 108,655 213,348 104,693 0 104,693 108,655
42 246,225 295,466 541,691 246,225 0 270,846 0 24,621 246,225 24,621
43 160,976 348,109 509,085 160,976 0 254,543 0 93,567 160,976 93,567
44 217,430 200,803 418,233 0 200,803 209,117 8,314 0 8,314 200,803
45 189,025 329,707 518,732 189,025 0 259,366 0 70,341 189,025 70,341
46 215,370 200,283 415,653 0 200,283 207,827 7,544 0 7,544 200,283
47 382,546 238,809 621,355 0 238,809 310,678 71,869 0 71,869 238,809
48 312,504 306,850 619,354 0 306,850 309,677 2,827 0 2,827 306,850
49 239,660 309,345 549,005 239,660 0 274,503 0 34,843 239,660 34,843
50 196,227 359,878 556,105 196,227 0 278,053 0 81,826 196,227 81,826

Party Lost Votes Surplus Votes Total Wasted Votes
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DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep
Minimum 

to win Dem Rep Dem Rep
51 229,955 363,093 593,048 229,955 0 296,524 0 66,569 229,955 66,569
52 239,488 344,546 584,034 239,488 0 292,017 0 52,529 239,488 52,529
53 287,443 121,241 408,684 0 121,241 204,342 83,101 0 83,101 121,241
54 267,126 309,291 576,417 267,126 0 288,209 0 21,083 267,126 21,083
55 267,990 306,710 574,700 267,990 0 287,350 0 19,360 267,990 19,360
56 291,476 264,875 556,351 0 264,875 278,176 13,301 0 13,301 264,875
57 215,912 228,973 444,885 215,912 0 222,443 0 6,531 215,912 6,531
58 239,623 242,137 481,760 239,623 0 240,880 0 1,257 239,623 1,257
59 201,755 333,786 535,541 201,755 0 267,771 0 66,016 201,755 66,016
60 234,995 299,708 534,703 234,995 0 267,352 0 32,357 234,995 32,357
61 271,563 250,509 522,072 0 250,509 261,036 10,527 0 10,527 250,509
62 273,649 273,005 546,654 0 273,005 273,327 322 0 322 273,005
63 214,269 325,099 539,368 214,269 0 269,684 0 55,415 214,269 55,415
64 217,142 262,173 479,315 217,142 0 239,658 0 22,516 217,142 22,516
65 183,403 351,999 535,402 183,403 0 267,701 0 84,298 183,403 84,298
66 202,864 377,939 580,803 202,864 0 290,402 0 87,538 202,864 87,538
67 250,917 293,559 544,476 250,917 0 272,238 0 21,321 250,917 21,321
68 276,355 278,227 554,582 276,355 0 277,291 0 936 276,355 936
69 323,172 203,120 526,292 0 203,120 263,146 60,026 0 60,026 203,120
70 374,227 66,491 440,718 0 66,491 220,359 153,868 0 153,868 66,491
71 251,023 301,954 552,977 251,023 0 276,489 0 25,466 251,023 25,466
72 260,583 305,018 565,601 260,583 0 282,801 0 22,218 260,583 22,218
73 262,680 214,960 477,640 0 214,960 238,820 23,860 0 23,860 214,960
74 326,911 154,066 480,977 0 154,066 240,489 86,423 0 86,423 154,066
75 327,413 227,885 555,298 0 227,885 277,649 49,764 0 49,764 227,885
76 292,290 273,022 565,312 0 273,022 282,656 9,634 0 9,634 273,022
77 322,455 201,503 523,958 0 201,503 261,979 60,476 0 60,476 201,503
78 177,054 291,695 468,749 177,054 0 234,375 0 57,321 177,054 57,321
79 160,508 353,131 513,639 160,508 0 256,820 0 96,312 160,508 96,312
80 275,659 259,938 535,597 0 259,938 267,799 7,861 0 7,861 259,938

Party Lost Votes Surplus Votes Total Wasted Votes
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DISTRICT Dem Rep Total Votes Dem Rep
Minimum 

to win Dem Rep Dem Rep
81 285,844 281,219 567,063 0 281,219 283,532 2,313 0 2,313 281,219
82 312,114 123,420 435,534 0 123,420 217,767 94,347 0 94,347 123,420
83 187,012 182,812 369,824 0 182,812 184,912 2,100 0 2,100 182,812
84 243,716 249,048 492,764 243,716 0 246,382 0 2,666 243,716 2,666
85 138,039 405,083 543,122 138,039 0 271,561 0 133,522 138,039 133,522
86 203,770 270,959 474,729 203,770 0 237,365 0 33,595 203,770 33,595
87 268,142 156,618 424,760 0 156,618 212,380 55,762 0 55,762 156,618
88 245,387 325,594 570,981 245,387 0 285,491 0 40,104 245,387 40,104
89 154,660 302,784 457,444 154,660 0 228,722 0 74,062 154,660 74,062
90 207,162 349,053 556,215 207,162 0 278,108 0 70,946 207,162 70,946
91 171,026 291,337 462,363 171,026 0 231,182 0 60,156 171,026 60,156
92 203,368 208,285 411,653 203,368 0 205,827 0 2,459 203,368 2,459
93 206,155 316,588 522,743 206,155 0 261,372 0 55,217 206,155 55,217
94 336,647 148,685 485,332 0 148,685 242,666 93,981 0 93,981 148,685
95 227,166 319,003 546,169 227,166 0 273,085 0 45,919 227,166 45,919
96 274,622 271,760 546,382 0 271,760 273,191 1,431 0 1,431 271,760
97 217,116 326,656 543,772 217,116 0 271,886 0 54,770 217,116 54,770
98 180,381 338,681 519,062 180,381 0 259,531 0 79,150 180,381 79,150
99 209,769 314,549 524,318 209,769 0 262,159 0 52,390 209,769 52,390

100 182,482 298,484 480,966 182,482 0 240,483 0 58,001 182,482 58,001
101 177,978 310,629 488,607 177,978 0 244,304 0 66,326 177,978 66,326
102 230,242 295,320 525,562 230,242 0 262,781 0 32,539 230,242 32,539
103 314,152 337,962 652,114 314,152 0 326,057 0 11,905 314,152 11,905
104 218,901 344,830 563,731 218,901 0 281,866 0 62,965 218,901 62,965
105 194,704 345,949 540,653 194,704 0 270,327 0 75,623 194,704 75,623
106 223,939 351,534 575,473 223,939 0 287,737 0 63,798 223,939 63,798
107 246,137 337,553 583,690 246,137 0 291,845 0 45,708 246,137 45,708
108 202,307 297,105 499,412 202,307 0 249,706 0 47,399 202,307 47,399
109 275,060 244,621 519,681 0 244,621 259,841 15,220 0 15,220 244,621
110 220,366 293,600 513,966 220,366 0 256,983 0 36,617 220,366 36,617

Party Lost Votes Surplus Votes Total Wasted Votes
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Seats to Votes Ratio 
 

 
 

 
 

Vote Share Count of Seats Seat Share Proportionality Bias
Dem 52.3% 57 51.8% -0.5%
Rep 47.7% 53 48.2% 0.5%

DISTRICT Dem Dem % Rep Rep %
1 258,502 92.6% 20,654 7.4%
2 261,320 59.9% 174,928 40.1%
3 265,267 78.5% 72,758 21.5%
4 328,745 94.3% 19,885 5.7%
5 438,662 77.7% 126,246 22.3%
6 470,863 82.2% 102,192 17.8%
7 463,517 82.0% 102,015 18.0%
8 341,385 79.4% 88,387 20.6%
9 311,310 94.7% 17,291 5.3%

10 366,472 64.9% 198,627 35.1%
11 353,187 67.7% 168,158 32.3%
12 313,082 71.4% 125,555 28.6%
13 303,076 67.8% 144,266 32.2%
14 306,099 74.5% 104,625 25.5%
15 270,884 61.0% 173,183 39.0%
16 405,317 76.7% 123,360 23.3%
17 334,631 68.6% 153,279 31.4%
18 491,476 79.5% 126,756 20.5%
19 412,797 63.7% 235,189 36.3%
20 349,902 55.1% 284,833 44.9%
21 259,240 51.7% 241,843 48.3%
22 309,321 47.7% 339,589 52.3%
23 291,695 60.9% 187,546 39.1%
24 305,861 57.8% 223,265 42.2%
25 275,148 62.0% 168,470 38.0%
26 312,525 70.6% 129,982 29.4%
27 281,073 50.9% 271,239 49.1%
28 251,831 52.3% 229,455 47.7%
29 238,070 52.1% 218,638 47.9%
30 230,506 44.2% 290,674 55.8%
31 275,393 53.9% 235,646 46.1%
32 360,998 76.9% 108,735 23.1%
33 420,621 71.5% 167,901 28.5%
34 214,429 43.6% 277,077 56.4%
35 143,815 32.7% 295,685 67.3%
36 153,719 36.7% 264,662 63.3%
37 179,718 39.5% 274,797 60.5%
38 285,580 51.8% 266,034 48.2%
39 189,211 41.7% 264,591 58.3%
40 297,007 54.0% 253,141 46.0%

Composite Score
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DISTRICT Dem Dem % Rep Rep %
41 318,040 74.5% 108,655 25.5%
42 246,225 45.5% 295,466 54.5%
43 160,976 31.6% 348,109 68.4%
44 217,430 52.0% 200,803 48.0%
45 189,025 36.4% 329,707 63.6%
46 215,370 51.8% 200,283 48.2%
47 382,546 61.6% 238,809 38.4%
48 312,504 50.5% 306,850 49.5%
49 239,660 43.7% 309,345 56.3%
50 196,227 35.3% 359,878 64.7%
51 229,955 38.8% 363,093 61.2%
52 239,488 41.0% 344,546 59.0%
53 287,443 70.3% 121,241 29.7%
54 267,126 46.3% 309,291 53.7%
55 267,990 46.6% 306,710 53.4%
56 291,476 52.4% 264,875 47.6%
57 215,912 48.5% 228,973 51.5%
58 239,623 49.7% 242,137 50.3%
59 201,755 37.7% 333,786 62.3%
60 234,995 43.9% 299,708 56.1%
61 271,563 52.0% 250,509 48.0%
62 273,649 50.1% 273,005 49.9%
63 214,269 39.7% 325,099 60.3%
64 217,142 45.3% 262,173 54.7%
65 183,403 34.3% 351,999 65.7%
66 202,864 34.9% 377,939 65.1%
67 250,917 46.1% 293,559 53.9%
68 276,355 49.8% 278,227 50.2%
69 323,172 61.4% 203,120 38.6%
70 374,227 84.9% 66,491 15.1%
71 251,023 45.4% 301,954 54.6%
72 260,583 46.1% 305,018 53.9%
73 262,680 55.0% 214,960 45.0%
74 326,911 68.0% 154,066 32.0%
75 327,413 59.0% 227,885 41.0%
76 292,290 51.7% 273,022 48.3%
77 322,455 61.5% 201,503 38.5%
78 177,054 37.8% 291,695 62.2%
79 160,508 31.2% 353,131 68.8%
80 275,659 51.5% 259,938 48.5%

Composite Score
DISTRICT Dem Dem % Rep Rep %

81 285,844 50.4% 281,219 49.6%
82 312,114 71.7% 123,420 28.3%
83 187,012 50.6% 182,812 49.4%
84 243,716 49.5% 249,048 50.5%
85 138,039 25.4% 405,083 74.6%
86 203,770 42.9% 270,959 57.1%
87 268,142 63.1% 156,618 36.9%
88 245,387 43.0% 325,594 57.0%
89 154,660 33.8% 302,784 66.2%
90 207,162 37.2% 349,053 62.8%
91 171,026 37.0% 291,337 63.0%
92 203,368 49.4% 208,285 50.6%
93 206,155 39.4% 316,588 60.6%
94 336,647 69.4% 148,685 30.6%
95 227,166 41.6% 319,003 58.4%
96 274,622 50.3% 271,760 49.7%
97 217,116 39.9% 326,656 60.1%
98 180,381 34.8% 338,681 65.2%
99 209,769 40.0% 314,549 60.0%

100 182,482 37.9% 298,484 62.1%
101 177,978 36.4% 310,629 63.6%
102 230,242 43.8% 295,320 56.2%
103 314,152 48.2% 337,962 51.8%
104 218,901 38.8% 344,830 61.2%
105 194,704 36.0% 345,949 64.0%
106 223,939 38.9% 351,534 61.1%
107 246,137 42.2% 337,553 57.8%
108 202,307 40.5% 297,105 59.5%
109 275,060 52.9% 244,621 47.1%
110 220,366 42.9% 293,600 57.1%

Composite Score
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COMPACTNESS  
The Michigan Independent Citizen’s Redistricting Commission evaluated the requirement of “(g) Districts 
shall be reasonably compact” using five mathematical models. The adopted map was deemed 
‘reasonably compact’ under each model.  
 
Polsby-Popper 

 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 26 28 62 18 0.42
2 19 24 48 16 0.41
3 24 36 101 17 0.23
4 15 29 68 14 0.23
5 16 37 108 14 0.15
6 16 33 87 14 0.19
7 19 32 83 15 0.23
8 22 36 102 16 0.21
9 22 29 65 16 0.33
10 56 46 172 27 0.33
11 18 26 53 15 0.34
12 16 21 35 14 0.46
13 19 27 58 16 0.33
14 22 21 37 17 0.59
15 16 28 63 14 0.26
16 24 27 59 18 0.42
17 23 27 58 17 0.40
18 34 33 85 21 0.39
19 38 41 137 22 0.28
20 51 40 125 25 0.41
21 52 39 122 25 0.42
22 41 41 132 23 0.31
23 97 60 285 35 0.34
24 30 25 51 19 0.58
25 28 40 127 19 0.22
26 34 36 103 21 0.33
27 46 33 88 24 0.53
28 171 77 477 46 0.36
29 112 78 478 38 0.23
30 364 115 1,043 68 0.35
31 393 112 1,007 70 0.39
32 44 31 75 24 0.59
33 151 66 346 44 0.44
34 664 117 1,082 91 0.61
35 1,129 152 1,843 119 0.61
36 864 129 1,315 104 0.66
37 523 116 1,068 81 0.49
38 2,765 245 4,761 186 0.58
39 769 129 1,334 98 0.58
40 101 58 264 36 0.38

Compactness measure: Polsby–Popper
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District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

41 33 38 113 20 0.29
42 388 147 1,709 70 0.23
43 815 190 2,877 101 0.28
44 255 100 795 57 0.32
45 969 213 3,620 110 0.27
46 163 88 615 45 0.26
47 338 132 1,393 65 0.24
48 285 119 1,122 60 0.25
49 106 71 397 36 0.27
50 405 106 901 71 0.45
51 138 69 378 42 0.36
52 83 50 202 32 0.41
53 38 44 152 22 0.25
54 70 62 307 30 0.23
55 42 30 72 23 0.58
56 32 29 68 20 0.48
57 28 30 70 19 0.39
58 25 48 184 18 0.14
59 40 38 113 23 0.36
60 33 34 91 20 0.36
61 27 38 115 18 0.23
62 114 61 295 38 0.39
63 229 96 739 54 0.31
64 296 86 590 61 0.50
65 808 141 1,581 101 0.51
66 209 79 499 51 0.42
67 452 119 1,118 75 0.40
68 149 71 396 43 0.38
69 158 70 390 45 0.41
70 40 43 150 23 0.27
71 683 131 1,375 93 0.50
72 175 77 472 47 0.37
73 443 111 982 75 0.45
74 49 32 81 25 0.60
75 291 88 611 60 0.48
76 425 102 824 73 0.52
77 202 82 531 50 0.38
78 832 160 2,026 102 0.41
79 250 92 667 56 0.38
80 63 50 201 28 0.31
81 77 48 186 31 0.42

Compactness measure: Polsby–Popper
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District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

82 17 32 81 15 0.21
83 27 36 105 19 0.26
84 46 39 118 24 0.39
85 92 56 247 34 0.37
86 80 51 204 32 0.39
87 99 55 242 35 0.41
88 2,200 206 3,362 166 0.65
89 429 113 1,018 73 0.42
90 303 106 899 62 0.34
91 833 145 1,666 102 0.50
92 761 139 1,533 98 0.50
93 1,179 210 3,505 122 0.34
94 59 52 214 27 0.28
95 624 107 916 89 0.68
96 481 102 822 78 0.59
97 885 220 3,867 105 0.23
98 4,118 305 7,422 227 0.55
99 3,825 344 9,395 219 0.41
100 1,719 191 2,917 147 0.59
101 1,941 251 4,996 156 0.39
102 3,417 291 6,755 207 0.51
103 2,883 250 4,975 190 0.58
104 2,436 362 10,413 175 0.23
105 2,921 300 7,146 192 0.41
106 7,780 397 12,550 313 0.62
107 4,923 444 15,720 249 0.31
108 9,287 645 33,135 342 0.28
109 10,075 541 23,305 356 0.43
110 14,139 680 36,767 422 0.38

Least Compact:  0.14 For District: 58

Compactness measure: Polsby–Popper

Most Compact:   0.68 For District: 95
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Schwartzberg 

 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 26 28 62 18 0.65
2 19 24 48 16 0.64
3 24 36 101 17 0.48
4 15 29 68 14 0.48
5 16 37 108 14 0.39
6 16 33 87 14 0.43
7 19 32 83 15 0.48
8 22 36 102 16 0.46
9 22 29 65 16 0.57
10 56 46 172 27 0.57
11 18 26 53 15 0.58
12 16 21 35 14 0.67
13 19 27 58 16 0.58
14 22 21 37 17 0.77
15 16 28 63 14 0.51
16 24 27 59 18 0.65
17 23 27 58 17 0.63
18 34 33 85 21 0.63
19 38 41 137 22 0.53
20 51 40 125 25 0.64
21 52 39 122 25 0.65
22 41 41 132 23 0.56
23 97 60 285 35 0.58
24 30 25 51 19 0.76
25 28 40 127 19 0.47
26 34 36 103 21 0.57
27 46 33 88 24 0.73
28 171 77 477 46 0.60
29 112 78 478 38 0.48
30 364 115 1,043 68 0.59
31 393 112 1,007 70 0.62
32 44 31 75 24 0.77
33 151 66 346 44 0.66
34 664 117 1,082 91 0.78
35 1,129 152 1,843 119 0.78
36 864 129 1,315 104 0.81
37 523 116 1,068 81 0.70
38 2,765 245 4,761 186 0.76
39 769 129 1,334 98 0.76
40 101 58 264 36 0.62
41 33 38 113 20 0.54
42 388 147 1,709 70 0.48
43 815 190 2,877 101 0.53
44 255 100 795 57 0.57
45 969 213 3,620 110 0.52

Compactness measure: Schwartzberg



 

State House District Map 60 

 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

46 163 88 615 45 0.51
47 338 132 1,393 65 0.49
48 285 119 1,122 60 0.50
49 106 71 397 36 0.52
50 405 106 901 71 0.67
51 138 69 378 42 0.60
52 83 50 202 32 0.64
53 38 44 152 22 0.50
54 70 62 307 30 0.48
55 42 30 72 23 0.76
56 32 29 68 20 0.69
57 28 30 70 19 0.63
58 25 48 184 18 0.37
59 40 38 113 23 0.60
60 33 34 91 20 0.60
61 27 38 115 18 0.48
62 114 61 295 38 0.62
63 229 96 739 54 0.56
64 296 86 590 61 0.71
65 808 141 1,581 101 0.71
66 209 79 499 51 0.65
67 452 119 1,118 75 0.64
68 149 71 396 43 0.61
69 158 70 390 45 0.64
70 40 43 150 23 0.52
71 683 131 1,375 93 0.70
72 175 77 472 47 0.61
73 443 111 982 75 0.67
74 49 32 81 25 0.78
75 291 88 611 60 0.69
76 425 102 824 73 0.72
77 202 82 531 50 0.62
78 832 160 2,026 102 0.64
79 250 92 667 56 0.61
80 63 50 201 28 0.56
81 77 48 186 31 0.64
82 17 32 81 15 0.46
83 27 36 105 19 0.51
84 46 39 118 24 0.63
85 92 56 247 34 0.61
86 80 51 204 32 0.63
87 99 55 242 35 0.64
88 2,200 206 3,362 166 0.81
89 429 113 1,018 73 0.65
90 303 106 899 62 0.58

Compactness measure: Schwartzberg



 

State House District Map 61 

 
 
 
 

Reock Score 

  

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

91 833 145 1,666 102 0.71
92 761 139 1,533 98 0.70
93 1,179 210 3,505 122 0.58
94 59 52 214 27 0.53
95 624 107 916 89 0.82
96 481 102 822 78 0.76
97 885 220 3,867 105 0.48
98 4,118 305 7,422 227 0.74
99 3,825 344 9,395 219 0.64
100 1,719 191 2,917 147 0.77
101 1,941 251 4,996 156 0.62
102 3,417 291 6,755 207 0.71
103 2,883 250 4,975 190 0.76
104 2,436 362 10,413 175 0.48
105 2,921 300 7,146 192 0.64
106 7,780 397 12,550 313 0.79
107 4,923 444 15,720 249 0.56
108 9,287 645 33,135 342 0.53
109 10,075 541 23,305 356 0.66
110 14,139 680 36,767 422 0.62
Most Compact:   0.82 For District: 95
Least Compact:  0.37 For District: 58

Compactness measure: Schwartzberg

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 26 28 62 18 0.40
2 19 24 48 16 0.52
3 24 36 101 17 0.46
4 15 29 68 14 0.40
5 16 37 108 14 0.13
6 16 33 87 14 0.18
7 19 32 83 15 0.26
8 22 36 102 16 0.17
9 22 29 65 16 0.38
10 56 46 172 27 0.21

Compactness measure: Reock Score
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District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

11 18 26 53 15 0.30
12 16 21 35 14 0.29
13 19 27 58 16 0.27
14 22 21 37 17 0.48
15 16 28 63 14 0.42
16 24 27 59 18 0.38
17 23 27 58 17 0.28
18 34 33 85 21 0.37
19 38 41 137 22 0.38
20 51 40 125 25 0.44
21 52 39 122 25 0.37
22 41 41 132 23 0.39
23 97 60 285 35 0.45
24 30 25 51 19 0.52
25 28 40 127 19 0.24
26 34 36 103 21 0.37
27 46 33 88 24 0.42
28 171 77 477 46 0.36
29 112 78 478 38 0.21
30 364 115 1,043 68 0.40
31 393 112 1,007 70 0.45
32 44 31 75 24 0.49
33 151 66 346 44 0.40
34 664 117 1,082 91 0.55
35 1,129 152 1,843 119 0.49
36 864 129 1,315 104 0.49
37 523 116 1,068 81 0.40
38 2,765 245 4,761 186 0.47
39 769 129 1,334 98 0.50
40 101 58 264 36 0.52
41 33 38 113 20 0.50
42 388 147 1,709 70 0.43
43 815 190 2,877 101 0.25
44 255 100 795 57 0.32
45 969 213 3,620 110 0.30
46 163 88 615 45 0.31
47 338 132 1,393 65 0.28
48 285 119 1,122 60 0.37
49 106 71 397 36 0.39
50 405 106 901 71 0.57
51 138 69 378 42 0.45
52 83 50 202 32 0.55
53 38 44 152 22 0.34
54 70 62 307 30 0.30
55 42 30 72 23 0.50
56 32 29 68 20 0.49
57 28 30 70 19 0.40
58 25 48 184 18 0.29
59 40 38 113 23 0.48
60 33 34 91 20 0.41

Compactness measure: Reock Score



 

State House District Map 63 

 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

61 27 38 115 18 0.40
62 114 61 295 38 0.46
63 229 96 739 54 0.31
64 296 86 590 61 0.40
65 808 141 1,581 101 0.54
66 209 79 499 51 0.37
67 452 119 1,118 75 0.52
68 149 71 396 43 0.42
69 158 70 390 45 0.57
70 40 43 150 23 0.48
71 683 131 1,375 93 0.58
72 175 77 472 47 0.51
73 443 111 982 75 0.51
74 49 32 81 25 0.61
75 291 88 611 60 0.44
76 425 102 824 73 0.59
77 202 82 531 50 0.50
78 832 160 2,026 102 0.50
79 250 92 667 56 0.35
80 63 50 201 28 0.49
81 77 48 186 31 0.39
82 17 32 81 15 0.48
83 27 36 105 19 0.43
84 46 39 118 24 0.40
85 92 56 247 34 0.37
86 80 51 204 32 0.48
87 99 55 242 35 0.57
88 2,200 206 3,362 166 0.56
89 429 113 1,018 73 0.50
90 303 106 899 62 0.36
91 833 145 1,666 102 0.52
92 761 139 1,533 98 0.44
93 1,179 210 3,505 122 0.39
94 59 52 214 27 0.43
95 624 107 916 89 0.60
96 481 102 822 78 0.54
97 885 220 3,867 105 0.51
98 4,118 305 7,422 227 0.72
99 3,825 344 9,395 219 0.29
100 1,719 191 2,917 147 0.54
101 1,941 251 4,996 156 0.34
102 3,417 291 6,755 207 0.49
103 2,883 250 4,975 190 0.55
104 2,436 362 10,413 175 0.31
105 2,921 300 7,146 192 0.50
106 7,780 397 12,550 313 0.46
107 4,923 444 15,720 249 0.43
108 9,287 645 33,135 342 0.34
109 10,075 541 23,305 356 0.58
110 14,139 680 36,767 422 0.57
Most Compact:   0.72 For District: 98
Least Compact:  0.13 For District: 5

Compactness measure: Reock Score



 

State House District Map 64 

Convex Hull 

 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 26 28 62 18 0.79
2 19 24 48 16 0.75
3 24 36 101 17 0.70
4 15 29 68 14 0.54
5 16 37 108 14 0.60
6 16 33 87 14 0.60
7 19 32 83 15 0.62
8 22 36 102 16 0.70
9 22 29 65 16 0.67
10 56 46 172 27 0.76
11 18 26 53 15 0.67
12 16 21 35 14 0.80
13 19 27 58 16 0.78
14 22 21 37 17 0.92
15 16 28 63 14 0.67
16 24 27 59 18 0.79
17 23 27 58 17 0.90
18 34 33 85 21 0.86
19 38 41 137 22 0.67
20 51 40 125 25 0.80
21 52 39 122 25 0.83
22 41 41 132 23 0.76
23 97 60 285 35 0.68
24 30 25 51 19 0.91
25 28 40 127 19 0.60
26 34 36 103 21 0.74
27 46 33 88 24 0.85
28 171 77 477 46 0.74
29 112 78 478 38 0.64
30 364 115 1,043 68 0.75
31 393 112 1,007 70 0.77
32 44 31 75 24 0.91
33 151 66 346 44 0.83
34 664 117 1,082 91 0.93
35 1,129 152 1,843 119 0.93
36 864 129 1,315 104 0.98
37 523 116 1,068 81 0.85
38 2,765 245 4,761 186 0.91
39 769 129 1,334 98 0.89
40 101 58 264 36 0.84
41 33 38 113 20 0.79
42 388 147 1,709 70 0.62
43 815 190 2,877 101 0.70
44 255 100 795 57 0.68
45 969 213 3,620 110 0.76
46 163 88 615 45 0.73
47 338 132 1,393 65 0.70
48 285 119 1,122 60 0.59
49 106 71 397 36 0.65
50 405 106 901 71 0.83

Compactness measure: Convex Hull



 

State House District Map 65 
 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

51 138 69 378 42 0.78
52 83 50 202 32 0.83
53 38 44 152 22 0.69
54 70 62 307 30 0.61
55 42 30 72 23 0.92
56 32 29 68 20 0.85
57 28 30 70 19 0.74
58 25 48 184 18 0.47
59 40 38 113 23 0.77
60 33 34 91 20 0.77
61 27 38 115 18 0.72
62 114 61 295 38 0.73
63 229 96 739 54 0.71
64 296 86 590 61 0.88
65 808 141 1,581 101 0.81
66 209 79 499 51 0.84
67 452 119 1,118 75 0.79
68 149 71 396 43 0.82
69 158 70 390 45 0.89
70 40 43 150 23 0.79
71 683 131 1,375 93 0.83
72 175 77 472 47 0.84
73 443 111 982 75 0.86
74 49 32 81 25 0.96
75 291 88 611 60 0.87
76 425 102 824 73 0.85
77 202 82 531 50 0.80
78 832 160 2,026 102 0.79
79 250 92 667 56 0.77
80 63 50 201 28 0.80
81 77 48 186 31 0.83
82 17 32 81 15 0.66
83 27 36 105 19 0.63
84 46 39 118 24 0.79
85 92 56 247 34 0.69
86 80 51 204 32 0.86
87 99 55 242 35 0.79
88 2,200 206 3,362 166 0.93
89 429 113 1,018 73 0.75
90 303 106 899 62 0.70
91 833 145 1,666 102 0.82
92 761 139 1,533 98 0.83
93 1,179 210 3,505 122 0.78
94 59 52 214 27 0.73
95 624 107 916 89 0.95
96 481 102 822 78 0.86
97 885 220 3,867 105 0.61
98 4,118 305 7,422 227 0.91
99 3,825 344 9,395 219 0.81

Compactness measure: Convex Hull
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Length-Width 

 
 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

100 1,719 191 2,917 147 0.86
101 1,941 251 4,996 156 0.73
102 3,417 291 6,755 207 0.87
103 2,883 250 4,975 190 0.87
104 2,436 362 10,413 175 0.56
105 2,921 300 7,146 192 0.74
106 7,780 397 12,550 313 0.93
107 4,923 444 15,720 249 0.68
108 9,287 645 33,135 342 0.67
109 10,075 541 23,305 356 0.79
110 14,139 680 36,767 422 0.78
Most Compact:   0.98 For District: 36
Least Compact:  0.47 For District: 58

Compactness measure: Convex Hull

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

1 26 28 62 18 0.96
2 19 24 48 16 1.24
3 24 36 101 17 1.17
4 15 29 68 14 1.59
5 16 37 108 14 0.33
6 16 33 87 14 0.41
7 19 32 83 15 0.58
8 22 36 102 16 0.40
9 22 29 65 16 1.85
10 56 46 172 27 2.09
11 18 26 53 15 0.92
12 16 21 35 14 0.68
13 19 27 58 16 0.47
14 22 21 37 17 0.74
15 16 28 63 14 1.06
16 24 27 59 18 2.06
17 23 27 58 17 4.09
18 34 33 85 21 3.19
19 38 41 137 22 2.06
20 51 40 125 25 2.40

Compactness measure: Length-Width
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District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

21 52 39 122 25 2.72
22 41 41 132 23 2.21
23 97 60 285 35 1.18
24 30 25 51 19 1.33
25 28 40 127 19 2.20
26 34 36 103 21 1.03
27 46 33 88 24 0.68
28 171 77 477 46 0.76
29 112 78 478 38 0.67
30 364 115 1,043 68 2.28
31 393 112 1,007 70 1.53
32 44 31 75 24 1.53
33 151 66 346 44 1.79
34 664 117 1,082 91 1.61
35 1,129 152 1,843 119 2.57
36 864 129 1,315 104 2.61
37 523 116 1,068 81 2.16
38 2,765 245 4,761 186 1.07
39 769 129 1,334 98 1.46
40 101 58 264 36 1.36
41 33 38 113 20 1.13
42 388 147 1,709 70 1.06
43 815 190 2,877 101 2.71
44 255 100 795 57 3.04
45 969 213 3,620 110 3.29
46 163 88 615 45 3.13
47 338 132 1,393 65 2.71
48 285 119 1,122 60 1.87
49 106 71 397 36 1.99
50 405 106 901 71 1.34
51 138 69 378 42 0.90
52 83 50 202 32 1.49
53 38 44 152 22 1.93
54 70 62 307 30 0.69
55 42 30 72 23 0.96
56 32 29 68 20 1.03
57 28 30 70 19 0.89
58 25 48 184 18 0.80
59 40 38 113 23 2.19
60 33 34 91 20 0.97
61 27 38 115 18 1.67
62 114 61 295 38 1.15
63 229 96 739 54 0.98
64 296 86 590 61 0.71
65 808 141 1,581 101 1.09
66 209 79 499 51 2.60
67 452 119 1,118 75 1.07
68 149 71 396 43 0.80
69 158 70 390 45 1.01
70 40 43 150 23 1.14

Compactness measure: Length-Width



 

State House District Map 68 

 

District District Area 
(SQM)

Perimeter 
(Miles)

Area of Circle with 
Same Perimeter

Perimeter of Circle 
with Same Area

Compactness 
Value

71 683 131 1,375 93 1.43
72 175 77 472 47 0.91
73 443 111 982 75 1.30
74 49 32 81 25 0.93
75 291 88 611 60 0.98
76 425 102 824 73 1.36
77 202 82 531 50 1.50
78 832 160 2,026 102 0.97
79 250 92 667 56 1.82
80 63 50 201 28 2.17
81 77 48 186 31 1.63
82 17 32 81 15 1.35
83 27 36 105 19 1.09
84 46 39 118 24 0.89
85 92 56 247 34 1.47
86 80 51 204 32 1.00
87 99 55 242 35 1.22
88 2,200 206 3,362 166 1.59
89 429 113 1,018 73 1.06
90 303 106 899 62 1.37
91 833 145 1,666 102 1.89
92 761 139 1,533 98 1.10
93 1,179 210 3,505 122 1.92
94 59 52 214 27 1.76
95 624 107 916 89 1.01
96 481 102 822 78 1.10
97 885 220 3,867 105 1.21
98 4,118 305 7,422 227 1.56
99 3,825 344 9,395 219 3.54
100 1,719 191 2,917 147 1.37
101 1,941 251 4,996 156 0.73
102 3,417 291 6,755 207 0.90
103 2,883 250 4,975 190 1.39
104 2,436 362 10,413 175 1.80
105 2,921 300 7,146 192 1.39
106 7,780 397 12,550 313 1.85
107 4,923 444 15,720 249 1.71
108 9,287 645 33,135 342 1.58
109 10,075 541 23,305 356 1.35
110 14,139 680 36,767 422 1.30
Most Compact:   4.09 For District: 17
Least Compact:  0.33 For District: 5

Compactness measure: Length-Width



 

Dissenting Reports 69 

DISSENTING REPORTS 
Three commissioners of the inaugural Michigan Independent Citizens Redistricting Commission elected 
to submit a dissenting report as allowed by the Michigan State Constitution.   

“A commissioner who votes against a redistricting plan may submit a dissenting 
report which shall be issued with the commission's report.” 
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